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Allen G. Bruce 1 1
Barnett Joseph 1 1
Barto Russell 1 1
Brusavich Bruce 1 1 1 2
Brusavich Deborah 1 1 1 2
Butler Mary 1 1
Cameron Karen 1 1
Cameron William Scott 1 1
Chang Dorothy 1 1 1
Chang Nien Chih 1 1 1
Chang Susan 1 1
Chevalier Marilyn 1 1 1
Choate Mark 1 1
Choate Cynthia 1 1
Cohen Sydler 1 1
Dotson Linda 1 1 1
Dotson Arleigh 1 1 1
Fasoletti Dario 1 1
Fay Richard 1 1 1
Feldman Jack 1 1
Fotion George 1 1
Gagnon Joseph 1 1
Gorsuch Valerie 1 1
Gorsuch Valerie 1 1
Govenar Richard 1 1
Govenar Karen 1 1
Guzzino Maryam 1 1 1
Guzzino Kim 1 1 1 1
Haney Fred 1 1
Haney Barbara 1 1
Harbison John 1 1 1 1
Harbison Renata 1 1 1 1
Harbison Robert 1 1
Harmon Reed 1 1
Hart David 1 1
Hinchliffe Anne 1 1
Anonymous Anonymous 1 1
Interion Alfred 1 1
Interion Lorna 1 1
Johnson Jarret 1 1
Jones Karen 1 1
Jones Ronald 1 1
Juell Jean 1 1
Jung Inhee 1 1 1 1
Jung Kyu Sik 1 1 1 1
Kohr Cheryl 1 1
Lanigan Kevin 1 1
Lanigan Peggy 1 1
Leatherbury Leven 1 1
Leatherbury Tina 1 1
Logan Robert 1 1
Lovell Ellen 1 1
Mack Vickie 1 1 1
Maye George 1 1
Maye Diane 1 1
Melton Linwood 1 1
Melton Catherine 1 1 2
Merchant Jodi 1 1
Miletich Ljepa 1 1
Miller Tom 1 1 1
Miller Karen 1 1 1
Moore Corey 1 1
Moore Susan 1 1
Morris Bob 1 1 1
Nash Carolyn 1 1
Nash Savery 1 1
Olsen Willard 1 1 1
Petillon Lee 1 1 1
Rosenkranz Georgiana 1 1
Schott Ried 1 1
Scribe Phyllis 1 1
Shawa Tania 1 1 1
Shawa David 1 1 1
Smoke Margaret 1 1 1
Smoke Stephen 1 1 1
Song Charles 1 1
Song Kay 1 1
Spencer Annalu 1 1
Stanton Diane 1 1
Tedesco Sharon 1 1
Tsutsui Peggy 1 1 1
Tsutsui Fred 1 1 1
Uharriet John 1 1
Uharriet June 1 1
Valliant Darla 1 1
Wasserman Gail 1 1 2
Wasserman Karl 1 1
Winston George 1 1
Winston Sandra 1 1
Witte Terry 1 1
Witte James 1 1
Total letter v 28 v 63 34 ¥ 60 ¥ 36
Total Residents 28 63 34 60 32
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Residents 91
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Statement by PVE Residents about the 900 Via Panorama Application ZC-2/M-902-13

We the undersigned PVE Residents, wish to express our concerns about Application number:
ZC-2M-902-13, which is on the agenda for the 02/19/13 meeting of the PVE Planning Commission.

“The Project: Zone Change of Parcel A adjacent to 900 Via Panorama from Open Space to R-1
Family Residential and Miscellaneous Application for walls exceeding the maximum allowable
height. Application number: ZC-2/M-902-13"

We the undersigned PVE residents also wish to express our concerns about a transaction by the
City of Palos Verdes Estates (“City”) and the Palos Verdes Homes Association (“PVHA”) approved
at the City Council Meeting of 7/24/12 whereby 1.7 acres of parkland (“Parcel A”) surrounding 900
Via Panorama was sold for $500,000 to Mr. Lugliani (“Owner”) who has owned 900 Via Panorama
since 1975.

Our concerns include the following:

* Parcel A was part of the 800 acres in the original formation of PVE in 1923 designated as
public parklands and constrained by certain Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions
(“CC&Rs”) put in place on 6/26/23 in “The Declaration of Establishment of Basic Protective
Restrictions, Conditions, Covenants, Reservations, Liens and Charges Affecting the Real
Property to be Known as Palos Verdes Estates Parcel A and B” and designated to remain in
force in perpetuity and binding on all owners including subsequent owners. Those CC&Rs
were assumed by the City when the PVHA transferred the parklands to the City in 1938.

* To our knowledge, this sale of parklands is unprecedented -- meaning that neither the City
nor PVHA has ever sold parkland to a private entity for non-public use (other than a swap
of parkland on Via Castilla with non-parkland at a different location in Lunada Bay to
compensate for it -- hence that transaction did not decrease the total amount of parkland
acreage and hence is not a precedent.) As such, we believe both the sale of parkland on
Via Panorama and the proposed rezoning violate the original CC&Rs in an unprecedented
way.

* The sale transaction violates the CC&Rs covering this tract within PVE, and hence should
never have been approved. Our understanding is that the City cannot sell public parkland.

* The sale transaction also violates statements on the websites of the City and PVHA about
the importance of preserving the open space that is so critical to differentiating PVE as a
community (see below), and this violation would be exacerbated if re-zoning of Parcel A
was approved.

* The process by which the sale of parkland was approved in July 2012 was inappropriate
and (we believe) illegal, since no signs were posted or letters sent out to any residents
within 300 feet of the property being sold. None of the neighbors on Via Panorama or Via
Mirada were aware of the transaction before, during or after the 07/24/12 City Council
Meeting that approved the sale — until a sigh was posted on or about 02/05/13, that the
owners of 900 Via Panorama were applying to re-zone the property from OS (Open Space)
to R-1 (Single Family Residential) and mailings were sent out to select residences in early
February 2013.

* The current process to consider re-zoning also has not been conducted properly, since the
owners of 916 Via Panorama (900 Via Mirada) are approximately 198 feet away from the
boundary of the property subject to the re-zoning request and did not receive notice in
the mail, as required by PVE procedures for all properties within 300 feet. The owners of
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Statement by PVE Residents about the 900 Via Panorama Application ZC-2/M-902-13

917 Via Panorama are also within the designated radius and did not receive notice. (See

attached Zillow map with property boundaries and overlay.)

Information presented to the City Council by staff was misleading in some regards, such as

the true origin, nature and status of the encroachments on the west side of 900 Via

Panorama. In the staff report 05/01/12, it says “To the west of the property, the Property

Owners landscaped and improved a section of City-owned parkland, including placement

of a gazebo and other accessory, non-habitable structures. At the City’s direction,

Property Owners removed the structures encroaching on the City’s parkland.” This was

reinforced by the City Attorney’s comments at the 05/08/12 meeting -- that the

encroachments caused by constructing a sports court, retaining walls, steps, gazebo and
landscaping were mostly done by the predecessor owner and not the Luglianis. In reality,
many of the structures were never removed, and it was the Lugianis and not the
predecessors that built them. Several minutes after the City Attorney made her
comments, a resident (Joseph Barnett) delivered a detailed description how he was
intimately familiar with the property in the early 1970s as a real estate agent. He said that
none of those encroachments existed at the time of the Lugliani purchase; he also

expressed surprise at the extent of the encroachments and concern about rewarding “a

violator of city codes” and the precedent for selling parkland. Yet none of his critical

remarks were detailed in the otherwise very accurate and specific minutes of the meeting
as reflected in the audio and compared it to what was written in the minutes. Barnett was
correct on this point, and in fact on 02/09/13, David Lugliani (son of the owner and a real
estate developer) acknowledged to us verbally that his family built these structures.

The amount paid ($500,000) is significantly below market for 1.7 acres, and no solicitation

(to our knowledge) was made to other parties. Approximately $400,000 of the proceeds

was used by the PVHA to pay legal fees on a lawsuit, and the remaining $100,000 was

used by the City for its general budget. As such, the City and PVHA both benefitted from
the transaction, but failed to act in a fiduciary manner in regards to maintaining parkland
for public use in its stewardship roles.

When the Owner (Lugliani) acquired 900 Via Panorama in 1975, the previous owner

(Haagen) had built a road on the parkland property — without notice or permits; other

non-approved structures, including a trellised rose garden, gates and stairs, had also been

built. The new Owner then significantly expanded and extended encroachments on
parkland to include grading a large sports field into the hillside, building a 30 foot retaining
wall to shore up the now exposed slope due to the graded field, and constructing pergolas
and other structures as well as new landscaping; the landscaping includes trees that have
grown to over 40 feet tall on the public parkland which now block neighborhood views of
the coastline and ocean.

o The Owner has derived benefit from these illegal encroachments for over 30 years
and has left the impression that portions of Parcel A (such as the sports field) were
private; these benefits were derived without receiving any permits or paying any taxes
for use of this land.

o We believe such behavior should not be rewarded.

o When the City became aware of these encroachments in 2004 through their GIS
system (the encroachments are clearly visible in Zillow/Google Maps satellite views in
the attachment), the City appropriately demanded that the Owner remove all
structures. That demolition was begun some time between 2011 and 2012, but halted
before removal was completed.
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Statement by PVE Residents about the 900 Via Panorama Application ZC-2/M-902-13

This transaction clearly violates the charter for PVHA. Here are relevant excerpts from the
PVHA website (http://www.palosverdes.com/homesassociation/history.htm): "...the 3200
acres were transferred to a trustee, subject to the terms and provisions of a trust
indenture commonly known as "Palos Verdes Trust Indenture”... By the terms of the
deeds transferring these properties to Palos Verdes Homes Association, the property
must be perpetually devoted to public uses; otherwise, title reverts to the trustee.... The
Homes Association has independent functions to perform, which no city can legally
perform. These functions must be performed by the Homes Association to protect one of
the most valuable assets that the community has. Palos Verdes Estates is one of the few
communities in Southern California, and indeed in the State of California, which has a
comprehensive plan of both use and building restrictions. With the growth of the
population and industry in Southern California, it is becoming increasingly important that
use and building restrictions be perpetuated. The Homes Association under the
Restrictions themselves, under the Trust Indenture, and under its Articles of Incorporation
and By-laws, is given the power and the right to enforce these restrictions....The deeds
from the trustee to each original purchaser refer specifically to the restrictions, the
organization of the Homes Association and the Art Jury bind the purchaser to comply
with the restrictions. The restrictions and the original deeds are recorded, and being
matters of record, each subsequent purchaser is also bound by the restrictions.”

This transaction also violates what the City of PVE says on its own website. From the City

of Palos Verdes website at http://www.pvestates.org/index.aspx?page=38: “Deed

restrictions were imposed on the land in 1923, when the Bank of America, as trustee for

Vanderlip's Palos Verdes Project, drafted a trust indenture and outlined provisions for

development.... Over the years, the City’s governance has been guided by the vision of the

original founders with an emphasis on preserving, protecting and enhancing the quality
of life and natural assets that make Palos Verdes Estates unique.”

The undersigned residents would like answers to the following questions:

o City Council minutes from 7/24/12 state that the transaction “prohibits [Parcel A]
from ever being merged with the adjacent residential property.” Why then is the City
considering re-zoning it to residential?

o Why was a resident allowed to purchase parkland, when that is explicitly forbidden in
the original legal documents that formed PVE?

o Why is the illegal activity of building on public lands in a manner that is explicitly
disallowed being forgiven and rewarded decades after the fact?

o Why were no residents within 300 feet notified of the proceedings involving the sale
of parkland property in July 2012? Not giving appropriate notice makes this look like a
cover-up.

o Why were some residents within the same 300 feet not notified of the Planning
Commission meeting on 02/19/13?

o After the Owner acquired Parcel A in 2012, are they now paying taxes? If so, what is
the assessed value of the newly acquired property? And since they have been using it
for over 30 years for their personal use, are they going to pay any back taxes on the
assessed value?

o The Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU") is filled with inaccuracies and
inconsistencies. For instance, it states that “Area A [The Via Panorama Parcel A] is
approximately 75,930 sq ft and roughly equivalent in size and value to Lots C& D.”
The MOU sites the square feet of Lot C & D as 19,984 sq ft and 17,978 sq ft
respectively for a total of 37,962 sq ft. Obviously 75,930 sq ft is not “roughly”
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Statement by PVE Residents about the 900 Via Panorama Application ZC-2/M-902-13

equivalent —it is almost twice the size. Further, the whole argument of a trade for
open space is spurious, since both properties were designated open space before the
transaction. As for value, if the values are equivalent, how does the $500,000 price
paid by the Owner reflect fair market value when the value of lots C & D is $1.5M or
more?

o How did the City/PVHA determine the appropriate value for the sale? And how does
the donation to the Palos Verdes Unified School District of $1,500,000 figure into the
value of the acquired parkland? The donation to PVUSD was directly connected in the
MOU to the sale of Parcel A; the donation was contingent on the sale of Parcel A.

o Why did the City/PVHA not resolve the situation by granting permits for the retaining
walls since that was deemed to be for the public good, while retaining ownership on
the property by the City? We've been told that without the retaining walls, portions of
900 Via Panorama property might collapse onto the houses below. However, the
instability of the house was created by the Owner’s illegal construction of the sport
field which cut into the natural hillside and created the need for the 30-foot retaining
wall. Further, there are no houses at risk below the property.

o Now that the City/PVHA has made this illegal transfer, what is their response when
anyone else in PVE decides to build on adjacent parkland and/or asks to buy the
property? Is the City/PVHA prepared for lawsuits from residents demanding similar
rights to parkland they wish to purchase?

o City Council minutes 7/24/12 state that “they are not precluding, nor permitting any
improvements” including accessory structures. Why did the City Council not preclude
any modifications that encroach on open space? Is that not a matter of CC&Rs in the
deed and not a matter of interpretation by the Planning Commission?

o The CC&Rs established in 1923 require that parkland be maintained for public use and
benefit. How is selling it to a private individual compatible with that requirement?

o In the City Council minutes 7/24/12, City Attorney Hogin says “it is to remain as open
space in perpetuity” but then that “accessory structures” that would be allowed.
Attorney Hogin said the definition of accessory structures includes “gazebo, sports
court, retaining wall, landscaping, barbecues or any other accessory structure as
defined in 18.32.010B of the PVEMC if approved.” Then she went on to say “accessory
structures are not allowed in open space; an application for rezoning of Area 1 would
be required”. So does this mean that City Attorney Hogin was aware that the owners
intended to re-zone and hence circumvent the open space requirement that the City
Council was told would be in effect “in perpetuity”?

o In the City Council minutes 7/24/12, “MPT Goodhart confirmed with Attorney Hogin
that Areas 1 and 3 of this property are currently, and would remain, zoned as open
space.” So why is a re-zoning being considered?

o This transaction violates the finding of the Court in 2012 that PVPUSD cannot sell
property designated as open space to private owners. PVHA defended that principle
in the lawsuit, and settlement of the appeals process was part of the Resolution that
was approved on 7/24/12. However that principle seems to have been violated in this
aspect of the Resolution. Hence, we find it ironic that in the same transaction, the City
and PVHA chose to ignore the principles it had just vigorously defended and reward
the family making a charitable contribution by selling parkland to them. Why?

As for the re-zoning application, we believe the request to rezone from OS (Open Space) to R1
(Single Family Residential) should be denied since that would allow usage inconsistent with both
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Statement by PVE Residents about the 900 Via Panorama Application ZC-2/M-902-13

the CC&Rs in force, as well as the “open space” easements on the property that are controlled by
the City. Any kind of structure (including a fence or wall) would be in conflict with the feeling of
open space and the views of the neighbors who look out at the “Queen’s Necklace” coastline view
through Parcel A and the adjacent parkland.

If the rational for the re-zoning to R-1 is to allow the old and new lots to be considered a single
parcel, that is explicitly forbidden under the express conditions of the recorded quit claim deed,
which state “The Deed shall not cause the Property to be merged with any adjacent lot and any
such merger shall be prohibited.” The express conditions also states, “Unless expressly provided
for herein, Grantee shall not construct any structure on the Property and the Property shall be
restricted to open space.”

