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Presentation Items
1. Facts beat Myths

— Residents’ View, Parking, Tax revenue scare tactics

2. Fiscal Implications
— Kosmont Co. Analysis, Construction Impact, Sunnyvale

3. Problems with the EIR
— Alternatives, Traffic, Construction Parking, Utilities

4. Resolution Requirements
— Keeping Fry’s, Macy’s first, Private Agreements, Due
Process, Spot Zoning, Macy's Put Option

5. Broken Promises & Unanswered questions
~ Master Sign Program; Bike Center, Theater, Owner-Applicant

=
6. Legal Appeal

Fact: Local Residents’ Viewpoint

* We are not opposed to smart expansion and growth
in the City.

¢ We understand the Mall needs to keep up with times
and be refreshed.

¢ Any plan should do what is best for Residents and
the health of The City of Manhattan Beach over
improving the property value of a large out-of-town
Wall Street Bank.

* Any project should be well thought-out to minimize
disruption to residents, existing businesses &
neighbors.

Facts - Parking

— Most Residents of Manhattan Beach believe that
Parking will be easier and more plentiful after the
renovation.

—~ While RREEF is increasing quantity, the actual parking
ratio e.g. number of parking spaces per square foot of
retail space at the Core Mall area goes down.

— Now, Residents easily look for parking on a surface lot.

— Proposed plan has shoppers searching between three
different structures, and 9 levels for parking.

This is an overall negative to the project

Facts — Total Mall Parking Ratios

Mall used to have more parking.
* 1980-2001 Ratio 4.6/K sf
* After 2002 Expansion 4.1/K sf

¢ MB Parking Requirement 4.1/K sf.
* The Point Parking 6.0/K sf
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Facts — Non-Core Parking

Facts — Core Mall Parking Ratios

* Current Ratio
* After Phase |
* After Phase Il

3.70/K sf
3.22/K sf
3.6/K sf

e MB Overall Parking Rgqmt 4.1/K sf.
* The Point Parking 6.0/K sf

Facts - Core Mall Parking Ratio

Facts -
Core Mall

3.22 spaces [ ksf

Source:

RREEF 1-14-14
Presentation to
City Council

Phase Il Parking...
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Total Lot F = 477 spaces

Facts - Core Mall - Lot F Phasel Complete

N RN Syl A = I St
Added ksf of buildings Added Parking Total N 498
5.4 374 Existing 477
6.6 53 New Spaces 21
10.5 61 Ratio 21/24ksf=
1.5 10 0.88 spaces/ksf
Total 24,000 sf 498 spaces pa

Facts — Parking from RREEF’s own Presentation

+ Parking Norm is 4.0 to 4.5 i
* LA, Centers Range from 3.77 t0 6.07

{por Gibian Transportation, cy traflic consultant)
 Manhattan Village Designed at 4.2 {overall)

* However, that 4.2 Rotlo s Misleading
~ 5.6 Ratio In Bank/Gracary oreas
~ Only 3.7 In the “Core” Moll Area
= Results In Average of 4.2 Ovarall

Larking Supply

Qatlo  VSC Vit

MNorth Cora 3so 3.62 an
South Core 383 39 32
Total Cose 374 3.0 N

.........

FILvaet
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Facts — Parking from RREEF’s own Presentation

Parking Supply Conclusion

* Existing ratios below industry standard and
competitive set

« If there is surplus parking it is not In the core
« Phase 3 is opportunity to reduce parking ratio

i

4/29/2014



Facts - History - Zoning/Entitlements Timeline

* 1980 Manhattan Village Mall originally built

¢ 1995 MUP approiied a 8,370 SF Expansion
— PC 94-35 Master Use Permit

* 2001 MUP approved a 16,000 SF Expansion
— PC 01-27 MUP Amendment

* 2013 RREEF proposed 133,389 SF Expansion
- PC 13-10 MUP Pu;?posed Amendment

Facts - Pat Gibson — KAKU

¢ In 2001 Pat Gibson — KAKU

 Convinced the City to REDUCE the parking
requirement for Manhattan Village.

* Parking was required to be 4.6 spaces per ksf
* Requirement reduced to 4.1 spaces per ksf.
* A 12% REDUCTION in parking

* This goes against what residents and shoppers
want-- more parking not less parking.