Signature: Address:
Name: Date:
Signature: Address:
Name: Date:
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Letter to the Palos Verdes Estates City Council — March 4, 2013
Detailed Statement by John & Renata Harbison about 900 Via Panorama Rezoning Application
Concerning Rezoning Application ZC-2/M-902-13

* Opposition To Rezoning Application ZC-2/M-902-13.

* Expression of grave and serious concerns to the transaction May 2012 whereby 1.7
acres of Palos Verdes Estates public parkland was conveyed to The Via Panorama Trust
u/a May 2, 2012 (representing the Luglianis as “the Owner” of 900 Via Panorama) for
$500,000 as part of an integrated series of transactions by the City of Palos Verdes
Estates (PVE) and the Palos Verdes Homes Association (PVHA) as memorialized in a
“Memorandum Of Understanding” (MOU) approved by the City Council 07/24/12.

As PVE Residents we formally express our very grave and serious concerns about Application
Number: Agenda Item ZC-2M-902-13 of the 03/12/13 meeting of the PVE City Council. This
application requests a Zone Change of Parcel A adjacent to 900 Via Panorama from Open Space to
R-1 Single Family Residential and includes a Miscellaneous Application for walls exceeding the
maximum allowable height. We believe this is demonstrably illegal and will explain that opinion in
the following discussion.

We also wish to express not only our opposition to the above referenced rezoning application but
also our very grave and serious concerns about the earlier transaction which was approved
unanimously by the Palos Verdes Unified School District (PVPUSD), by the PVHA, and by the PVE
City Council at their meeting on 7/24/12 whereby 1.7 acres of parkland (“Parcel A”) surrounding
900 Via Panorama was sold for $500,000 to the Owner of said property.

Let us be very specific. By law “Protective Restrictions” or “Covenants” “Run with the Land” and
therefore semantically speaking any and all “Deed Restrictions” are clearly "Covenants running
with the land." Such “Deed Restrictions” are perpetual and everlasting under law unless (1) the
document cites a specific duration or expiration date or (2) they are released by the party who
placed the restriction(s).

The “Protective Restrictions Palos Verdes Estates” and both of these options (1) and (2) above
are explicitly addressed in the two “Protective Restrictions Palos Verdes Estates” booklets.

* The Bank of America Deed of Trust Indenture, including Declarations, recorded October
18, 1924;

* In the Bank of America Quit Claim transferring all city Parkland properties to the PVHA
recorded June 21, 1940;
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Letter to the Palos Verdes Estates City Council — March 4, 2013
Detailed Statement by John & Renata Harbison about 900 Via Panorama Rezoning Application
Concerning Rezoning Application ZC-2/M-902-13

* Andin the Palos Verdes Estates City Council Resolution, accepting title to all city Parkland
properties on June 12, 1940.

The latter two documents above referenced are attached for those of you who have not seen
these two specific documents in the past. Please note all the “Restrictions, Conditions,
Covenants, Liens, and Charges” are explicit in all three of these documents and include sections
pursuant to both “Duration of the Restrictions” and the process for “Modification of
Restrictions”.

Each and every document states clearly that all “Restrictions, et al” are binding not only to the
original Grantor but all Grantees.

Now let us address the PVE City Council minutes from 1939/1940 starting with page 334 from
that minutes book. During five City Council meetings (11/01/1939, 11/08/1939, 12/20/1939,
01/24/1940 and 02/27/1940) there were discussion and motions as to how to properly convey
or deed the parkland properties to the City of PVE with the “Protective Restrictions.”

We then refer you to the minutes of June 14, 1940 (as attached): specifically the formal Quit
Claim of the Parklands, golf course, etc, made by Bank of America to the PVHA and the PVE City
Council Resolution of June 12, 1940. Starting with page 334 of the minutes book, the first three
pages are the beginning of the Bank of America Quit Claim deed. Pages numbered three, four
and five are the first pages of the Quit Claim and describe what was being quit claimed; pages
six and part of seven is the PVE City Council Resolution 12 authorizing the City of PVE to accept
title which passed June 12, 1940; pages seven, eight, nine, ten, and part of eleven are the grant
to the PVHA to the City of PVE of that certain real property (parklands, golf course, etc.); pages
eleven and twelve are the definition and statement, “This conveyance is made and accepted by
the City of PVE and said realty is hereby granted subject to each of the following provisions,
restrictions, and covenants, to-wit....”

On pages eleven and twelve it states “Each and every provision, condition, restriction, lien, charge,
easement, and covenant contained in the Declaration of Establishment of Basic Protective
Restrictions executed by... is subject to which said property and/or all parcels thereof should be
sold and conveyed and all of said provisions, conditions, restrictions, reservations, liens, charges,
easements, and covenants are hereby made a part of this conveyance and expressly imposed
upon said realty as fully and completely as if herein set forth in full.”

THUS FUTURE FIDUCIARY RESPONSIBILITY IS CLEARLY ESTABLISHED

For further understanding, we reference the “Protective Restrictions Palos Verdes Estates”
booklets which state very clearly in Declaration 14 Page 14 Section 8 “Duration of Restrictions”
that “all of the restrictions, conditions, covenants, reservations, liens, charges set forth in this
Declaration of Restrictions shall continue and remain in full force and effect at all times against
said property and the owners thereof, subject to the right of change or modification provided for in
Section 9 hereof, until January 1, 1960, and shall as then in force be continued automatically and
without further notice from that time for a period of twenty years, and thereafter for successive
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periods of twenty years each without limitation unless within the six months prior to the expiration
of any successive twenty-year period thereafter a written agreement (is) executed by the then
record owners of more than one-half in area of said property ...."

Also provided in Declaration 14 Page 15 Section 9 “Modification of Restrictions” describes the
process for change of “Restrictions, Conditions, Covenant, Liens and Charges”. It is explicit that
no changes or modifications shall be made without the written consent duly executed and
recorded of not less than two-thirds (in area) of all lands held in private ownership within 300 feet
in any direction of the property for which a change or modification is being sought.

It seems rather conclusive that PVE Parkland cannot be sold, conveyed, or transferred to a private
owner without such actions as defined in either of the above two paragraphs and that any such
requested change or modification needs to be approved by such process.

NEITHER OF THESE ABOVE NECESSARY ACTIONS WAS TAKEN

As these actions were not taken we must consider “Protective Restrictions Palos Verdes Estates”
Declaration 14, Page 15a, Section 12 “Reversion of Title”.

For clarity, Section 12 “Reversion of Title” states: “Each and all of said restrictions, conditions,
covenants, reservations, liens, and charges is and are for the benefit of each owner of land (or any
interest therein) in said property and they and each thereof shall inure to and pass with each and
every parcel of said property, shall apply to and bind the respective successors in interest of Bank
of America.”

It further reads “A breach of any of the “Restrictions, Conditions, and Covenant hereby
established shall cause the real property upon which breach occurs to revert to Bank of America,
or its successors in interest, as owners of the reversionary rights herein provided for....”

Parcel A was part of the 800 acres in the original formation of PVE in 1923 designated as public
parklands and constrained by certain “Protective Restrictions” explained above and were
specifically and unilaterally designated to remain in force in perpetuity and binding on all future
Grantees and property owners. Those “Protective Restrictions” were assumed by PVHA and
subsequently by the City in 1939/40, and to our knowledge, have not been modified.

Therefore, since the 2012 conversion of PVE Parkland to private ownership did not adhere to the
process by which restrictions could be changed or modified, it is a specific breach of the
“Protective Restrictions Palos Verdes Estates” as provided for in Declaration 14, Page 15a, Section
12. Hence, we believe the process of “Reversion of Title” should be triggered.

We are also concerned that the Parkland conveyance, which we have now clarified as to why we
believe was and is illegal, also includes a complex movement of monies in a “simultaneous”
transaction, which could open the participating private and public entities to scrutiny by the IRS
and California tax authorities for collusion to avoid taxes.
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Further it is possible that the Attorney General of California might see a need to investigate PVE
and PVHA. We certainly do not want to invite negative publicity (such as has happened to other

cities in our state).

Let us now address Application ZC-2/M-902-13 for Rezoning.

We strongly urge the City Council to deny the rezoning application not only per the details
provided above, but also for the following reasons:

* The Planning Commission carefully considered the request for rezoning along with written
and oral testimony, including statements signed by about 35 residents. There were 10
speakers strongly opposed to the rezoning with no private property owners speaking
positively for the rezoning. There was a packed “standing room only” attendance at the
2/19/13 meeting with the audience composed of residents who own property throughout
our City, not limited to the immediate 900 Via Panorama neighborhood. The same is true
of the residents who signed the statements. Having considered the public comments and
having asked many probing and excellent questions, the Planning Commissioners
unanimously recommended against rezoning. It would seem there would be no
compelling rationale of any sort for overriding that recommendation and giving approval.

* Itis not an exaggeration to say that there is a rising rage in the community and it is time to
sit back and contemplate how to best (for the moment anyway) mitigate that rage.

* Thereis no good faith, justifiable, or legal basis of any nature, to rezone from OS to R-1
and we suggest it would be a breach of the public trust and fiduciary duties to do so.

* Thankfully rezoning is not discussed or promised in the Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU). It obviously could not be promised in the deed and was not mentioned in the
5/1/12 and 7/18/12 staff reports prepared for City Council Meetings. If it had been
important to the MOU transaction, it would have been specified in the MOU since it is
the legal document reflecting the intent of all the parties.

* Attheir 2/19/13 hearing, the PVE Assistant City Attorney Robert Smith and PVE Director
of Planning and Public Works Allan Rigg told the Planning Commissioners that it would
not be a breach of the MOU if rezoning were denied. Mr. Smith and Director Rigg
explained that rezoning is not the only process to grant permits, and that there was a
separate conditional use process under Open Space zoning to issue permits for the
structures in Area 3 to be reviewed and approved. The MOU and Deed contemplate
only obtaining permits for retaining walls and accessory structures -- not rezoning from
open space. Again any such approval would only complicate an already potential
“Reversion of Title” situation.

* Some have suggested that promises may have been made behind closed doors that
have not been brought to light. We do not believe that and hope that all members of
the Council agree. Specifically it would be a fraudulent situation if any such promises of
rezoning were made (and not disclosed) before an application was submitted and a
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public hearing held. We suggest that the Council be certain that such was not the case.
We must protect the City.

* The CC&Rs, MOU and string of deed documents since 1924 all require that the property
be maintained as open space -- i.e., OS zoning. The recorded Quite Claim Deed under
item 2. states: “Unless expressly provided for herein, Grantee shall not construct any
structure on the Property and the Property shall be restricted to open space.” But this
statement becomes muddled when it is followed by “It is the intent of the parties,
subject to compliance with the requirements for such development of accessory
structures of the City and Grantor, that Grantee may construct any of the following: a
gazebo, sports court, retaining wall, landscaping, barbeque, and/or any other
uninhabitable “accessory structure,” as defined by Palos Verdes Estates Municipal Code
(PPVEMC”) Section 18.32.010.D within the area described on Exhibit “C,” attached
hereto and by this reference made a part hereof, and shown as Area 3 on Exhibit “B.”

* The recorded quit claim deed also states: “The Deed shall not cause the Property to be
merged with any adjacent lot and any such merger shall be prohibited.” The Deed
expressly forbids merging this open space property with the owner’s current property, so
why should it be rezoned to R-1?

* The City Council minutes 7/24/12 state “MPT Goodhart confirmed with City Attorney
Hogin that Areas 1 and 3 of this property are currently, and would remain, zoned as
open space.” [Note that in the 7/24/12 Staff Report, “Area 2” refers to the sports field
area that in the current rezoning application has been confusedly renamed “Area 3”] So
why is a rezoning being considered?

* Rezoning to R-1 would be a huge economic windfall to the Owner. The appraisal on the
property (which supported the $500,000 transaction price) assumed open space zoning
and restrictions on building any habitable structures or any structure that would violate
the open space. As R-1, it opens the door for development and a valuation that is
already mentioned by realtors as over $2M, based on prices recently paid for smaller
and even steeper lots along Via Del Monte with comparably outstanding views. Further,
It would be a breach of the City Council’s fiduciary duty to grant such a windfall to the
owner less than 6 months after the Council unanimously approved the $500,000 price in
the MOU - particularly when the property is facing a possible “Reversion of Title.”
Clearly rezoning would increase the value and such a situation could trigger a number of
investigations. Would that be a desirable outcome for the City?

* Atthe 2/19/13 hearing, Planning Commissioner Chairman James Vandever asked Mr.
Smith, Assistant City Attorney, directly whether under R-1 zoning the open space
easement would permit any structures on any part of the property other than Area 3.
Mr. Smith answered that the Deed Restrictions would allow no structures beyond Area
3. Mr. Vandever then asked for clarification whether this included fences, walls or
hedges in the portion of the property visible from the road? Mr. Smith again answered
that they would not be allowed because fences, walls or hedges are all structures
impeding upon open space. Let us try not to smile, as these Restrictions (referred to by
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Mr. Smith) are the same Restrictions already violated in their entirety. Therefore why
should anyone have any confidence on adherence to the same Restrictions in the
future?

* Thereis another worrisome area in Mr. Smith’s memorandum to the Planning Commission
in which he states “The City generally has a general policy to prohibit structures in City-
owned parkland...there have been limited unique circumstances in the past where the City
has granted an exception to this policy based on the specific circumstances of the
application...” What are the unique circumstances that have caused exceptions to be
granted in the past? Do any of those unique circumstances apply here? If so, what are
they? And if not, what is the justification for rezoning this property? Would anyone with
deep pockets be able to accomplish a similar acquisition and rezoning of parkland in the
future? Would granting the rezoning to R-1 here set a precedent?

* The Property Owners have previously, without ownership or permit, constructed their
own private "playground" on this public property. By the 2012 transaction and now
rezoning they are trying to convert public land into a personally owned "playground."

* The owner’s son (David Lugliani) told us on 02/09/13, that it is his family’s intention to
build a 6-foot fence on their property line to limit their liability. A fence on the property
line would significantly encroach on the feeling of open space. In terms of limiting
liability, having enjoyed the benefits of the existing encroachments without concern for
liability for many years, what is different now? If liability is an issue — why not limit
access only to Area 3, which is where the large retaining wall exists and future limited
construction is allowed in the Deed and MOU, without affecting the feeling of open
space, which is required under the Deed?

* The large pillars (crowned with lion statues) that surround the gates to the illegal driveway
constructed on parkland were illegally built by the Luglianis prior to their acquisition of
this parkland last year. Further, these pillars were constructed on City set back since they
are directly on the street — and hence are not compliant with code. Are they going to be
removed? If so, will construction of new pillars (set back the appropriate distance) be
allowed given the prohibition of structures on the open space outside Area 3?

* The MOU and deed prohibit the combination of the newly acquire Parcel A with the
Owner’s existing parcels. However, will the open space acreage on Parcel A be allowed to
be included in the calculation of allowable density of structures on the original 900 Via
Panorama group of parcels? If so, why was this not disclosed?

* The staff report submitted to the Planning Commission cites the “Permit Streamlining
Act”, and specifically that “the Legislature’s intent [is] that the statute expedite the process
of zoning the property to avoid unnecessary costs and delays to the school district.” Why
is that being cited, since rezoning was not discussed in the MOU, and hence regardless of
the outcome of this application, no terms of the MOU are being neglected (and hence
there is no implication to the PVPUSD)?
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* Ifyou decide to rezone, we weaken the CC&Rs that govern all of us, and we implicitly say
we trust that the PVE and PVHA have processes in place to protect our parkland and the
character of our piece of paradise. How can we trust that when both institutions have
ignored their stewardship role in this deal crafted behind closed doors?

Ideally we urge the City Council to reverse the transaction and return the entire property to
open space. In the absence of that action, the City Council must fulfill its obligation to the
public by exercising its rights under the open space easement by not allowing any structures,
including fences, walls or hedges, on any part of the part of the property not included in Area
3 on Exhibit “B” and which is visible from the street and the nearby houses. If there is an
approval to rezone to R-1 the “Protective Restrictions” that protect our parkland, the
character of our beautiful City will be forever compromised. Any such approval of additional
structures at this time would further blemish the process and subject the City to even further
derision and distrust.