* Point - El Segundo has 6.0 spaces per 1,000

Facts — Source material for Traffic Study 2001
Expansion & Parking Reduction

RENGVATION OF THE

VILLASE
Mazbatten Beach, Catitornin
TRAPFIC AND PARKING ANALYSIS

BN

Facts - Pat Gibson — About Gibson TC
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Facts - Pat Gibson — About Gibson TC

Quote:

“We are preparing, or have prepared, traffic
and parking studies for ... RREEF/Jones
Lang LaSalle at Manhattan Village” From
Gibson TC - Websiié About the Company

Note:

*The website makes no mention of working for
the City of Manhattan Beach.

*This is the consultant hired to look out for the
City and Residents’ best interests.

Facts — Tax Revenue Scare Tactics

— RREEF and City Staff have used scare tactics that have led residents and even
some Council Members believe that that a large renovation is tied to Apple,
Macy'’s and Fry’s staying

— The truth is:

* Macy’s owns its land and store. They stated at City Council that
their stores are profitable and are happy being in Manhattan Beach.
Macy’s staying is not dependent on the expansion

* Apple has a lease deal are currently expanding into the new
location within the mall. Apple staying is NOT dependent on the
expansion.

 Fry’s had to send a letter directly to MB (revealed at 11/12/13
meeting) stating their strong desire to stay. Before that, RREEF
insisted that Fry’s was the one who wanted to leave. Fry’s high tax
revenue Is good for the City, but low rent is a negative for RREEF

* Good faith negotiations? RREEF’s proposed 3 1-year extension
deal sends the message to Fry’s to GET OUT.

>

Fiscal Implications

* Kosmont Co. 3

* Fry’s

¢ Dead Soldiers

* Construction Parking Program

* Impact of Construction on existing mall
business and adjacent business

* How much money’i_?will ensure RREEF
completes the project. Sunnyvale

Fiscal Implications — Kosmont Co.

* The City paid
Kosmont $150,000.

* Kosmont used oid
projections—that
were prepared by
RREEF

* Kosmont failed to
report or even
comment on lost
revenue to the City
and businesses during
construction period.
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Fiscal Implications - Fry’s (The Real Story)

* Economic Consultant Represents Fry’s sales at
$40 Million

» QOther sources report Fry’s actual sales volume at
a minimum of $70 Million

« Difference of $30 Million equals $300,000 per
year to City Revenues

City Finance Direétor or Kosmont Co should
provide source and back-up to support its
reporting of Fry’s actual sales.

Fiscal Implications — Construction Parking Program

* 122 construction workers coming daily

* 270 spaces removed during construction

* 122 + 270 = 392 less spaces available for
shoppers

e 392/ 1,345 = 29.1% reduction in parking

» Reduction in Parking = Reduction in Tax Revenue

* 29% reduction in Parking has strong correlation

to reduction in mall tenants’ (and adjacent
business’) sales and City tax revenue.

¢ Reduction in Parking does not affect RREEF’s
rental income.

b

Fiscal Implications - Manhattan Village
Sales During Construction

$300,000,000
$250,000,000

$200,000,000 |

$150,000,000
$100,000,000 |

$50,000000 | |

$-

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Financial Implications -
Lost Revenue During Construction

Quote:

“It takes two weeks for customers to know
construction has started, and it takes two
months for them to know it’s done.”

Bob Rich — Manhattan Beach Resident & Operations
Manager -Becker’s Hermosa Beach

Note:
* Lost sales could total about $300M
* Lost revenue to City could total about $3.1M
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Financial Implications - Dead Soldiers

« Kosmont strongly denounced Banks as “Dead
Soldiers” but Staff has not addressed the issue.
* Councilcould; =
— Condition “No non-conforming banks in the future”
— Convert these buildings to tax productive uses.

Bank Lease Expiration
* CitiBank 11-18-15

¢ US Bank 4-30-20

e BofA 5-31-20

¢ Wells Fargo 5-27-25

¢ Union Bank 4-30-26

¢ Chase 10-30-30

Financial Implications -
3500 Sepulveda WAS a Dead Soldier

¢ [n 2005, the 3500 Bullding was purchased as a Dead Soldier.

¢ A dedicated group of local residents and small business
invested in Manhattan Beach.

* The building was renovated, without requesting increased
density from the City.

¢ New tenants invested in Manhattan Beach.

¢ Well run small businesses such as Tin Roof Bistro, Susie Cakes,
The Vintage Shoppe.