There is no justifiable rationale for re-zoning to R-1

Let us now address the notification process.

We believe the notification process for this rezoning was faulty and inconsistent with the need
for transparency.

For example notifications of the Planning Commission hearing on 2/19/13 were sent to some but
not all of the neighbors within 300 feet of the parkland, since the measurements were based on
the distance from 900 Via Panorama rather than the property to be rezoned. Specifically, the
owners of 916 Via Panorama (900 Via Mirada) are approximately 198 feet away from the
boundary of the parkland but did not receive notice in the mail. There are others also within the
designated radius who did not receive notice. See attached Zillow map with property boundaries
and overlay.

On 2/20/13, in a telephone conversation the day after the Planning Commission hearing, Director
Rigg told Renata Harbison that there is no requirement for mailing notifications of a City Council
Meeting to consider rezoning requests; however in this case, the City would strive to be as
transparent as possible by notifying everyone within 500 feet of 900 Via Panorama the date of the
City Council meeting. Three days later on 2/23/13, Renata Harbison noticed a new sign posted,
(with no notifications sent) that the matter would be on the agenda of the 2/26/12 meeting. You
can imagine the consternation that caused — only three days for responses! Around 6:00 pm on
2/23/13, Director Rigg was kind enough to stop by the Harbison’s home and explain that the sign
was posted in error, and that the City Council meeting would be on 3/12/13. We don’t know why
this happened and will not suggest any personal prejudice was involved, but we believe a review
of process may be in order.

In addition, not only was the rezoning notification process faulty, the process by which the sale
of parkland to private ownership was also faulty.
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The fact that in April/May of 2012, no signs were posted or letters sent out to any residents within
300 feet of the property being sold was in violation of the “Protective Restrictions”. Since none of
the neighbors on Via Panorama or Via Mirada were aware of the transaction before, during, or
after the 7/24/12 City Council Meeting that approved the sale until a sign was posted on or about
2/05/13 is significant since it violates one of the processes that should have been followed. (See
Declaration 14 Page 15 Section 9 “Modification of Restrictions”.)

Further Comments

To our knowledge and based on the reviews of competent advisors this sale of parklands is not
only unprecedented it truly violates the “Protective Restrictions” in an extraordinarily way of
confusion and intrigue.

The sale transaction also violates statements on the websites of the City and PVHA about the
importance of preserving the open space that is so critical to differentiating PVE as a community.

It is also apparent that the City Council received some very bad advice; information presented to
the City Council by staff was misleading in some regards, such as the true origin, nature and status
of the encroachments on the west side of 900 Via Panorama. While such is insignificant to the
main issue it still raises questions about either intent or competence.

For instance, at the 5/08/12 City Council meeting, City Attorney Hogin explained that the
encroachments caused by constructing a sports court, retaining walls, steps, gazebo and
landscaping were mostly done by the predecessor owner and not the Luglianis. You may
remember that after the City Attorney made her comments, a resident and former mayor (Joseph
Barnett) delivered a detailed description how he was intimately familiar with the property in the
early 1970s as the listing agent. He said that none of those encroachments existed at the time of
the Lugliani purchase. He apparently expressed surprise at the extent of the encroachments and
concern about rewarding “a violator of city codes” by selling them parkland, which he also noted
“COULD NOT BE DONE”.

Surprisingly none of his remarks were detailed in the otherwise very accurate and specific minutes
of the meeting as reflected in the audio and compared to what was written in the minutes.

We note Joe Barnett was correct on this point, and in fact on 02/09/13, David Lugliani (son of the
owner and a real estate developer) acknowledged to Renata Harbison, John Harbison and Ann
Hinchliffe verbally that his family built several structures attributed to the previous owners,
including the retaining wall after they had cut into the hillside to create the sports field.
Unfortunately the misleading information was perpetuated by the City Attorney’s comments in
the 7/24/12 City Council meeting and in the staff report for that Meeting.

Finally, the staff report prepared by Mr. Smith for the Planning Commission meeting on 2/19/13
continued to perpetuate this myth “On the graded pad, the previous owners landscaped and
improved a section of the parkland and built installed walls.” Where does the City Attorney’s
office get these facts? Is there an attempt to perpetuate misinformation that paints the
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transgressions of the Owners of 900 Via Panorama in a more favorable light, even when the City
Attorney was present in the 5/08/12 Council meeting where Joe Barnett corrected her?

When the Luglianis acquired 900 Via Panorama in 1975, the previous owner (Alex Haagen) had
built a road on the parkland property — without notice or permits as well as other non-approved
structures, including a trellised rose garden, gates and stairs. The Luglianis significantly expanded
and extended encroachments on parkland which included grading a large sports field into the
hillside, building a 20 (+) foot retaining wall on the now exposed slope due to the graded field, and
also constructing pergolas and other structures as well as installing new landscaping. This
landscaping includes trees that have grown to over 40 feet tall on the public parkland blocking
neighborhood views of the coastline and ocean. This is just unimaginable in a City proud of its
attention to “Protective Restrictions” and to protecting Parkland.

The Luglianis have derived benefit from these illegal encroachments for over 30 years and left the
impression that this parkland was private property. These uses of land and attendant benefits
were derived without applying for or receiving any permits or paying any taxes for use of this land.
Another potential scrutiny for the IRS and the California tax authorities.

We believe such behavior should not be rewarded!

When the City became aware of these encroachments in 2004 through their GIS system, the City
immediately and appropriately demanded that the Owner remove all structures. That demolition
was begun at an undetermined time between 2011 and 2012, but halted before removal was
completed as it is now apparent that a transaction was in the works, albeit illegal and in total
violation of the “Protective Restrictions”. The encroachments are clearly visible on Zillow (since
property lines are visible) as well as Google maps.

The amount paid ($500,000) for Parcel A was and is significantly below market for 1.7 acres, with
no solicitation to our knowledge made to other parties. These other parties might have pointed
out that they could not legally buy such Parkland and hence we would not be in the dilemma we
are in today.

We understand approximately $400,000 of these proceeds was used by the PVHA to pay legal fees
on a lawsuit with the PVPUSD, and the remaining $100,000 was allocated to the City for its general
budget. As such, the City and PVHA both benefitted from the transaction, but where is the benefit
to the “owners of private property in the City of PVE.

In conclusion this transaction clearly violates the charter for PVHA.

Here are relevant excerpts from the PVHA website:

http://www.palosverdes.com/homesassociation/history.htm:

"...the 3200 acres were transferred to a trustee, subject to the terms and provisions of a trust
indenture commonly known as ‘Palos Verdes Trust Indenture’... By the terms of the deeds
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transferring these properties to Palos Verdes Homes Association, the property must be
perpetually devoted to public uses; otherwise, title reverts to the trustee....

The Homes Association has independent functions to perform, which no city can legally
perform. These functions must be performed by the Homes Association to protect one of the
most valuable assets that the community has. Palos Verdes Estates is one of the few
communities in Southern California, and indeed in the State of California, which has a
comprehensive plan of both use and building restrictions. With the growth of the population
and industry in Southern California, it is becoming increasingly important that use and building
restrictions be perpetuated.

The Homes Association under the Restrictions themselves, under the Trust Indenture, and under
its Articles of Incorporation and By-laws, is given the power and the right to enforce these
restrictions....The deeds from the trustee to each original purchaser refer specifically to the
restrictions, the organization of the Homes Association and the Art Jury bind the purchaser to
comply with the restrictions. The restrictions and the original deeds are recorded, and being
matters of record, each subsequent purchaser is also bound by the restrictions.”

Considering the foregoing and the other documents and details referenced in this review of
documents how could the PVHA sell the 1.7 acres to a private buyer? There is no legal
justification of any kind for such a sale.

This transaction also violates what the City of PVE says on its website.

http://www.pvestates.org/index.aspx?page=38:

“Deed restrictions were imposed on the land in 1923, when the Bank of America, as trustee for
Vanderlip's Palos Verdes Project, drafted a trust indenture and outlined provisions for
development.... Over the years, the City’s governance has been guided by the vision of the original
founders with an emphasis on preserving, protecting and enhancing the quality of life and
natural assets that make Palos Verdes Estates unique.”

The undersigned residents would like to also present the following concerns:

Why was a private property owner even considered to purchase parkland when that is explicitly
forbidden in the “Protective Restrictions” in all of the deeds pertinent to the management of
Parklands, etc. without following Section 8 or Section 9 as we earlier described?

Why should the prohibited illegal activity of building on public lands in a manner that is explicitly
disallowed being forgiven and rewarded decades after the fact?

A review should be made of why no residents within 300 feet of the subject parkland were
notified of the proceedings involving the sale of the property in May or July 20127

A review should be made of why some residents within the same 300 feet were not notified of the
Planning Commission meeting on 2/19/13?
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The price paid for the 1.7 acres of parkland at $500,000 does not seem credible in spite of the
appraisal value of $450,000. Values quoted to us by developers who had become aware of this
transaction in recent weeks, said they were shocked at the price, and said they would have paid
between two and three million for it. If rezoning for some reason were approved, it would
definitely be worth significantly more than the price paid.

It appears that only the IRS can determine if the large donation to the Palos Verdes Unified School
District figures into the value of the acquired parkland. Since the MOU made it clear that the
donation was contingent on the successful acquisition of the parkland property adjacent to 900
Via Panorama, and because the value is most certainly much higher than $500,000, it is
reasonable to expect that the IRS would interpret the $1.5 M donation as part of the value given
to receive title to the parkland property. In such a case it would seem that the “donation” would
not be allowed as a tax-deductible “donation”?

The Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) seems to be filled with inaccuracies and
inconsistencies. For instance, it states that “Area A [The Via Panorama Parcel A] is approximately
75,930 sq ft and roughly equivalent in size and value to Lots C & D.” The MOU sites the square feet
of Lot C & D as 19,984 sq ft and 17,978 sq ft respectively for a total of 37,962 sq ft. Obviously
75,930 sq ft is not “roughly” equivalent — it is almost twice the size. Quite an error! Further, the
whole argument of a trade for Open Space is spurious, since Lot C & D were designated open
space before the transaction.

If for some unexpected reason this transaction stands, what will be the official response when
others in PVE decide to build on adjacent parkland and/or ask to buy the parkland property? We
are worried the City/PVHA may be seeing future lawsuits from residents demanding similar rights
to parkland they wish to purchase.

City Council minutes 7/24/12 state that “they are not precluding, nor permitting any
improvements” including accessory structures. Why did the City Council not preclude any
modifications that encroach on open space? The “Protective Restrictions” that were established in
1924 and that flow thorough to present Grantees require that parkland be maintained for public
use and benefit. We suggest that selling to a private individual is not compatible with that
fiduciary responsibility?

In the City Council minutes 7/24/12, City Attorney Hogin said “it is to remain as open space in
perpetuity” but then contradicts that statement with “accessory structures” would be allowed. She
then said the definition of accessory structures includes “gazebo, sports court, retaining wall,
landscaping, barbecues or any other accessory structure as defined in 18.32.010B of the PVEMC if
approved.” Not allowed in the “Protective Restrictions” even if counsel says “It is allowed”? The
City Attorney went on to say “accessory structures are not allowed in open space; an application
for rezoning of Area 1 would be required”. WHAT?

Such statements could give an appearance of encouraging rezoning to R-1 and hence to
circumvent the open space requirement that the City Council was told would be “in perpetuity”?
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This transaclion viclales Lhe Minding of the Court 1n 2012 that PYRUSD could not sell proporty
designaled as Open Space Lo privale owners. MVHA defended that principle in the lawsuit, and
seblleren of Lhe appedls process with PYPUSD was pacl ol Uhe Besalulion that was approved an
724412, However that principle was definitely viglated in the Resolution approving Lthe pMOU.
Why the suddan reversal by the PYHA?

SUMPMARY
For the many and numeraus jusliliable reasons discuased in this document the reque st to rezons
fram 05 to B-1 [Single Farnily Residential) must be denied at least al this time until the questions

dy Lo Lhe lepality ol Lhe Lransaclion m s enlirety are decided.

Beyond those very sericus questions it would allow usage inconsistent with both the Protective

Rectrictions as well as the “open space” easements on the property that am contredled by the Cily.

Any kind of structure weould be in conflict with the narmal parameters of open space and affect
Lhe views of the neighbars who look cut at Tae "Quesn’s Necklace™ coastline view through this
parkiand.

It seems that a Tomily that made considerable illegal encroactuaents on Parkland has beere given
the Parkland in exchange for a charitable contribation to the PYPUSD and a smaller amount Lo e
PYHA. That is a prohibited sale of Parkland propearty that belangs ta afl property owners in Pk,
We predict Lhis will aunt this City for a long time if there 15 not 2 “Reversion of Title")

Respactially Submilted,

el
IohM, Harbisrn

915 Wig Panorama 916 via Panoragna
March 4, 2013 hdarch 4, 2013
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Statement by PVE Residents about the 900 Via Panorama Application ZC-2/M-902-13
Submission for PVE City Council Meeting 3-12-13

The Project: Zone Change of Parcel A adjacent to 900 Via Panorama from Open Space to R-1
Family Residential and Miscellaneous Application for walls exceeding the maximum allowable
height. Application number: ZC-2/M-902-13

We the undersigned PVE residents wish to express our opposition to the rezoning application and
our concerns about a transaction by the City of Palos Verdes Estates (“City”) and the Palos Verdes
Homes Association (“PVHA”) approved at the City Council Meeting of 7/24/12 whereby 1.7 acres
of parkland (“Parcel A”) surrounding 900 Via Panorama was sold for $500,000 to Mr. Lugliani
(“Owner”) who has owned 900 Via Panorama since 1975. This is on the agenda for the 03/12/13
meeting of the PVE City Council.

We share the concerns raise by John and Renata Harbison in their detailed 3/4/13 letter (“Detailed
Statement by Harbisons about the 900 Via Panorama Rezoning Application”) to the PVE City
Council. Specifically, we strongly urge the PVE City Council to deny the rezoning application for
the following reasons:

* The Planning Commission carefully considered the request for rezoning along with
written and oral testimony, and unanimously recommended against rezoning.

* There is no good faith, justifiable, legal basis to rezone from OS to R-1 and it would
be a breach of the public trust and your fiduciary duties as City Councilmembers if
you do so.

* Rezoning is not discussed or promised in the Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU), and it was not promised in the deed, the City Council staff reports, or
minutes from the City Council Meetings. If it had been important to the MOU
transaction, it should have been specified in the MOU since it is the legal document
reflecting the intent of all the parties

* The CC&Rs, MOU and Deed all require that the property be maintained as open
space -- i.e., OS zoning

* Rezoning to R-1 would be a huge economic windfall to the owner.

* Since rezoning would further violate the Grant restrictions, MOU and Deed,
wouldn't such a decision trigger reversion of ownership of the property back to the
Homes Association under those deed restrictions?

* In the City Council minutes 7/24/12, “MPT Goodhart confirmed with City Attorney
Hogin that Areas 1 and 3 of this property are currently, and would remain, zoned as
open space.” So why is a rezoning being considered now?

* We are concerned that anyone with deep pockets be able to accomplish a similar
acquisition and rezoning of parkland in the future -- granting the rezoning to R-1
here is a dangerous a precedent
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¢ If the reason for rezoning was to allow the parcels to be combined, that is
specifically prohibited in the Deed under Line item 4: “This Deed shall not cause the
Property to be merged with any adjacent lot and any such merger shall be
prohibited.”

¢ Ifyou decide to rezone, we weaken the CC&Rs that govern all of us, and we implicitly
say we trust that PVE and PVHA have processes in place to protect our parkland and
the character of our piece of paradise. How can we trust that when both institutions
have ignored their stewardship role in this deal crafted behind closed doors?

In addition, the notification process for this transaction and rezoning has been flawed:

* No notifications sent for the sale of parkland in 2012
* Notifications of the Planning Commission hearing on 2/19/13 were sent to some but not
all of the neighbors within 300 feet.

In summary, we believe the request to rezone from OS (Open Space) to R-1 (Single Family
Residential) should be denied since that would allow usage inconsistent with both the CC&Rs in
force, as well as the “open space” easements on the property that are controlled by the City.
Any kind of structure (including a fence or wall) would be in conflict with the feeling of open
space and the views of the neighbors who look out at the “Queen’s Necklace” coastline view
through Parcel A and the adjacent parkland.

If the rational for the re-zoning to R-1 is to allow the old and new lots to be considered a single
parcel, that is explicitly forbidden under the express conditions of the recorded quit claim deed,
which state “The Deed shall not cause the Property to be merged with any adjacent lot and any
such merger shall be prohibited.” The express conditions also states, “Unless expressly provided
for herein, Grantee shall not construct any structure on the Property and the Property shall be
restricted to open space.”

* %k %k *k %k

Beyond the above specifics on the rezoning request, we have significant concerns about the sale
of public parkland to a private owner last year as part of the MOU. Unfortunately, we were not
able to voice those concerns last year because of a flawed notification process whereby no one in
the neighborhood of Via Panorama and Via Mirada (other than the owners of 900 Via Panorama)
were aware it was even being contemplated. Our concerns include the following:
* This sale of parklands is unprecedented
* The sale transaction violates the CC&Rs covering this tract within PVE, and hence should
never have been approved. Our understanding is that the City cannot sell public parkland
without going through a complex and very public process.
* The sale transaction also violates statements on the websites of the City and PVHA about
the importance of preserving the open space that is so critical to differentiating PVE as a
community, and this violation would be exacerbated if rezoning of Parcel A was approved.
* The process by which the sale of parkland was approved in July 2012 was inappropriate
and (we believe) illegal, since no signs were posted or letters sent out to any residents
within 300 feet of the property being sold.
* Information presented to the City Council by staff was misleading in some regards
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sorch 7th, Oty those sianer copies recetven sECH Mo BEforB & om on Merch Frh will e incipd: 7
in the packets sent o Tty Cavncirambers it govakce Bf i meeting v Ak 17
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Staterment by PVE Residents akout the 990 Via Panorama Application 2C-2/M-902-13
Subrmisston for PVE City Council Meeting 3-12-12

*  The Owner has derived bencfit from these filepal encraachments for over 30 yrars; these
benefits were derived without recciving any permits or paying any kaxes bar use of this
l2nd. We believe such behaviar should not he rewardad.

»  The amount paid (S5060,000) for Fareel A s sianificantly below market for 1.7 acres, with
no solicitation (Lo aur knowlcdge) made to other partles. Az such, the Clty and PYHA both
benefitted from the tmansaction, but failed to act in o fiduciary rmanner with regard to
maintaining parkland for public use in it stewardship roles,

+  This transactien vialates the finding of the Court in 2012 that PYPUSD cannot sell property
dusignated as open spacs ta private owners, PYHA defonded that principie in the lawsuiy,
and settlement of the appoals prooess with PVPUSD was part of the Resolation that was
approved an 7,/24¢12. However that principle seems to have been violated in thiz aspect
ofthe Resolulion eppoving e WO Wy ?

rnally, the compler moves made 10 eventually oifect what we believe was an iliega:
trapsaction i, transfer of deed resiricted Parkiands to a private Individual far betow fair
market walue, rould pessibly apea all cantribuling government and private pacties 16 IRS
scruting for callusion to avoid taxes,

M 53 V4 soen A

| Fiddy,  cime 211z

N?L?N 1Hi4 T dﬁoe_ifa Maecy 7,043

Flease sigh andd return hefore Spm on March 7eh Ry one of the follawing methads: by fox fe fafn
Horbivon of {3100 3483381, bv emoil to horbisonichn@ameoil cgm or cilycauncil@ovastates oog ,
drop aoff ot the Harbisen s house at B16 Vie Fanoroma, or defiver to PYE City Holf before Snir on
hierch FER. Only those signed copies received ot City Holl heforeg Spm on March 7th will be includad
In the packets sent to Ciy Cobnciimembers o odvance of the meeting on March 12,

Page 3 0f 3
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Statement by PVE Residents about the 900 Via Panarama Appfication 2¢-2 /V-202-13
Submission for PVE City Council Meeting 3-12-13

benefits were derived without receiving any permits or paying any taxes for use of this land.

We belisve such behavier shouid not be rewarded,

*  The amount paid {5500,000) for Parcel A is significantly below market for 1.7 acres, with no
solicitation {to our knowledze) made to other parties. As such, the City and FYHA beth
benefitted from the transaction, but failed to act in a fiduciary manner with regard to
mizintaining parktand {or public use in its stewardship roles,

*  This transaction violates the finding of the Courtin 2012 that PYPUSD carnot sell property
designated as open space to private swners. PYHA defended that principle in the lawsuit, and
settiement of the appeals process with PVYPLISD was part of the Resolution that was approved
on 7/24/12. However that principle seems ta have been viclated in this aspect of the
Resolution approving the MOLU. Why?

Finally, the complex moves made to eventually effect what we believe was an illegal
transaction i.e., ransfer of deed rastricted Parklands to a private individual far below fair
tnarket value, could possibly open all contributing government and private parties to RS
scrutiny for collusion to avoid taxes.

1gnature .|A recs:
N Y ) Moonan, PVE

Name: Date:

lrearp OisEn i MAkew T, ROI3

Pope 3o0f 3
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Statement by PVE Residents about the 900 Via Pariorama Application 2C-2/M-902.13
Submission for PVE City Council Meeting 2-12-13

*  The Owner has derived benefit from these illegal excroachmeants for over 30 years; these
bemnafits were derived withaut receiving any permits or paying any 1axes tor pse of this
land. We belisve such behavior should not be rewarded.

+  The amaunt paid {$500,000) for Parcel A is sipnificantly below market for 1.7 acres, with
e solicitation [to cur knowledge) made te othor parties. As such, the City and PYHA both
tenefitted from the transaction, but failed to act ina fiduciary manner with regard to
maintaining parkland for public use in its stewardship roles.

*  This transacticn violates the finding of the Courtin 2012 that #¥PUSD cannot s8]l propeny
designated as open space to private owners, PYHA defended Lhat principle in the lawsuit,
and sattlement of the appeals process with PYPUSD was part af the Reselution that was
approved on 7F24/12, However that pringiple seems to have been violated in this aspect
of the Resclution approving the MOU, Why?

Firally, the complex moves made to eventually effect what we believe was an illagal
transaction i.e_, transfer of deed restricted Parklands to a private individual far below fair
rarkel value, could possibly open all contribuling governmenl and privale pacties 1o RS
scrutiny for collusicn to avoid taxes.

Signature: Address:
d/ﬁ;—é - Bkl FpP [k Fhwess FLE A f+ﬂ-??¢'
Name: 'm'.MH.DatE: !
Lrckr Altc s F-7-,3 E
Signature; Address: T
Mame: Date:

Plense sfgn ond return befare Sprm on Morch 7Hh by one of the foltowing methods: by fax ta fnfm
Harbisar gt (310) 348-3381, by email to hiorbds oniofe @ g corn or gtveouncil i pves fotes.arg ,
drop off of the Horhisor's house at 3146 Vig Panorgma, ar defiver £ PYE City Hall Before spm on
Morch Fth. Onir those signed copies received at City Hall Befare Sont on March #th will he included
in the purkers sent va Ciny Caunciimembers i gdvance af the mesting an Mearech 1.7,
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Statement by PYE Residents about the 900 Via Panarama Application 2C-2/M-902-13
Submission For FVE City Councit Mesting 3-12-13

»  The Owner has derived benefit from these illegal encroachmants for over 20 years; these
henefits were derived without receiving any permits or paying any taxes for use of this
land. Wa believe such behavior shauld nat be rewarded.

= The arnount paid (6500,000) for Parcel A is significantly below market for 1.7 acres, with
ng salicitation [to our knowledge) made to other parties. As such, the City and PYHA bothk
benefitted fram the transactian, buat failed to act in a fiduciary manner with regard to
maintaining parkiznd for public wse in s stewardship roles.

»  This transaction vialates the finding of the Court in 2012 that PYPUSD cannot sell property
designated as open space to private owters. PyHA defended that principle in the lawsuit,
and settlement of the appeals process with PYPLSD was part of the Resolution that was
approved on 7/241f12. However that principle seems 1o have been viplated in this aspect
of the Resolution approving the MOUW. Wiy?

Finally, the complex moves made io eventually effect wiat we believe was an illegal
transaction i.e., transfer of deed restricted Farklands to a private individual far be.aw fair
market value, could possibly apen all ¢contributing government and private parties ta IRS
cerytifiy foroplluzion fo avoid tases.

Adgress:

2729 Mes vEROLS I WEST

Date: |
" Y/is n
L] F . -
1 . A .
" Signati.pes Address:
- H%* ﬁﬁ%% 224 VYios yrgots P8 e

Name:ﬁﬂ* W‘p’uj Date: ?/%5

Pleoze sign and return before 5pim an March ?th by one af the fellowing methods: by fax to fohn
Horbison ot (310) 349-3381, by emad to harbisonjohni®@gmall.com o citveouncil@pvestotes.arg ,
drog off ut the Harbison's house ak 816 Vie Panorgma, or defiver to PVE City Hall before 5pm an
Warch i Only thase sighed copies received ot City Hall before Som o Moreh Fth will be included
in the packats sent ta Oty Councifmembers fn advance of the meeting on Adarch 2™
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Statement by BVE Residents about the 900 Via Panoszma Application ZC-2/M-8D2-13
Submission far PYE City Council Meating 3-312-13

= The Owrrar has derlved henefit from these dlogal ericroachments for over 30 years; these
Lenefits were derived without recgiving any panmits or paying any taxes for vse of this
fand. We believe such behavior should not be rewardzd.

+  Tha amount paid (S500,000]) for Parcel A is significantly below market for 1.7 acres, with
no saficitation [to cur knowledge} made Lo other parties. As such, the City and FYHA both
benefitted fram the transaction, but failed to act in a flduciary manner with regard to
maintzining parklang for public use in its stewardship roles.

»  This transactfon vialaies the finding of the Court in 2012 1hal FYPUSD cannot sell propery
designated 35 open space to private owners, PyHA defended that principte in the lawsuit,
and settlement of the appeals process with PYFUSD was parl of Uhe Resolution that was
approved on 7/24/ 12, However that principle seems Lo have been viclaled in thiy aspect
of the Resglution approving ithe MOU, Wiy

Finally, the complex moves made to eventually effect what we believe was an flegaf
transaction i.e., transfer of deed restricted Parklands to a private individual far below fair
market value, could passibiy cpen all contribiting govemment and privale partles 1o 1IR3
scedliny for eollusion 0 avaid taves.

N el Vol “ETx Vi Almar PVE |

r‘d_a_mc: i > Date:

_ C-‘(“t“ﬁ’r\; | Wohe Z-1-03 |
.Si_f:r-laLure: -.-mldrrtss: -
Prarme: T [ate: o

Please sign ond raturn befare Spm on Morch FER by one of the foltawing methods: By fax to lohn
Herlison at {310) 343-3381, by el tn karkisonfohn @ gmaid oo o SipcoaiCiliasye sSEaTes. o |,
drop off ot the Horbison’s house of 916 Vie Ponorama, or daliver t PVE City Hall before Sprn o
WTorch 7th. Only those signed copies received ot City Holl befare oo on March 7t will e included
in the pockets sent ¥o City Councilmembers in advance of the meeting on fMorch A
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Statement by PVE Rasidents about the 909 Via Panorama Application 2C-2/M-902-13
Submisslon for PYE City Council Meeting 3-12-13

*  The amount paid {500,000} for Parcel A is significantly below market for 1.7 acres, with
no solicitation [to our knowledge) made to other parties. As such, the City and PYHA both
bienefitled fram ihe transaction, but failed to act in a fiduciary manner with regard to
maintaining parkland for public use in its stewardship roles.

* This transaction violates the finding of the Court in 2012 that PYPUSD rannot sell property
designated as open space to private owners. PVIA defended that principle in the Jawsuit,
and settlemenl of the appeals process with PYPUSD was part of the Resolution that was
approved on 7/24/11. Howewver that principle seems to have been vinlated in this aspect
of the Resplution appraving the MOU. Why?

Finalty, the complex moves made to eventually effect what we balieve was an illeeal
transaction i.e., transfer of deed reslricled Parklands to 2 private individ ual far below fair
market value, could possibly open all contributing government and private parties to IRS
seruting for collusion to avoid taxes,

o ;MMN &Zm‘i@.{,& M;ESZ‘U Mﬁb [ﬂ@m&f <
Marn .
"5 /{ﬁ,@g};{} [EpgSCo tgf?gfma/u b, HolF |

Signratﬂ:r\riL o — © Address: -
4 s Wi ‘f Ll - a ¥ A ez ¥ Y

Name: ) | Date: -
L G CEELR pS S e S e | _jir/ ::/ I

Please sign and return before Spm on March 7th by one of the folfowing methods: by fox to John
Harbison of {310] 349 3381, by email to harbisoniphn@amei! corm or citycouncil@purestotes. ory,
drop off at the Herbison's house ut 816 Via Panorama, or defiver to PYE City Hall before S5pm on
March 7ih. Gy those sfgned coples received ar City Hall before Spm on March 7th will be included
irr the pm:kets sent to Ciky Cuunc.-.fmembers in odvance i:rf the meetmg on March 127

i’ £ (o, Yot ACafisris S
Ut J,{f,ﬁ: L8 L

{/;"IWE{M A ‘F}' /'7%!“‘1; —}/7/f o2
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Statement by PVE Residents abeut the 200 Via Panorama Apglication ZC-2/M-902-13
Submission far PVE City Council Meeting 3-12-13

The Owner has derived benefit from these illegal encroachments for over 30 years; these
benelils were derived wilhout receiving any permits or paying any taxes for use of this
land. We helieve such hehavior should not be rewarded.

The ampunt paid {5500,000) for Parcel A is significanthy below market for 1.7 acros, with
na solicitation {to our knowledge) made to other parties. As such, the City and PVYHA both
benefitted fram the transaction, but failed to act in a fiduciary manner with regard to
maintaining parkland for public use in its stewardship roles,

This transaction violates the finding of the Court in 2012 that PYPUSD cannat sell property

designated as open spate to private owners. PYHA defended that principle in the lawsuit,

and sedllarnend of the appeals process with PYPUSD was part of the Resolution that was
approved on 7/24/12. However that principle seems ta have heen vinlated in this aspect
of the Resolution approving the MOU. Why?

Finally, the complex moves made Lo evenlually effecl whal we beliewe was an illegal

transaction i.e., transfer of deed restricted Parklands to a private individual far below fair
market value, could possibly open all contributing gavernment and private parties to RS
scrutiny for collusion to avoid taxes.

#7.

Slgnatu;f*e L Address: L T
.E-fﬁu\_, — Chily Vi, ’(?:Lﬂﬁ 1 Ay
Marme: Date: — -
TLE:NPJ—H '.ai. R TR o ot :3[’7/ 2835
Address: |

| Signature: | g . _g.-

\

Ul YA @A MDA v

MNamr:

Lo

"

.

P S i

Date: -
%l 2o,

Please sign and return before dpm on March 7th by one of the following methods: by fax o fohn
Harbisor ot {310) 349-3381, by emaff fo S Lo geraail ooy ar citvema i g e s tiles org
drop off ot the Rorbisorr's hivuse it 976 vig Ponaorame, or defiver tao PVE City Holf before Spm on

March 7th, Only thase signed copies recefved ot City Hall before Spm on March 76h wilf be included
in the packets senf to City Cotncilmembers in advence of the meeting an Morch 12"
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Statement by PYE Residents abowt the 900 Via Panorama Application Z2C-2/M-902-13
Submission for PVE City Council Mesting 3-12-13

s  The Owner has derived benefit from these illegal encroachments for over 30 years; these
henefits were derived without receiving any permits or paying any taxes for use of this
land. We believe such behavior should not be rewarded.