Today the property Is very productive for the City.
Generating $75,000 thousand in sales tax and
business license revenue to the City.

Financial Implicatjons — RREEF - Sunnyvale

The City of Sunnyvale & RREEF Development Agreement

* a partnership of RREEF America Hl (RREEF) and Sand Hill
Property Company acquired the project On October 2,
2006, Downtown Sunnyvale Mixed Use, LLC, DSMU.

* The City of Sunnyvale signed a redevelopment
agreement with the partnership based upon a thorough
62 page legal agreement with over 20 exhibits.

The City of Sunnyvale thought they had a
stable financial partner in RREEF.

Financial Implications RREEF - Sunnyvale

The City of Sunnyvale - Town Center background

¢ Sunnyvale Town Center is a 36-acre shopping
mall located in Sunnyvale, CA.

* |t was anchored by Macy’s, Target and J.C. Penney.

* RREEF invested approximately $220 million of private
equity and $108 million in bank loans in the Project.

* As of March 2013, only the Target and Macy's stores
remain operational:

¢ Much of the mall consists of a construction site on
which work is stalled as a result of a legal dispute.
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Financial Implications - RREEF - Sunnyvale

» RREEF abandoned this project and The City of Sunnyvale.

* Despite RREEF/DSMU'’s approx $220 million of private

equity investment, in Feb 2009 RREEF/DSMU told the City of Has anyone called

Sunnyvale that it would not be able to meet the $108
million loan when due.

* The loans were foreclased on in October, 2009, The Citv Of SU n nyva IE?

* The Superior Court appointed a Receiver for the Sunnyvale
the Town Center.

* RREEF/DSMU forfeited approximately $220 million of
private equity and defaulted on $108 million in bank loans.

$220 Milllon dollars written — off as a business expense

The City of Sunnyvale is out of luck
3
Problems with the EIR . : :
EIR - Project Alternatives Studied
Planning Commission Findings per Ordinance
* Alternatives studied in the EIR ) :':ema;'t": A; Bugd :;’::‘;“8 : ':;ie“;d :
3 : . * Alternative B - Bui ase One Only
: Altern?tl\./es REJECTED by Planning Rejected by Planning Commission as Socially Infeasible
Commission * Does not incorporate Fry’s corner
« Alternatives NOT studied * Does not enhance spatial relationships
* Does not promote pedestrian access
* Traffic Traffic Traffic » Does not maximize use of site
X g 2 A * Does not consolidate Macy’s Men Store
* Construction Parking, Staging & Phasing « Alternative C— Phase One in front of Ralphs
! — Rejected
¢ Alternative D — Environmentally Superior
~ None found




EIR - Project Alternatlves NOT Studied
Phase1&2 Only

(Reminder: this is the option you are voting on)
—has same faults as REJECTED option
—Does not incorporate Fry’s Corner
—Does not enhance spatial relationships
—Does not prompte pedestrian access

Only way to GUARANTEE Macy'’s
consolidation is to do it first.

EIR- Planning Commission REJECTS Phase 1 only

accommodate the onhomplmdlho component of the project that
mmmwummsmnm »mmmmmmmumw
they would be met with the proposed Project, the Planning Commission finds this to be an

be

é

the dagree
adequate basis for rejecting Attemative B as soclally infeasible.

mmmmmwmg“cﬁ;mma:mqu an
vanammd nhdhna Altemative by lndq:smm any ather reason, would

RRERBGEE

“The Planning Commission hereby finds that each of the
reasons set forth above would be an independent
ground for rejecting Alternative B, and by itself,
independent of any other reason, would justify
rejection of Alternative B as socially infeasible”

EIR - Planning g

Commission Conclusion I_-:._---—

sFor a Denovo hearing, Staff iﬁ
should present to City Council all : 3 s
the facts. =
*Complete facts have net been
presented to City Council.

*If you want to rely upon your

experts, the Planning :
Commission—has rejected this l =

option. :
*The option currently presented il ] A |
has the same fatal flaws.

EIR - Construction Parking Program

* A complete parking program should be submitted,
reviewed and approved prior to APPROVAL of a Village
Mall Expansion

* Phase One
— Starts: March 2015
~Ends: June 2017
28 Months of Construction
Over 2 years of construction—if everything goes right.