* The amount paid [$500,000) for Parcel A is sighificantly below markat for 1.7 acres, with
no solicitation {te cur knowledge] made to ather parlies. As such, the City and PYHA both
benetitted from the transactian, hut failled to act ina fiduciary manner with regard 1o
maintaining parkland for public use in its stewardship roles.

* This transaction viglates the fingding of the Court in 2012 that PYPUSD cannot scll property
designated as open space to private owners. PYHA defended that principle in the lawsuit,
and settiement of the appeals process with PYPUSD was part of the Resolution that was
appraved on 7/24{12. However that principle seems to have been viclated in this aspect
of the Resclution approving the MOU. Why?

Finaily, the camplex moves made to eventually effect what we believe was an iilegal
transaction ie., transfer of deed restricted Parklands to a private individual far below fair
market value, could possibly open all contributing government and private parties to RS
scrutiny for collusion to avoid taxes.

Signaty Address:

@Mﬁfw Chonz Toa Via Fowwooms
Mame; Date:
j%pa réf gﬁﬁﬁg 3 /5/i3

Signét_ re: I Address: . i
~hgid M 132 Via Jorcniwwa
Name: ¢ Date:
L NIEN ~Cidih Chang. 2/ s5hia ]

Please sign and retum before Spm on March 7tk by ane of the foellowing methods: by fox to fohn
Horbisan at {3104 348-3381, by emai to harbisonishm@ grmail. com or cilyooene i pvestaTes. ong ,
drop off ot the Horkison‘s hause at 916 Vio Ponorama, or defiver to PYE City Hoeff Before Spa on
March 7th. Only those signed copies received ot City Holf before Spm on Mareh 7th will be mciuded
in the packets sent to City Councilmembers in advance of the meeting on Morch 127,

2y of 63
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Staterment by FYE Ragidents ahout the 900 Via Pangorama Application ZC-2/M-502-13
Submissipn for PYE City Council Meeting 3-12-13

* [he amount paid (S506,000) For Parcel A is signifizactly below market far 1.7 actes, with
ki solicHtarioen [T aur khowiedged mada 1o other parties. As such, the Oty and PYHA harh
benefitted from the transaction, but failed to act in a fiduciary manner with regard tao
maistaining parkland for public use in it stewardship roles,

v THis transaction vioiates the finding of the Court in Z012 that PYFUSD carnot sall property

desigrated a5 apen syace to private owners, FyYHA defended that principle o ihe aawsuit,
and settlement of the appezfs process with PYPLELD was part of the Resolution that was
approved on Fi2d 12, However that principle seerms to have beet violated in this aspect
cf the Resolution approving the MOU. Why?

Finally, Lhe comples moves made to eventually effect what we believe was an illegal

tranudrLion fe., ransier of dewd

oyt cled Parklands Lo g privdle individual Far below S4ir

miarke: wvaiue, could possibiy open gl conlribcting poversement and prevale parlies to RS
seralirng For Colluziom to eneail Taxes.

P

| Sgrature: f,r"J Eﬂ&y

¥

Address 1758 Worii € f,.}.:-_ 5 4

Name: Tt AT 2P

Dt '?f ‘!\-1,‘{ T

S L [0 P S ST

I signature:

Address:

[ Mame;

Date:

Fiaase sign and retint before Spm on Morch 7t by one of the foflowing methods: By fox to john
Horbisor of (210) 345-338), by email fo Sortisonigianitgoai corm or Ciecoun ol Ao foTes. orn
drep off ot the Harbison’s houss at 316 Vg Ponorgre, or defiver o PYE City Hail befare Som on

Mdarce Fth, Only those signed copies received ot Cify Hall before Som an March ZTh will be Included

in the pockeats sent o Oty Counciimembers in adveance of the meeting on Mearch 127
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#7.

statemant by PVE Resrdents abrut the 900 Via Panarama Applicartiens ZC.2/M-002-13
Submissian far PVE Ciky Counci Meeting 3-12-13
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#7.

Statement by PYE Residents sbowt the S0OC Wia Panarama Aplcation Z0-2/m-002-13

Submission for PVE City Council Reeting 3-12-13

The Qwaer kas derived banehit fror these Nlegal encrasehments Tar over 30 years; These
banefits were derwed witiaut receiving any permits oF paying zny taxes o tse of this
fand. we believe such hekavier shouid not be rewarded.
The emount paid (500,000} for Parcel & is significantly Below matket for 1.7 acres, with
ne scijflci'tafic-n [fo aur knowiodge) made to other partics. A5 cuch, the City and PUYHA both
berofitted f2om the transaction, but failed to a2t in 3 fiduciary manrner with regard to
~maintaining parsland for public use 0 itz stewardship rales.
This trarsaction wolates the finding of the Cowrt in 2012 thet PYFLSD cannat seli propety
dosignated as open saace to private cwiters. PYHA defendad thal principhe @4 the lewsuit,
and settlerment of the agpeals pracess wilh PYPUSD was pant of the Resolution that was
approved on 7,/24512 However that principle seems to have been violatz4d in this acpect
of ihe Resolution approving the ML, why?

Firally, the tamplex moves mane To oV

transactian | e, transter of deed restricted Parklands to 2 privats individes | -

enttuz by affet what we beliave was an iflegal

market wrhue, could pesibly open sl cantebuting goverement and privatz pa-ties to R3S

scrutiny Tor collusion to aweid baxes.

gigng Ll.n‘e'c%ajw %,Vm%

i Address:

Na

Mrp h I, Govenar

Lale:

3 /6,3

Eddress:
%43 3 Vie ,@H&mrnu Pl

r%me gl K. Gevenar

Plruse cige and return bafore Spen on Iorch Frh Gy one of the fallewing methoals: by foe fo ol
Horhison ot (3100] 349-3381, By emod io Aerbisonjobnid omail.oom or ciyeounc S pee stotes. o,
Ponorarg, af deiver o PVE Oty Aall Before Spm o

Mderch Fth Orly Mhose signed copies received et City Holl before Dpwe o Moeeh Jth wall e i foded

Arap off al ihe Harkison’s hogse ot 916 Vs

in the packels sent to Oy Councimem bes

N Dtﬂé E

ber|erwr fair

333 J/,,ﬁt Fﬁfm g THE

in advance af tho meeting on March 17,
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Statament by PVE Residents about the 900 Via Panorama Apglication Z0-2/M-902-12
submission Tor PYE City Couni! Meeting 3-12-13

*  Ihe Owner has derived berefit Irom these illegal ercroachemers fo- over 30 years; these
benefits were derived without receiving any permits or paving any taxes for use ot this
lzrnd. We believe such betrvior shootd not e reswarded,

*  The amount paid ($500,000) for Parcel A s significantly below market for 1.7 acees, with
na solicitaticn o our kaowledge) made to gther parties, A5 such, the City and PYHA Both
benefitted from the teansaction, but falled to act in & Bduciary rennar wilh regard to
malntaining parkland for public vse io s stewardship reles,

*  This transaction violates the Rnding of the Caurt in 2012 that PYPLIST cannot sell properoy
designated as open space to private owners. FvHA defended thas principle inLthe Jewsaiz,
and settlement of the appasls process with FYPUSD was part of the Rasoluticn that was
approved o 7/24/12. Hoveover that principle seems to hove been violated in this aspect
of the Resolution spproving the MOU. Why?

Fmally, the complex moves made ta eventually effect whal we beliewe was an illzgal
tranzaction i.e., transfer of deed restricted Parklands to a privete individual far belaw fair
market value, could possibly apen all contributing government and pryate part.es to (RS
scrutiny for colfusion to avaid taxes,

Address:

Signatura_.'. . i - :
,%JM)\JZ‘}E;E{/S&L)

9ot Vi Zhnsoams |
Marne: } Date: ) .
Aatn ki iler INaset— T, 2043

[}

Siznature: 4’7: é f //ﬁ'/_ Address:
T : had Dare: . . ——

drep off at the Harbisorrs house at 316 Via Punarema, or deliver to PUE ity Holf before Spm on
Marck 7th. Oaly thase slored copies recefved at City Hall before Spm an Morch 7th will be inciuded
in the puckels sent to ity Councitmerbers in advonce of the meedng on Marchi 227
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Staterrpent by PYE Resicents about the S04 Yiz Pancrama &pplication Z€-2/M-902-13
Subhmission for FWE City Counril Meeting 3-12-13

* The Cwner has derived benefil from these (| spal encroachments Bor owan 30 yars; thess
benefits were derived withroog sece g any 1ermimts G paviag aay lexes iorusz of this
land. we believe such behaviar should not e rewarded.

= The amauwnt paid {$360,00C) for Parcel A s significemt.y below market Tar 1.7 zores, with
na solicetatinn (Yo our knowledge] made 1o ooher parties. &% such, the Cloy and 2VHA bon
herefitted fromn the tr2 nsactian, bot tailad to 20t 'na iduciary mas ner with regard to
raaintzining parkiand far gublic use rits stewandship roles.

*  [his rengaction violates the finding of the Sourt 1n 2012 Skt PYPIS0 canrot sell propersy
designated as apen space to private owners. PYHA defencod that preoiple in thie i2wsuit,
ang settlenern: of the oppaacs process with PYPUSI was part of e Resalutich that was
approded on AA53013, However that priccipte saems te have dear wialated in chis aspect
of the Resgiubio:g approeeir g the MOLE Wy

frally, the comp.ex trovet made to evertualy eFect what we believe wasanilegal
rranszction ie., transfer of deed rectricted Parkiands to & private indrvidual far bhelow fair
narket vzlue could prssibly open all contributing povernment and prreate part rs to 185
scruting for collusion o aveid @xes.

Addrass:

ik L. Wsasorman G0k Vi Prsds PVE
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RN Date:
Kol voan [Qaﬁe,rm{itn! t ‘33/9%{}3

Plepse sign ond return hefore Spm on March 7eh By ane of the follpwing methods: by fox to Joha
Horfdsan at (3161 F45-F381, hy emoed o horbfsonoho@ e @l com ar dscounnchi@pvesioeso)g ,
drop off ot By Rarbisen's house gt 858 Via Pepgromin, ar fefiver to PYE City Rall before Somur
March 7th, Onky those signed caples mooefved ot Oty Hodl befere Spm on Wasch 7th wilh be includer
i Tthe packets seat o Oty Councilr ernbers in advance g5 the meeting ox Morch iz
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Statement by PVYE Resldents about the 330 Via Panoremz Appication Z0-2fW-902-13
Subamrission for PUE City Councll Meoating 2.12-33

*  The awnert has dorivec benefit Frorn these Hlegal encroachments far cver 30 years; tiase
benefits were derived without receiving any e Tits or paving any taxes for use of this
land. We believe such behavior shauld not be rewarded.

+  The amouornrt paid ($500,000} for Parcel A is signiffcsnthy below market for 1.7 acres, witls
no solicitation (o our knowladge) marsde to oiaer parties. As such, the City and FVHA both
henefitted from the transacton, but faited ber 3¢t i a Bduciary wanner with fegard to
maintatning parkland for poblic use in s stewardship rales,

*  This transaction violates the finding of the Court in 2012 that PYPULD cannot s2ll property
designated as open space to private owners. PYHA defended that principle in the lawsoit,
and settlement of the appeals process with PYFUSE was part of the Resclution that was
spproved on 7/24f12, However that prinaple seems 10 have been violated in this aspoect
of the %eschution appraving the MOV, Why?

Finaily, the complex nmoves made to evenivally effect what we believe was an illegal
trapzaction i. 2., transfer of deed restricked Parkiaacs to a private individual far belows fair
market value, could possibly open 2l cortributing government and private parties 10 183
seriting oo coflusion toavaid taxes.

I Sigaature: _ T addresss 2 e Pedes del Mear

t -‘)‘Qj‘:"i’-‘-’ Qﬂu‘ﬂ ______________ 1 [htan werdes Eulodes €0 T0a7¢

i Name: Date: i e

:I Q(j-ﬁ,{,_:_ L";rB«_w! laveh &, 2013

[Signatwrer Address: g
Mame: i Date:

Piense sign ond retern before Spm on NMarch Fth by one of the foliowing methods: by fax to Jobin
Harbiwr gt {310 349-3381, by emal o harbisoafshaebymeileee oF diiycounci@presiote sy,
drep aff ot the Harkisen s howse of 916 Vig Peaorami, oF deliver to PYE City Hall before Spev on
March 7th. Saly those sipned copies received ar ity Nall Before Spm on March 7itt will te frcludedd
in the pockess sont ta Citw Councilmambers in ocvance of the meeting on Varch
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Statament by PYE Residant: shout the 0o Wa Panarama Aopliation XC-3/40-502-12

Submizzion for PYE Clty Council Meating 3-12-12

Ty Daaerired it cheermiesd e fi fram these illzgat encroeckments foe owear 30 years; kacse
hemefits wers derivad without receivieg dny perrnils or sdying ey Laass far use of s
lzn 3 We believa surh hbehavice shuald not be rewa rdad.

The arnorne paid [5500,000] tor Parcel & is sianiticand by bekowr piarket far 1.7 aores, with
ne soliciAtion [te qur knovleege) rmade to other patles. s zoch, the Cioy and PYHS bath
. Lieneftted from the transaction, but faited to act iz a fduciary manner with regasd to
mainkai ning parklang (ar poshitic uss in i skiavardsh i roles.

Thiz tranzactio1 viclstes the finding ot the: Cours in 2013 thay IWPLSE catnot szl praperty

: detpnaied 45 open spacs B praate owners. PyHM defended tha: principleic the lawsnit,

and settlement of the appeals procoss wita PYPJISD was part of the Rogoletian b8t was

: anproved on 77 24,12, Howewer Lht pringiale seerms b have bern viclated in this aspect

: Gl e EescluLican goips guing the B3 Wiy ?

5_ Firally, the com plex maves Tiade t ewenbua iy @eet what we belleve wes ar llegal
EIONSCHaT i8., trisnsde rof deed reavicied Farklands ta a private Individualfar belcw fair
raarhel wiiue, caubd possibby 0.2 nall cort-iuting Zowernrant and privete pardes tu IBR
gealivwy {3 enllualon o avaid tagss,
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; Memse sign and return before Sper an Maroh 7th by one of Hie Fcln'uwmg me=thods: by fax to lohr

P Heerpivnr ! 2700 309 3D by menoi e Y B AN L

i

o off o the Harblson s rause of 515 Wia Pumoroma, o dLIrw.“. -!u FYE Chy Mo Befere Saem an
March Pl Sray those sioned ooies receivad al Sty Boy befare Spm of March Tl will 02 inchuiges
in the posrels st B0 GV Copaclimemshers 1 acvnnte of the meeting or March 12°,
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Statement by PVE Residents about the 9006 Via Panorama Application 2C-2/M-902-13
Submission for PVE City Council Meeting 2-12-13

*  The Qwner has derived henefit from these illegal encroachments for over 30 years: these
henefits were derived without recefving any permits or paying any taxes for use of this
land, Wa balieve such behaviar shauld wot be rewarded.

¢ The amopunt paid (S50 for Parcel A s significantly below markst for 1.7 acres, with
ho solicitation (to our knowledge} made o other parties. As such, the City and FYHA both
benetitted from the transaction, but failed to act in a fiduciary manner with regard to
maintaiting parkland for poblic use i its stewardship roles.

*  This transaction violates the finding of the Court in 2012 that PYPUSD cannot sell praperty
designeted a5 open space to privete owners, PYHA defended that principle énEhe Jawsuil,
and settlernent of the appeals process with PYPUSD was parl of Lhe Resofution that was
approved an 724712, However that principle seems to have been violated in this a5pect
of the Rasolution zparoving tha MOU, Why?

Finally, the compiex moves made to eventually effect what we believe was an illegal
trahsactian p.e., transfer of deed restricted Parklands to a private individual far below fair
rmarket value, coutd possibly open ali contributing government and private parties 1o {RS
serudinry foir collusion B avoid laxes.

Addrgcs - S *

5l tu...
igratur ﬂ/f( w ________ "—jf?z E» r,l ._,_:'_,Acr.m'

ka Date:
JrrinL E } T_‘- F?/f /F ‘i
Sugnature _ Addre o -
&:»t} i P A 5*471 Z/ / yen PP
Nawite: , Date: | :
/‘\_-'_,r' P 'ké.:: i I’D'? .*?‘:'S_f-‘l N ﬂj/é;éfi_“” —

Please sign and return before Spm on Macch Pt by one rjf the following methods: by fox to dohn
Horbison ot (310) 349-338], by empil £ Auchlzor!ohnSg il o ar sipgeosg e ez oo s,
drog off ot the Harbison's house st 916 Vig Ponovoma, ar deffver te PYE Ciry Half befﬂre Epm an
Mprch 7th, Gy those signed copies received ot City Half before Spm on Marck At wilt be iqciuded
it the pockets sent to City Councilmembers in udvaree of the meeting on Mdarch 12
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such merper shill e proahibited” Ve edpresy cangditiung sog 1 i, "UHees srprussly provided
fw harpln Granme thatl R =rrctraer amor stesetira 6o the Frpaahy and zae Bmosrtd shall be
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Statemnant by PVE Rosidents aboot the 200 Yia Panorama Apolication 70.2/0-903-12

the CCERs in force, as well a5 the “open seace” easantents on the propery that are contrahed by
the City. &by kind of structure {Induding a fenca or wall} would be in confiict with the feeling of
open space and the views of the neighbors who look cut st the "Queen’s Necklace” coastling view
rhroieh Rarcsl A and tha arfiacenr naridann

If the ralionol tor the re-zoaing Lo B-1 is to allow the old and new lots b be considered a single
raresl vhat b senliclrly forblddas pader the svpross cnnditinns oF the raropradg miir ciaim dosd,
which state “The Dead shall not cause the Proparty 1o be mérged with any edjpcent lot and any
such merger shall be grohibited.” The express conditions alse stakes, “Unless expressly provided
for ierpin, Grantes chall nar ennerruct sme chrach e an the Propeene 2rd ihe Progeny shail he
restricied to open space.”
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Statemtent by PYE Residents about the 500 Via Panorama Application 2C-2/M 902-13
Submission for PYE City Council Mesting 3-12-13

= The Dwner has derivad benetit trom these illegai encroachiments tor over M yedass; these
bonafits were derved without receiving any permiits or paying any taxes far use ar this
Iand. We belizye surh behavior shotd ot Be rewarded.

*  TFhe amount paid (5500000 for Parcet A iz significantly below marke: for 1.7 acres, with
eat sobicitation (Lo our knpwledge) made to other partias. A such, the City ane PYHA both
benefitted from the transaction, bet failed to 2ot 'n 3 fiduciary mannear with regard io
maintainieg parkland for public use in its stewardship roles.

= This transaction vislates the finding ef the Cowrt in 2012 that PVYPUSE carmok seil property
gesignetud &5 OREN SPace (0 private owrers. PYHA defendad that prineiple incihe lawsait,
and seitiement of the appeais process with PYPUSE was pant of the Resolution that was
approved on 7124012, Howewer Uhal principle seems Lo haye been viokated in Lhis aapect
of the Rezalution approving the 0L Why?

Finzily, the complex moves made o evenidally effect what we believe was zn ilkegal
trarsactian e, transfer of deed restricted Parklands te 3 private individuat far below fair

raarxet walue, could possioly apen all contributing governmant and private garties to 1RS

seruting far colfirsion 10 qwodd tagaes,

"
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FEE N 2oa MA
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Date:

Vst ca Chra s

3(1/13

Date:

£33 Vi Seresrnd.

Nzﬂ'}ﬁ@mm J Ahoate

MAecH 7, Lot3

Pleaie sign oad refurn Before Spm ar Morch Fth by one of tre foliowing methods: by fax ta Jehn
it OF CYLCUn TEN E s tates arg
dvop aff et the Horbison's house ot 516 Via Ponarpeme, or deliver te PVE City Hall before Som on
March Fth, Only thase sfgned capizs received at City Hall before 5pm on March Fohowill Bz faciuded
in thi packets sent to City Councilmembers in advance of ke meeting on March 12,

Horbison of (310} 340-3381, gy emoif &o f
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Statement by PVE Residents about the 904 Via Panorama Application 2C-2/M-902-13
Submission for PVE City Council Meeting 3-12-13

The Owner has derived benefit from these illegal encroachments for over 30 years; these
benefits were derived without receiving any permils or paying any Laxes for use of this
-land. We belisve such behavior should not be rewarded.

The amount paid (5500,000) for Parcel A is significantly below market for 1.7 acres, with
no solicitation (te our knowledge) made to other parties. As such, the City and PYHA both
benefitted from the transaction, but failed to actin a fiduciary manner with regard to
maintaining parkland for public use in its stewardship rolas.

This transaction violates the finding of the Court in 2012 that PVRUSD cannot seil property
designated as open space ta private pwners. PYHA defended that principle in the lawsuil,

and settlement of the appeals process with PYPUSD was part of the Resolution that was
approved on 7/24/12. However that principle seems tn have heen vinlated in this aspect
ot the Resolution approving the MOU, Why?

Finally, the complex moves made to eventually effect what we believe was an illegal
Transaction i.e., transfer of deed restricted Parklands to a private Individual far belaw fair
market value, could possibly open all contributing government and private parties to IRS
scrutiny for collusion to avoid taxes.

Gignature:

Address: o ‘

o SEH P—F'L s Y el A b e

Mame:
R i

Signature:

i Date: ‘

S B B i

Address:

Mame:

Date:

Please sign and refurn before 5pm on March 7th by one of the following methods: by fox to John
Hurbrisoreat (310) 349-3381, by emnail to 7
gron aff or the Horbisans house at 916 Vie Panarama, or defiver to PVE City Holf hefore Som on
March 7th. Orfy those signed copies recefved at City Hall before Spm on Mareh 7th will be included
in the pockets sent to City Councitmembers in advance of the meeting on March 12"
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Slalement by PYE Becidents dhacut the 300 4la Fanorama b ppllction 7C-7 P51 3
Submisslon far PYE Chey Coenclt Meedng 3.12.12

+  The Cwamer hae Jerved benefd from these illegal gnireachments for gwer 30 yeacs; thega
bamedits were detlved withaut reselving any permts o paiiag any tewes farus sfcha
tand. Wa behiews sich brhawior sheell ent be rewarded .

v The greonr padd E‘.*'L'Illilru:l: frr Barzal ook wgrficanthy balner market frr £, 5 sorRs, vnth
ngngnextaton [ odr kaowledge] made 1o ataerparties a5 sech, the Cliy atd PYHbBach
berefitres from the wansacdo, but fadad ta sctm a fiduclare mamner with regard to
malrTain ng parkl:md fou pestrin: 16 en rla alowerdulip rses.

= This werseonsan wiolawes the finding of the Court gn 2022 thar PYRUSH connct sell property
deshgnated as open space to private ewnes, PYHA defanded thar policlple @ the lawsalt,
and =sesttlapmen e of the sppeals pracess wit FWFJSEwes par o tha Besslution that was
.1wr{wrd cn AR A Bovneoer that prnoqle seeme: ta have been windazed in thd 2opect
oFthe Resallidan £pproviag the AGL . Why?

Flaizly, the camplew mavas made bo avantualby effact shiat wd gellbve wag an ikl
transactiar. Le., traesdar of deed 1estr ibed Jarkland: W g psivate didteidwal f5r Delowr fajs
ket valle, could pomstbly open all contributing goverdHient dnd ihoats partes e RS
srrlating Sor aoiusion o award taxes.
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Statement by PVE Rasidents about the 900 Via Pancrama Application 2C-2/M-902-13

Submission for PVE City Coundl Merting 3-12-13

The Chwner has derived benefit fram these illegal ensroachments for ower 3 years these
hanafits were derlved without receiving sny permits ar paylng any taxes for ube of this
tereed, We Believe such behavior chould nat be rewarded.

The amaumt paid ($500,000° for Farcel A i significantly balow market for 1.7 acres, wri:h
ng solfekation [te out knowledpe) mada ta other parties. A2 sueh, the City and PYHA hath
benefitted from the transacticn, but Fziled to act in a fiduciary manner with regacd to
maintaining parkdand fer public use in its stewardship roles.

This tratsactlan viokates the finding of the Court in 2012 thal FUYPUSD cannct sell praperty
designated a5 open space to private owners. PYHA defended that principlein the lawsuit,
and settlerment of the appeals process with PYFUSD was part of the Rasolution that was
spproved an 7724712, However that principke seems 10 have Seen violated in this aspect
of the Resolution appt oving the MOU. Why?

Finally, the complex meves made to eventually effect what we Selfeve was an iltegal
transaction l.o., transfer of dead rastrictad Parklands to a private individusl far Below fair
market vatue, could possihly open all contributing government and prlvate parties ta [R5
scruliny for colusion o avoid taxes,

Signatujlre: } Addrass:

) I - 1 E«.EEQL_-E 1\5\5 ch L:grl of e
Mame: - 1 [ate:

T lecon & Lioade, | fi{jh'-"x

oo G IHE TR

Hama;

Date:

- c‘gwq—u,f_t {\Mn"\? A2 '?:t:ln_""'llx =

———— ]

Please sign and return bafore Spm an March 7th by ane of the falfowing methads; by fax to fohn
Marbison ot (310) 343-3388, by ermadl to ] . ar crpoauncif@purestaies ong .
drop off ot the Harbisan's howse ot 916 Vig Panorame, or defiver to PVE City Hofl before Spr ont
ttarch 7th, Only those slgned copies recaived at City Holl befare Spm oo Muaret 7t wili be incivded
in the pockets seat to City Councilmembers in advance of the meeting on Morch 127,
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Statement by PYE Residents about the 900 Via Panorama Application 2C-2/M-902-13
Submission for PYE City Council Meeting 3-12-13

* e Owner has derived benefit from these illegal encroachments for over 30 years: these
benefits were denved without racendng any permits or paying any taxes for use of this
land. We: believe such behavior should not be rewsrded.

+  The amwunt paid (5500,000} for Parcel A bs significantly below market for 1.7 acres, with
o solicitation {to our knewledge! made to other parides. As such, the City and PVHA both
benefitted from the transaction, but faited 16 act in 2 fiduciary manner with regard to
maintaining parkiand for public use n its stewardship roles.

= This transaction violates the finding of the Court in 2012 that PYPUSD cannot sell property
designated as open space to private owners. PYHA defended that principle in the lawsuit,

and settiement of the zppeaks process with PYPUSD was part of the Resolution that was
approved on 7/24/12 However that principle seems fo have been violated in this aspect
of the Reselution approving the MOU, Why?

Finally, the complex moves made to eventually effect what we believe was an ilegal
tranzaction i.e., transfer of deed restricted Parkiands to a private individual far below fair
market value, could possibly apen all contributing government and private parties 1o IRS
scrutiny for collusion to avoid laxes.

. L

signature:, e - Address: _ P
_‘,E—i/ /}"‘\' - ':E P \,lrl Qe ;I'",A *Ti'.le';;?.'"f- I\EJUE'
(g Date

e e e h 3

Sign:-:t re Addrass: :f .

{" ﬂfl L'{';f-’}r r'/""f,r f“?r‘h} ﬁ

Natre: Date -

;‘){;‘f’u;«’m{\ﬁ;ﬂm NG h/%

Please sign and return before Sprt or March 7th by one of the following methods: by fax to John
Harhison af (316) 349-3381, by email to &, ar oitycouncilif pyesinlas. org

drop off at the Harbizon’s house at 916 Via Panorema, or deliver to PVE City Hall before Spm on

March 7th. Only those signed copies received at City Holl before 5pm on March 7th will be included

in the packets sent ta City Councilmenbers in advance of the meeling on March 12
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Statement by PVE Residents shout the 930 Via Panarams Application 2042/ M-502-13
Subimissian for PVF Oty Cocnell Meeting 3-12-13

»  The fhwamer has derived benedt from thase illezat encroachments for over 30 vears; these
senefits were derivef withoUut recaiving aney permits or paying ary taxes for use of This
lard. We belisva such bhehavior snculc not be rewarded.

v The amount paid (5500008 for Parcet A ic significantly below market for 1.7 acres, with
nu suliciation {to our knewledge] made to other garties, As such, the City and MYHA noth
kenefitted from: the transaction, bus falied to actin & Aduceny maneer wilth regerd o
maintaining parklacd for public use in its stewerdship raas,

+  This tarsaciien viclates the firding of the Courtin 2812 that PVYFLSD cannot se | propsrsy
desiznated os opan soace to private owners, FWHS defendad that princple in the lawslit,
ard settlerert of the appesls process with PYPLSD was par: of the Resolution that was
approved on 7723712, Fowsver that principle seers to have been vinlated in this aspact
of the kesolutien approviee the ROU. Why?

! Fisally, the compiex =oves rade to avantualy affect what we balisve wasan illagal

| transaction i.e., transfar of decd restricted Parklands to a privetz individuzl far below fair
market value, could possibly open all santributing government and privaze parties to K
serution B2 calfusion to svoic texaes,

Addrasgs: VR .
Lo Yra M R adgee.
Nzoe: s C—7F i £ 2,_.?%

[

% - .?_'{ff_.? i

Address. o . = ™~
g B L Meidif

Date: G, (5 a2y /‘é

27~ .3 i

Piegse sign and retum before Spm on March 7th by one of the fellowing methods: by fox to Joha
Hearhisan e (310) 3493351, Bl e 1o 13 oovor pityestin ol Eavestaies. o
drop off ot the Harbisan's Nouse gt 316 Via Panovama, or deliver to PYE City Mail before Sprm on
fdarch 7t Cnly those signed capies received at City Holl before Spem on Maorch Zth il be Included
in the packets sent te City Councimembers in advance of the meeting on Marck 12
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Statement by PYE Residents about the 200 Via Panorama Application ZC-2/M-502-13
Submission for PVE City Council Megting 3-12-13

*  The Owner has derived benefit from these illegal encroachments for over 30 years; these
benelils were deriverd wilhout receiving any permits or paying any taxes far use of this
land. We believe such behavigr should not be rewarded.

o The arnount paid {$500,000) for Parcel A is significantly below market for 1.7 acres, with
no sclicitatian (to aur knowledge) made to other patties. As such, the City and PYHA koth
benefitted from the transaction, but failed to act in a fiduciary manner with regard to
maintaining parkland for public use in 1ts stewardship roles,

“*  This transaction viclates the finding of the Court in 2012 that PYPUSD cannct scll property
designaled as open space to private owners. PYHA defended that principle in the lawsuit,
and settlement of the appeals process with PYPUSE was part of the Resolulion Lhal was
approved on 724712, However that principle seems to have heen violated in this aspect
af the Raselution approving the MOU. Why?

Finally, Lhe complex moves made to eventuatly effect what we believe was an illegal
transaction ie., transfer of deed restricted Farklands to a private individual far below fair
rmarket value, could possibly open all cantributing government and private parties to IRS
serutiny for coellusion to avoid taxes.

i. Address:
Y21 U a W ap
Date; i )
Ry
Signature: i Addrass:
WMie, r‘}.aaq_mGuzzma Goi g i ass
Marme; C) Date:
WA{L"‘},—'QJM b I T N F-- T1-1 7

Please sign and return befare 5pm on March 7Hh by one of the following methods: by fax ta John
Harbison ot [310) 349-3381, by ermagil to ¢ fap POF CTVOT DB T TR LN,
drop aff at the Harbison's house of 916 Vie Panoramd, or deliver ta PVE Erry Hm'lf before Spm on
MMuorch i Only those signed coples received at City Half befare 5pm on March 7th will be included

in the pockets sent ta City Councilmembers in advance of the meeting on March 12",
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Yalerie Garsuch i-310-373-Ya80 P-4

Statement by PYE Residents about the S00 \ia Panorama Apphicaton IC-TfM-002-13
submissisn for PYE City Couneil Mecting 3-12-13

+ The Owner has derved henetit from these iltegat ensroachments tar over 30 yeas; thewe
henefits were deriveid withou? receiving any permits or paying any taxes for use of ihis
land, We believe such bekavinr shioufd not ke reward ed,

s ne amoont paid [S500,0000 for Parcel A is significantly belaw market tor 1.7 acres, with
ne selicitrtion (to our kaowledge) made to other paries As such, the City and PYHA both
benefilted fom the trapsaction, bul faifed fo act in a fidusiary manner Wikh regare to
martairting parkland for pubkic use n it crewardship roles.