Construction Parking will impact all existing Mall businesses
and sale tax revenues to the City of Manhattan Beach.
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EIR - Traffic Inconsistencies —
Gibson Studied Rosecrans in 2001, But Not in 2012?
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EIR - Traffic Inconsistencies —
Revised Intersections Added To Traffic Study

o Certified Traffic Engineer, Gabriel Elliott submitted a
letter 9-17-13 questioning the traffic study.

» One of many flaws was less intersections studied for
this expansion, than the last 16,000 sf expansion.

* In September of 2013, Gibson studied additional
intersections in response to this question.

* Despite Gibson’s 1/14/14 declaration that “all
questions have been answered”, this answer was
issued last Thursday.

o Last Thursday’s answer was buried in the 600 page
Staff report and Final EIR addendum.

EIR - Traffic lncqpsistencies -
Phase 1 Complete — Common Sense

* Phase 1 does not require Cedar Way so there is
no road or vehicular connection between the
Mall and Fry’s.

» The traffic report allows traffic trips to be added
to Fry’s driveways.

* Fry’s is Phase 3. Not a part of this application.

» How do the cars get across the Veterans Parkway
ditch?

* One of the many flaws in the traffic study.

EIR — Traffic Inconsistencies —
Phase 1 Complete — Common Sense

Sl

4/29/2014
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EIR - Fry's Rosecrans Driveway

- . 4(6) ~> ﬁ)
m\ 35 ! (6) &3 ' (N

1 Boulovard & 2. Project Driveway 1 (Fry's) & 13, Projoct Diiv
Rasacrans Rosscrans Averue . ' Rosecrans /
, ;f =

EIR — Traffic Inconsistencies

Quote:

“Fry’s staying does not increase traffic.”
source; - Gibson traffic study presentation

Trip Generation — PM Peak Hour

Existing 1,893 +376+83 =2,361
Village Shops 71+76 = 147
NE Comer 112-83 = 29
NW Corer 183 - 376 = (192)

TOTAL 2,335
NET DIFFERENCE  (16)

EIR - Traffic Inconsistencies

With Phase 3 omitted and Fry’s staying:

Traffic does INCREASE
* Trip Generation — PM Peak Hour
-~ Existing 1,893 +375+ 83 = 2,351
~ Village Shops 71+76 = 147
-~ NEC - Macy’s (60K) 135-83 = 52
—~ NWC (Frys) 375-375= 0
- Total =2,550

- Net pm Trips Increase = 199

« SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC INCREASE 8.5%

4/29/2014
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EIR — Traffic Equivalency Program

* The Equivalency Pragram is a major change to the
City’s zoning regulations.

* Despite repeated Council requests, City Staff has
never presented it to the City Council.

* Council should require Staff and Gibson to
provide information from another CA City that
has used Equivalency Program to change the
parking requiremeg_.s.

Will Council approve an EIR and traffic study based
on this premise that has not been explained?

Resolution Requirements in response
to City Council requests
* Keeping Fry’s (the real story)
* Macy’s first
* On-Site improvements first
* Private Agreements
* Due Process
* Down Zoning
* Spot Zoning

Resolution Requirements — Keep Fry’s

RREEF wants Fry’s out for a higher-rent tenant

* Resolution: “Negotiate in good faith”

* Three 1-year extensions is like asking Fry’s
to leave. 2

Resolution Requirement - Consolidate Macy’s

The only way to GUARANTEE Macy's;
is to require Macy's consolidates first.
e Macy’s owns its own land and building.
¢ Macy'’s has stated that their existing stores are
successful and they are happy in MB.

4/29/2014
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Resolution Requirement -
Macy'’s or Whatever RREEF wants??

EIR allow replacement of Macy’s
Expansion/Consolidation with 60,000 sf of other retail.
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Resolution Requirement - Macy’s Consolidation

If no Macy’s Consolidation, then RREEF can
build 60,000 sf of retail

* In Component ll, one alternative development
proposal includes a 60 ksf expansion of the Macy’s
Fashion building; however, if the Macy’s Fashion
Store were not to expand, any amount of the 60 ksf
could be developed as shopping center retail uses
without altering the results of this analysis.

* Source: Final EIR - Gibson Transportation Consulting, 2014.

Resolution Requiremignt - Macy’s Put Option

* Council’s decision is based heavily on the “Put
Option”.

* |s the Put Option signed?