& Thistta=saction viotates the finding of the Court in 2012 that PYEISE cannot sell properny
designated 75 open space Ua private owners, Pyka defended that principle inthe lawsuit,
and settlement of t1e sppeals procest with PYFUSH was part of rhe Resclotion that was
approved on 7/24/22. However that principle seems Lo hawe been violated in this aspect
of the Resofution approving the RADLL Why?

Finally, the complax roves made to eventually effect what we helieve was an flegal
transection ke, transter of deed restricted Parklands to a privatz individual far below fair
market value, could possibly spen all cantriosting government and private parfias to (RS
scrutiny for collusion o avo d taxes,

!

[Signature: -y Vi Cbaddeess B
e Z’i’ ﬂ/égé\;uhf’f e e Mo Lyd LS VR S—
Narme: | i - Cate: : ; i

Uatemue Cegnnnm_ | 3l2lia '
Siznature: ' Address: T
Mame: o ' Date: T

S i e

Plegce sign and return before Spot on Mareh 7th by one D_,f the fﬂﬂuwmg rmethoo’s: f‘vfﬂx Lo Johin
Horison af [310) 380-3381, Ay email lo - 00 .ar g,
cfroap off ot the Horbisaon’s house ot 915 Wi Pﬂnnmmn‘ ar dﬁ' rn.rPr to PVE City Hovl bE‘_,fD.rE' Sprn o
Maorch deh, Opfy these signed coples recened of City Molt iefore Spm on March Tth il Be mefuded
in the pirckets sani to City Councifmembers in odvance of the meeting on Manch i7"
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John Harhison <

Fwd: Comments

Thanks, lohn. ¥our comment is now posted to the website. Hope you can come to the Ciy Council leeting on March 12th,
and please tell your frignds. The way we stop this is through & 1lage tumeut an March 12th.

We'll add you o our ermnail distribution list.

Al the best,
Jobin

Hegin torwarded message:

: From:
! Subject: o

BPate: inor o
Ta.

5
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Ja'n Harkiscn =harbisonjchn@® genail. corm:> R TE L T PR
Fwd: Commiarts

Tharks, Mary. Your comimeant is now posicd to the wobsite. Hope you can come to the City Council Meeting on Blarch 12th,
and please tell your friends. The way we stop this iz through a large turmout an karch 12th.

Vel add you to gur email distribulion list.

All the bast,
John

Begin forwardod mossage:

; From:
; Sub]a:t: e et et 8
§

N w s eme oal Ifae oo _pzae [LAK TIenT
Dﬂm. HR T e P S 1 oo

To:

Boonrproced sl A sy s

Aiirevest Ths s wind onay b s nehs

*’-’:—f’t’» ot /7



#7.

John Harbison < . R R T
“v Cindy Choate = >

: . Renata Harbison ]

Fe: Statement by PYE Residenls abuul lhe 800 Via Panorama Rezons Application

Cindy,

Tharks for your suppor. | hape vou can come tat he Council meeting on 342 -- a strong tumout give us the best odds of
ciefeating this,

Jahn
On Mar 7, 2013, at 1141 AN, Cindy Ghoste < o + Wrohe;

R

=1

R SUUT L g S TR S O O S I T e
Howi will T The requestan oo umnent fsigned by my hustnand and

L T P
e 1 . . . 1
A TR LI T o ]

SR o Uiy Lnoate, 253 Vie SOn0ma residents;
5 . .. . . . - T e -
FooorREnhing Ca woesiton to the rezoning appiication for 300 Via Pandrama,
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Fehruary 13,2013
To: City of Palas Verdes Estaies

RE: THE PROJECT: Yone Change of Parvel A muljacent to 900 Via Panorama fram Open
Space R-1 Single Family Residential and Miscellaneous Application for walls
excecding Lhe maximum allowable height  Application number 2C-2/M202-13

We received a Notice of Public Hearing on Thursday, January 31, It is the ficst lime we
ever heard of any cffurts made to change the zoning or change swnership of this
Parkland. The Parkland hias always been valued by the neighborhood. We have lived on
Via Mirads over 45 years and bave never received any information that this would
change.

When we went 10 view the plans at City Hall, we were Wold Uhal the residents of 900 Via
Famorama were already using the additienal land around their property, therehy extending
it. and this change would just make ivlegal. However, we see by the “red flag® markings and
the plans, thal Lthe project goes even further onto the Parllands, beyond that which were
already being uscd.

If one resident uses the Paridand and landscapes 1L inbe their gwia property, does that mean
that. il can evenmally become their own? To allow this take over or purchase by one
resident is going down a "slippery slope” and setting a precedent for other property
owmers that might have similar situations. The Parklands on Via Panorama have always
been enjoyed by the neiphborhoed. Our sons and other neighborhood Kids vse ta hike in
thiy Parkland and go down o Malaga Cove. Tt way wide ppen spaces. Why should it hecome
jpart of 900 Via Panorama? Was this properly already sold to them or given to them in
return for a domation Lo the city” The exchange of this propoerty irom rity o private
pwnership appears Lo be in viclation of the Pales Verdes Trust Indenture.

{.oncerns regarding the nature of this exchange 1re reinforced by an articte in the Daily
Breeze on May 14, 2012, which comments on a donation made by Lhe residents ot 900 ¥ia
Panorama to Lhe city of Palos Yerdes Fstates with the contingency of a prersonai land deal.
[s this appropriate 1o have a donation ticd to a contingeney invalving the material
repayment through property? Why weren't other residents notified that such a deal
was in process? Were other options available tu keep this area as Parklands as it had
been until now?

The previous owner of 9 Via Panarama once built a small property between 900 Vi
Panorama and 908 Via Panorama . They were ordered to talse il down, It was remowved.

This may he on the rity records botween bate 1960s and early 197 0s, [Lappears that

during that time, they did eoforce the laws of the city. T T e — —

oo * ;
Y areivesd

|
j FEE 73 2002

e T |

i
1
—

Cetod Pals Verdos Estates
H . . T T T=

jHndidin: 5 Flanniag Denatimens |
mmEg Lo - - 1




L#

Mow with the request Fur rexoning from "Open Space B-1 Singie Family Residential amd
Miscallaneous Application for walls exceeding the maximum allowahle height,” it seems
sbvious Lhat the next move will he Lo build another residenee on this acquired Parklands.
This will kayipen, either this ycar, next year or soon after. Why else is the 1ssue of
rezaning oo the agenda of the meeting of February 197

We would like to see this property remain as Packlands {or all the people of Palos
Verdes Estates (o enjoy as it was originally intended.

Sincerely,
o8 O apashmin
Iy
xé:w SN Wy PP =R Vi RPN
Gail C. Wasserman
Karlman Wasserman
904 Via Mirada

Palas Verdes Estates, CA 90274
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Statement about the 900 ¥Via Panorama Application ZC-2/vI-202-13

The undersiznul PYE Residents, wish to express our concerns about Application number:
FO-20-502-13, which is on ihe agenda Tor the 0271913 meeting of the PYE Planning
Commission.

This invotyes “The Praject: Zone Change of P'arcal A adjacent to 800 Via Panorama from Open
Space (OS5} 10 Single Family Residential and Misccllancous (R-1} Application [or walls
exceeding the maximum allowable height, Application number. ZC-2/M-502- 12"

o With rerards to the transactton invobving Lhe sale of fonner City property sdjacetil 1o 300 Via
Panorama in 2012, the Memorandum ol Undemstunding ("MOU™) states that “Arca A | 1.¢. the
Via Panorama Parcel A, s approximately 72,930 sq 1t and roughly equivalant in size and value
o Lots © & 1.7 However, the MO sites the square fect o Lot © & Dras 19,984 sy [ anmd
17,978 =) respontivaly Tor o wotal of 37962 sq 6. Obviously 73930 5q fi is nod “rovghly”
vguivalent — it is almost twice the size. Therefore, approximately twice the space iy being
removed from Parklinds and Jram Q8 zoning, or more specitically 37 968 square fect, than is
being replaced.

n Henee, considering that the City has restriclions that limit ity reduction of Open Space and
Parkland areas. the minimum amount of land tae would necd 10 be added without reducing the
amount of Parkland and Cpen Space zoning would appear 1o be an additional 37, 968 square fect
of land. This assumes it there would be o {aie "trade” involving the above mentioned C & D
parcels Lor Parcel A,

o However, conzidering that Parcels C & 13 had been considersd (o alremd v be apen space
pacels, any "wade” argument could be spunous. The actual amount of sddinenal land that
would need 1o be added as Open Space trom another zoning classitication within PYE would
therefore be the size of Parcel A 1e 73 930 square feel..

o Unless the apprapriate amount of land reploces the Open Space zoning that is being taken, it s
therefore believed improper to change the zoning as requesied in the apphication noted above,

o Ifthe rationad for the re-zoning to R« s to allow the old and new Ints to be considered a
single parcel, thal is expliciily [orbiddun under the express conditions of the recorded quit claim
deed, which state “The Dued shall not cawse the Property to be merged waith any adjacent lot and
any such merper shall be prohibitad.” The express conditions alsa stales, “1nless exprossly
provided for herein, Grantee shall not construel any structure: onthe Property and the Proper ¥
shall be restricted {0 open space.™

o Changing the zoening [Tom Open Space to R-1 would allow usage inconsistent with hoth the
CC&Rs in foree, as well as the "open space™ easements on the properly thal are conirolled by the
City. Any kind of structure (inelading a fence or wall) would be in contlick with the feeling of
open space and the coastling views of the neighbors view through Parcel A and the adjacent
parkland.



o The current process (o consider re-zoning alsu has apparently not been conducted properly,
sinee the owners of 216 Via Panarama (900 Via Mirada) are approximatcly 198 foct away trem
the: baundary of the praperty subject to the re-zoning request and did not reccive notiee in the
mail, as reguired by PVE procedures for all properties within 300 [ecl. The ewners of 917 Via
Panaraina arg also within the designated radius and did not receive nolice.

o Inthe City Council minutes 7724/ 2, “MPT Goolbart reportedly confirmed with Attorney
Hogin that Arcas | apd 3 of this property are currently, and would rentain, zoned as open space.”
Theretore. it appears the City Council had no inteation of changing the zoning fram (8 (Open
Space) to R (Single Tarnity Residential) and it is unclear why the Planning Commmission would
war to oppose thosa intentions.

o An mereasinge number of residents are desiring to restrict aceess to Parklands and Qpen Spaces
by closinge trails or preventing access by improved or new lrails. Further, seme adjoining owners
ol Parklands and also Paths (20 foot RYW botween lots, which somelunes provide access to
Farklands) believe they should be able 1o prevent resident access on these pubiic properlies.
Some of these pwners encraach upon both Paths and Parklands and are presently successlul in
preventing access to residents. There is coneeen thal the approval of this application would set a
danzeronus precedent for such property owners adjacent to Opens Space property, allowing them
to allain personal pain at the expense of other residents. This would be contrary 1 our Jeed
covenants and the purpose for which the Open Space and Parklands were created.

Based upon the abave considerations, it iz believed that the above noled application should be
denicl,

Name: L. Ried Schott [ Address: 1632 Via Lazo

Date: 2-14-13

Name: hddn_:s_s.: -
Drate: )
T\Iﬁm{: i Address:

E

D ate:

#7.
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Vickie Kroneberger

#7.

L

From: Annalu Spencer [Ar t o am)
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2013 1:54 PM

Tao: CityClerk

Subject: Rezoning Parkland

| want to vote NO on rezoning Parlsland and anywhere in Palos Verdes Estates.

Thank Yuu,

Annalu Spencer

Travelstore

24 Malaga Cove Plaza

Falas verdes Estates, CA 90274
310-750-9401-Direct Line/Fax
1-800-274-2517-Toll Free

www Travelstore.com
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2804 Via Neve
Palos Verdes Eatates, CA 90274

February 26, 2013
Via Hand Delivery

City Counil
Palos Verdes Fatates

Ee: Liglian rezoning apphication
Dear Couneil Membars:

Dr. Liglian's application te have the parkland property
traneferred to him rezoned should be denied. 1t should be left as open space.

Aeceording to the preas articles, the transfer of the parkland
property to Dr. Lighan is a "done deal”, but that leaves the issuc of whether it
should be rezoned out of “open space”. 1 is very froubling, to say the least, to
reward people for unauthorized and unlawful encroachment on City parkland.

. Liglisn apparently contends that the encroachments were
done by prior property owners and he was not aware of that fact. If that is
true, mavbe he should have a disenssion with his title inzurer. Whether the
encroachments were done by him or prior owners, the Council should vote
againat the requested rezoning and send s clear message to property owners
who may be contemplating similar unautherized conduet that it will not be
tolerated and they ao it at their risk.

Tx. Liglian should not be heard to argue that he hag any kind of
right to rezoning. The $1.5 million donation to the achool district was just
that, a donation. He probably has or will take a charitable deduction for it on
hig tax returns. He should be estopped from arguing otherwise. Also, he
should not be heard to argue that he eot some kind of assurance that the
parkland with the encroachments would be rezoned after transfer to him. 1
am not fammiliar with mumicipat law, but | very much doubt it wowdd be logal
for the City Council to make any binding deal absent pubhe discussion and
formal City Counail peoceedings. Dre. Lighan may have had a hope for a
rezoning, but that is all he had.

#7.



Ag a homeowner in PPglos Verdes Eatates since 1977, | join the
Planning Commission in recommending that the City Council deny the
requested reroning of the parkland transferred ta Dr, Tighian,

Yery Lruly yours,

(bt i

Eobert H. Logan

#7.
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March 3, 2013 r“ VAR -4 2013
CITY OF PALOS VERDES ESTATES
[H ER k1
Dear City Counci Member, ) CiTY MNAG ]

Re: The Via Panorama 1550,

Where this idea ol swapping parkland (085) for money came from and how it developed
into reality is beyond my understanding. There arc 2o many unanswered questions
regarding the swap. Towever, that being said to allow the Lughant’s o have the property
rezoned 10 R=1 so they can put up walls/fences to protect a sports field driveways cle.
thal were built illegally and without permits flies in the face of reason. “They should be
cequired to remove the sports court and all other inpermiited struclures and relocate thom
{with permits) where thoy will ool block the vicws of those residents in the immediate
vicinity; especially rose on Via Panorama. Those people boughi propertics and built
their homes because they thought they would forever have unobstructed ocean and cily
views singe they over-look purkland (open space). Now the parkiand has been sold and
putenizally a porton ol their views will be lost and their property value will decreas while
the propertly of the Lughani®s, who have violated City rules as they choose will increase
in value. Where is the fairmess?

| fear you have openad a can of worms when you got involved in this hair-brain scheme.
And for what purpose, money?  ['m sure your inlentions were honorable but as far as |
can scc it was a terrible mistake. I'm afraid that your actions are going to expese the City
1o possible future Taw suils which will be very costly to every resident in the City, And to
think all of this took place behind closed doors with no notification or impute from
residents. Tt"s whal you read about in other cilies but never think can happen in PYLL
Where is the transparency? It's a very sad day for our City.

In closing, I suppose what is done comolt be undone. So, moving forward [ would
request you do not regone oar O land te R-1. Please follow the recommendation of
the planming commission. Our O8 land belongs to overy resident of our City and shonild
not be sold; especially 10 people who cirewnvent our City rules and regulations for their
own gain. Pleasc do not let the Lugliani®s put up buildings or walls which would
impact the views ol Lheir neighbocs.