* Oris it just a non-binding Letter of Intent?

* Has Staff, the Economic Consultant, the City
Attorney, or better yet a Council Member read
“The Put Option” ?

* Council is in their rights to require a copy
before approving the project.

Resolution = [ =
a I" st 1 Enthle Pumon i ‘:ﬂ--w 'h--m‘ Pl s Aoefl 2014, 269% of cous.
Offer of Commitment

fperxred e

scchacot pefesstmnts, ¥ | conaaistzs Macy', BEGF

3 PaaCreck
Fechion Storg. MDD expinoon, biodscopecad | AREEPIs urably o seeower
Espenion Ophthg erchberny, Ivustment In S e,

o PrpuFonCheck | 4400000 - ST wit oy | Feet s forfultemtngs | 3umo 2015
& Construction
PawitFase

5. Mevsans $2500.000 - FRUEEF Aok to | RRSEF recaives noank Ny 05
Ranceaicn
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Resolution Requirement -Deutsche Bank-RREEF

* DB-RREEF is a $3,2 Billion Wall Street bank.

* The amounts listed in the commitment matrix
are comparable to you and | buying a cup of
coffee at Starbucks.

* A pro-forma estimate shows DB-RREEF making
a $30 Million profit from Phase 1 only.

* If Phase 2 does nat happen, these amounts
are a tax deduction to RREEF, not a penalty.

Deutsche Bank — RREEF

Resolution Requirement - Private Agreements

« The City of Manhattan Beach required 3500 to enter into a Settlement
Agreement with 3500’ neighbor RREEF, prior to allowing 3500 to make
economic use of 3500's bullding.

. Staff insists it does not recognize private agreements, which conflicts
with their past actions.

* The proposed Master Use Permit (MUP) violates this same Settlement

Agreement the City required.

The City recognizes and respects the COREA between Macy’s and RREEF.

The COREA governs RREEF's expansion, but is belng ignored by the City.

Kosmont Co explained Macy’s controls the shopping center by the COREA.

City Staff is NOT requiring RREEF to get 3500's COREA Approval.

To knowlrg%apprwe a master use permit that allows two of the three

parties (RREEF and Macy’s) to gain economically, by violating terms of the

COREA with the new Master Use Permit, while the third party’s (3500)

property is down zoned, and will cause 3500 to suffer economic loss Is

exposing the City to real Financlal Liability.

To Ignore Recorded private agreements, is to cause conflict and project

Resolution Requirements - Due Process

* Throughout this application and hearing process, 3500

has not been given due process, by the City of
Manhattan Beach

3500 was limited by the Planning Commission to three
minutes of public comment.

Applicant or Owner? Why does status keep changing?
As an applicant, 3500 again requested to be copied on
all project correspondence on 1-25-14.

This request has not been met.

Why is 3500 being left out of negotiations affecting
3500’s property rights?

4/29/2014
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Due Process - Applicant or Owner

from pags 15 of 408 of the Sff report:

:ss&?.ﬂmmu.cmlh necessary e Wﬁmmmmm
obtalning necessary entitiements,

withdraw

the seminal here: is for
mmu%m%“mmmww“ i
?:tdﬂmazﬂnu&pmmndﬁ 's processing ’mﬂnwlllwnﬁm
ucmndtlumpplhm )

* The first sentence states that a condition was placed on Tin Roof’s permit
process.

* Here the City Is not only admitting that it held Tin Roof’s permit “hostage” but
also that the City does'lvndeed help enforce a private agre%ements between two
property owners.

* itis also relevant that the City required 3500 Sepulveda to get approval from
RREEF on the Tin Roof project. Why was that?

* The City erroneously states that 3500 agreed to be Co-Applicant.

. Arln why is3500 listed slmpw Property Owner in the Staff reports for

nning Commission.

Due Process - Applicant or Owner (cont)

* Wouldn’t it make sense that any cooperation from 3500 Sepulveda
would be consistent with the “Settiement Agreement” signed by
the Mall and 3500?

3500 has publicly stated that it would abide by the plan in the
Settlement Agreement.

* s the City saying that 3500 must agree to ANYTHING that the Mall’s
project has now morphed into?

*  Whether 3500 is the applicant or not IS relevant for several reasons,
but it surely speaks to the inaccuracy of the process and report.

¢ The last line appears to be a thinly veiled threat that if 3500
Sepulveda doesn’t fike what the mall project has morphed into—
the City will retaliate and will questions their property rights.

* When this was discussed at the November Council meeting, Staff
backed down and the Attorney backed down from their threat.

Resolution Requirement - Down Zoning

* City Staff admits that they required 3500 to
sign application.

* RREEF and Macy’s are gaining valuable
expansion rights from the City.

* 3500 is losing the following uses by right;
- Personal Services
— Travel Services
- Commercial Recreation and Entertainment

Down Zoning — Personal, Banks & Travel Services

* Personal Services - Provision of recurrently needed services of a
personal nature. This classification includes barber and beauty
shops (Including incidental massage), seamstresses, tallors, shoe
repair shops, dry-cleaning businesses (excluding large-scale bulk
cleaning plants), photo-copying, and self-service laundries.

* Banks - Financial Institutions that provide retail banking services to
individuals and businesses. This classification includes only those
Institutions engaged In the on-site circulation of cash money. It also
includes businesses offering check-cashing facilities.

-« Travel Services - Establishments providing travel information and

reservations to individuals and businesses. This classification
excludes car rental agencles.

4/29/2014
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Down Zoning - Commercial
Recreation and Entertainment.

Provision of participant or spectator recreation or
entertainment. This classification includes theaters, sports
stadiums and arenas, amusement parks, bowling alleys,
billiard parlors, poolrooms, dance halls, ice/roller skating
rinks, golf courses, miniature golf courses, scale-model
courses, shooting galleries, tennis/racquetball courts,
health/fitness clubs, game centers which include any place
open to the public in Which there are more than three (3)
games or amusements, including but not limited to,
electronic video, pinball machines, whether coin operated
or on free play and card rooms.

Limited. Indoor movie theaters, game centers as defined
herein, and performing arts theaters.

Resolution Requirement -Spot Zoning

The draft Resolution No. 14-0026
~ Restricts a small parcel (3500) and gives it less rights
than the surrounding property.
The draft Resolution No. RES. 14-00026 , Section
18d, pages 25 and 26 of 38, removes the current
discretion vested with the Hacienda Building
owners and imposes two new conditions on the
Hacienda Building, (1) that “the total office
combined square footage of the entire Mall site
does not exceed 98,100 square feet, and (2) that
the parking requirements are met.”

Unanswered Questions & Broken Promises

* Master Sign Program

* Owner vs Applicant

* Bicycle Center

* Theater - Requests from residents have been ignored
* Equivalency Program

Unanswered Questions - Master Sign Program

Quote:
“RREEF looks forward to presenting the master sign

program to the City Council...”
Mark English September 2013

Note:

Presentation never happened.

Master Sign Program not approved by Planning
Commission.

Approves Variances to City Municipal Code.
Council should insist on presentation and review before
approving.

4/29/2014
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Unanswered Questions - Applicant or Owner

* Forced to sign — This is illegal
* Denied a voice at Planning Commission
— As 3500's property was being rezoned to benefit RREEF
and Machs
= Status mysteriously changed
— Owner to Applicant when project went to City Council.
— City Attorney and Staff have not answered why.

Per April Beach %eporter Formal Legal notice:
3500 Sepulveda nor Macy’s are listed as
“Applicant”

Broken Promises —

Improvements promised by Staff to Planning
Commission and Public.
What happened to them?

‘Broken Promises - Bicycle Center

Planning Commission
spent hours working

on including bicycles

in the plan.

RREEF promised a bike
center like Santa
Monica Place.

iincn asks potn
Py

Where is lt Speciﬁcaﬂv Redeveiopment p;l:?:'f“ovaarl—
Pebruary26, 2014 #208340.00 |5

designated?

52

Broken Promises - Theater

RREEF told Residents that it was not RREEF’s fault that
the theater left.

FACT: RREEF made deal to get Pacific Theaters
to leave before lease expired.

4/29/2014
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Time has shown these conclusions to be
FALSE

e Traffic and Parkin& Conclusions
— Project does net Generate Significant Impacts

» Construction Scheduled to Meet Parking Demand

~ Reality shows 29% reduction in parking during
construction.

* Internal and External Circulation Improvements
— Where are the improvements?
— No required right pockets on Sepulveda.
— No improvements to Internal circulation.

Legal Appeal

Briggs Law Corporation
Presentation

4/29/2014
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