Sieerely,
Phxllis Seribe
356 Via Almar
PV

#7.
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Vickie K mneherge r

From: Reed Harman [RLHarmang@gte.net]
Sent: Wednesday, March 06, 2013 518 PM
To: CityCouncil

Subject: 200 %ia Panorama

Dear City Council- I have just received an email regarding the sale of City property
at 9%@ Via Panoramz to & private party. While I've heard only one side of this
argument the Facts as states leave mg MIST uncomfortable with the city's actions: both
in principal AND with the consideration inveolved.

It is my hope that this transaction will be subjected to the full public debate that
it has apparently escaped to date ;, and I would personally like +to see the opinion
of the city attorney who advised you on this transaction.

Reed L. Harman
ifg20 Via visalia
Falcs Verdes [states, Ca. 28274



#7.

¥ickie Kroneberger e poemy s TP T

" ot L2 i i = o o 100
Fram: Ann Hinchliffe [ahinchliffe@vericon.net] Y e e T
Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 5:58 AM =L IR
Subject: Zening change on March 12 agenda S : j i

Iear Couneil members,

[ have lived in the city since 1960, and I have always believed that the parklands were invielable, To scll
parkland is 2 crime against the communily, and 1o consider rezoning parkland from 08 to RT is emimaginable to
incorporated inia it. 1 also believe it should not be fenced or developed in any way; encroachments should be
removed.

The 37 homeowners on Via La Sclva, who conformed to the city's command to remove encroachments, must
surely [eel like sceond-class citizens now. I'm iold by one of those residents, * There was no negotiation and
certainly in my case we ot a lecture about how shameful it was to encroach on parkland (even though previous
owners had constructed the elfendmy fences).” What has changed? I Leel the owncrs at P00 Via Panorama
should remove their driveway, gate, lions, relaining walls, et. al. to come into compliance as we have expeeted
other residents to do, not be rewarded with 1.7 acres o develop as private property.

In the early 1920s, the Palos Yerdes Projoct was considered a pioneer achievemeni in city planning, and the
parkland element, reserved in porpetuity, was a comerswne of the nationally praisad development., The CC&Rs
were designed to rctain those values, Tradition is the watchword of our cormunaty, Let's keep parkland as
parktand.

Sincerely,

Ann Hinchlitfe

3825 Puxco del Campo
Palos Verdes Estatcs
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AGNEW EINUNAYOR

SERIOUS INFLIRY LAYWYERS

Ctanmict V. Faverc

Gorald E. Agre, Jr
AArIAETA

Aquce b Brusaech
Tzkia 1 E.liz

Staphen O Rasak trae B Greanwald

Anna K. Sarraslon:
Bl Aumistarts

March ¢, 2013

Palos Verdes Estates City Councit
340 Pailos Verdes D West
Folos verdes Estotas, CA 0274

Re: %00 Vig Panoramg Farkland Rezoning Motter
City Councll Hearing Marck 12, 2013

Dear tMayer and Mambers of the City Counci:

We have lived with our fomily af 212 Via Mirada for over 20 vears. One of the reqsons
we purchased the home was the exisfence of the carkland behind cur property line
[REV] and The adjeining parkland surrcunding the homes on Vig Parncrama and Via

dIrgIda .

| understand there is some dispute over whether or not all or part of the porkland
surounding 700 Via Panarama was taken over betore or giizr the purchese of the
property by the Lugliani family. Regardiess of who of when “he parkland wes faken for
personal use, the proposal fo rezene the property sets a dangerous and snaccepfat:le

oreseaont,

In effect, the City of Pa'os verdes Estates is sending the messaoe thatif yvou take or steal
pars and and get caught, you can buy the property. Mot only will the City sell you the
parkiand you took, but thoy will throw in subsianiially extra parkland along with the deal,

For these and other reasons, we sengly oppose the applicaticn o rezone the parkland
adjacent to 900 Vio Panorama.

Yery Fuly yours,

"\-—PM‘/‘(\ '
BriTe and Deb Bruscyeiech oo .
Q_:‘ £ & 71

A0365 Hawthooe Bouleva-g « Sorepce, Casiicmia 9030% = T 310793 1200 = 15 3i0./973. 14949
= zz@agnewlirusay. cianme + wwwagnewbrusavich.com
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Mayor and Ciry Counal

City of Palos Verdes Hstares
3440 Palos Verdes Prmve West
Palos Verdes istales, A 9027¢

Idear Mayor and Mombers of the City Couneil:

[ ann wiiting o urge you to accepl the recommendation of the Plamang Conunission at tlisir
tnecting of Fehbruary 19, 2012 at whieh they vated unanimonsty o deny approval ot a zone change
of Parcel A adjacent to 900 Via Panorama [rem Open Space 1o R-1. Based o the past activities ol
the Tughani famiby in continually ailding en and making changes o the parkland pricr G Tieving

een permitled Lo buy Parecl A, you can be sure their aclivibies would accelerate 10 Lhe wonimg was
caahged from Open Space w R-1.

1 would alsn like Lo ke this opportunity to coarreet bath the Crty Attorney ancd the Assistant City
Alrmey in ther misstalements concerning who made 30 many changes and additions o the
parkland adjacent o 900 Via Panorama. ‘They have made the satements bohin the MU and in
the discussion leading 1o Resohation Mo, POR-2Z015-0650 far the Planning Commision that the
retaimineg wall and other siructures and disfurbinees were done by the prior propery owner. | kmow
thuse statcments are false hecause 1 1973, | was selected by Mr. Alexander Haagen | the owner of
900 ¥ia Panorama af that time, wo marxet his home. T eonsequently had the opportenmity w beeome
inrimately familias with the details of the luime and growds. There was ne srading or relaming
wall Lor a sparts court, no widering and Uling of the are road with stone walls on eack side and no
huge pilasters and eatz in the steeet right of way at the entrance to the fire road, and no hnge lrees
on the park lnd 10 obstruct neighbor's views. All of this may be immaterial at this point, but [ halz
to see my City making decisions based on inaceurats wdlortnation.

W may et be irmportant al this tme, but Q00 Via Panorama and adjscent parkland s oim Tract 8652
st of 753100 A copy of the deed [ron Hasgen wor Lugliam 15 enclosed.

Tt 15 my recomnendation that the apen space known as Parcel A not be parmitted Lo be lenced, ne
trees planted, which, at matericy, would interlere with neighbors’ vicws, and thal e pilusters and
pate in slreel -right-ol~way be removed aad oot re-installed at the entrance o the tire road.

Thank you lor the oppormunity to clanly hislory thal tas been bothening e, [ sinecrcly hope s
the sale aof parkland in the MOTT wall oot seta precedent which will haunt us, when other options
WUIC LI Process.

Wery iy vours,

Jogeph T Baroear

s
L
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PARCEL A

- % L - r
+ 4 11 in Bloekx 1733 of Traet Ho. 552 in the City o
%zigslgeigas Fstates, County of Los Angeles, State of Czalifornia,
=g per map recorded 1n Book 125 Fages 35 to 87 inclusive of Maps,
im ihe office of the County Recorder of sald Counuy.

PRERCEL 2:

n o? Lot TAY of Trzct Ho. 8652, in the Qity of ¥alos
$§%ﬁe§?§§%gtes, County of Los Angeles State of Celifornia, &= per
mzp recorded in Book 125 Pages g5 to é? inclusive of Maps, in the
orfice of the County Recorder of said County, described us foellows:

) + westerly corner of s2id Lot 11 in Block 17333
Eggigglﬁgfig §$5 gg? oo Eastyalcng the Westerly line thereof, 75 foeb;
Ehence Howth 51° 001 00" Fast along the northwesterly line thereof,

175 teet to the most northerly corner thereof; ithonee due west 13?
Feet; thence South 5g” 00t 00" West 50.5 feet; thence Soukth 27 01
bt Feat 153,12 feel, more or less, to & polnt in the southerly line
of szig Lot PAY, being & poinbt in a curve concave to ihe west and
having a radius of 65 feeb; thence easterly along sald curve, =
distence of 21 feet to the point of begimning.
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John Harbison < 168, Wl e

Fwd: HK] ¥ia FPanorama

Begin forwarded message:

L received aroEhal e
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Vickia Kruneherger F ST ST e e s

T == TR I =y
From: Elaine V. Lovell | @ 1 Eigrd [ e ey E E
Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 9:23 AM i 1
To: CityCouncil A 1
Subject: Markland an Wia Panorama :

TTello Mayor and Council Mcmbers,

I am contacting you o stand with my neighbors and (ellow citizens of PVE regarding, the salc of and Zone
change to 500 Via Panorams.

1 am opposed to this aclion and continue o be ballled how this could happen in cur fine city.
I share the concerns raiscd by John and Renata | tarhison in their detailed letter writlen on 3/4/13 1o the you.

T arn sorry [ will not be able to attend, but tast you will "do the right thing"..
Looks lilke another 11 pm meeting.

Besl Regards,
llaine Lovell

Elaine W. Lovell

cell: {970) 376-7596
CA: (310) 378-8681
CO: (970) 748-1009




BRUSAVICH

SERICHIS INILIRY 1A% YFRS

Laralel 2o g, Lm0 1 avpra
Brace M. Brasavich Acruiniziraiu
“edan TFis e
Stephon & ol Irgc b, Creerveali

Anne b Sarsiahor
Irgis Ase Llars

March &, 2013

E
Palos Yerdes Bstates City Councll i Es
340 Paolos Verdes Dr West 'J 13 AR -7 208
Palos Verdes Estates, CA %0274 i g T -
J
b
i

Re: %00 Vig Panorama Parkland Rerening Matter
City Council Heanng darch 17, 2013

Dear Mayor and Membbers of the City Council:

We have lived with cur family at 912 Via Miradg tor over 20 years. One of the reqsons
we purchosed the home was the existence of the parklond bebing our properly line
(RPY} and the adjoining parkland surroundirg the hames on Yia Panaramea and Vi
tirod o,

| understand there s some dispute over whethor or nct cll or part of the parkland
sumounding 900 Via Panorcma was taken over before or affer the purchase of the
property by the Lugliani family. Regardless of who or when the parkland was taken for
personal use, the proposdl to rezone the property sets o dangercus and uraccepfable
precedeant.

In effect, the City of Palos Verdes Estates is sending the message thot if vou lake o sleal
parkland and get caught, vou can buy the propcrty. Not only will the City sell you the
porkland you took, but they wil throw in substantially exira parkland along with the deal.

For those and other reasons, we strongly oppose the application to rezone the parkland
adjacent to Y00 Via Fanorama.

Very truly yours,

AU Elsethorne Goalevard = larronce, Californis 30003« T VGG 1400 o B 30743, 149
E: abiagnewhbrusgvich.com + www.agnewhbrusavich.com




March 7, 2013

Palos Verdes City Coungeil
Palos Verdes Estatcs, CA 90274

RE: Rezoning of parkland from OS 1o R1

Thig year 15 the 1030th anniversary of the original purchase of Palos Verdes by Mr. Frank
Vanderlip. We have to thank his original vision of the design layout for the pemnsula for
the beavtiful, special environment we all cnjoy today.

As a Palos Verdes Dstates resident, and author of a {orthcoming book on Mr. Vanderltp,
) believe that he would be horrilied 1o contemplate any rezoning of the parkland for any
sort of private use or ownership. As he stated in his avtobiopraphy, speaking about his
first sight of'the hili, Palos Verdes was, "an unspoiled sheet of paper to be wntten on with
foving care™.

Times may have changed, but Mr. Vanderlip's belief stilt holds trie "The oniginal design
of Palos Verdes, includmy the parkland that is an integrat part of its character, should not
he changed. | strongly urge the Council nol to approve the rezoning of any and all parcels
ot parkland from O8 to any other designation.

sSincerely,

Ll B

Wicki Mack

#7.



#7.

Vickie Kmneherger

_
From: Crarla Valliant [ a ]
Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 11.36 AM
Ta: CityCouneil
Subject: March 12th - Eczening lssue

Dear George Bird, James Gooedhart, Rosemary Humphrey, Ellen Perkins, John Rea,
As residents of PYVE for over 23 years wo arc opposed 1o the rezoning of the Open Space property 0 R1. These
avlions should not be taken behind closed doors without informing the residents of PVIT. Since the Planning

Commissioners were opposed to this we feel the City Counetl should do their duly and vphold the intercsts of
the residents of the residents of Palos Vordes Estales and oppose this rezoning.

Sincercly,
Datla Valliant & lack Feldman

[325 Via lernander
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274



Dr. Frederick M, Hancy and Barbara B. Tlaney
3433 Pasco dcl Campo
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 907274

March 7, 2013
To PVE City Council....

We, the above residents of Palos Verdes Estatcs, CA opposc R1 zoning
in the matter before the City Council,

Signed,

Frederick M. Haney
Bavbara B. Haney

#7.
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Vickie Kronebe rger

From: Riai)

Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 3:32 PM
To: CityClerk

Subject: Re: March 12 council agenda

I hanks for your message, vickie,
| forgaot to put our address at the bottom of my message to the Council. If you need it, my wife and [ are at
082 Paseo La Cresta,

Cave Hart

From: CityClork «CitvClgrk @ nvastatas, args
To: dhartmail - ] =

Sant: Thu, Mar 7, 2013 1:39 pm

Subject: FE: March 12 council agenda

Thank you for your email, Mr. Hart, which shall be forwarded %o the City Council.

Vic.éia _Xmmréar’w
Cocrbiva Assistant/-Daputy City Clork

City of Palos Werdes Estates

340 Malos Verdes Drive Wast
Palos Verdes Estates, CA B0274
S10-378-0383 x2231
310-378-7820 (fax)

Fram: [mailto: a
Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 1:37 PM

Ta: CilyCouncl

o GilyGlerk

Subject: March 12 council agenda

Dear Councilpersons:

My wile and | have fived in FPalos Verdes Estates since 1971 and treasure the large areas of parkland which the City
fouridar had the faresight to sat aside for succeeding generations to enjoy.

We strongly urge the City Council to disapprove the rezoning application ot the homeowners at 300 Via Panorama to
canvert their adjoining land from G5 to R1.

While the owners have managed to acquire title to the parkland on which they encroachsd over tha years, thore is
absolutaly no justification whatsoewver for further rewarding their deplorable actions with a favorable change in zoning.
Approval would also set a terrible precedent for the future.

Nespactiully,

David E. Hart
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Pared 1, Q\OI?)#?'

Notice of Public Hearing:

THE PROJECT: Zone Change of Parcel A adjacent to 2(H) Via Panorama from
Open Space to R-1 Single Family Residential and Miscellaneous Application for
walls exceeding the maximum allowabie height Application number ZC-
2/MoN2-13

In May, 2012, a precedent was set in the transfer of ownership of parklands to
the residents of 900 Via Panorama. The parklands should be land that helongs to
all the residents of Palos Verdes Estates. [n the 45 years that we have lived here, we
frequently walk there and enjoy the view .. .one of the most spectacular views of
the entire Peninsula where you can view the ocean and city lights af many beach
cities in the area. Why should Lhis Parkland be sold or piven to one resident when
it should belong to all the residents in Palos Verdes Estates?

When we went to view the plans at City Hall, we were told that the residents of 900
Via Panorama were already wsing the additional land around their property, thereby
extending it and this change would just make it legal, If one resident nses the
Parkland and landscapes it into their own property, does that mean that il can
sventually become Ltheir own? To allow Lhis Luke over or purchase by one resident
is going down a "slippery slope”. The exchange of this property trom city {o private
ownership appears ta be in violation of the Pafos Verdes Trust Indenture. Why
weren't other residents notified that such a deal was in process? Were other
optiong available to keep this area as Parklands as it had heen until now? Why did
the city not permit the sale of parklands (lots C and 17 near Palos Verdes Drive
South, and instead made a complicated deal with the Parklands on Via Panarama,
hased on a donation? It is a winning deal for the residents of 900 Via Panorama,
bul a losing deal for the tax payers of Palos Verdes Estates.

Now we ehler the next phase of this confusing transactinh. in consideration at
this meeting is the rewening from “Open Space Lo RB-1 Single Family Residential and
Miscellanecus Application for walls exceeding the maximum allowable height.” This
will be setting another precedent. And then the next step will be to build on this
arquired and rezened Parklands. Why else is rezoning an issue?

On February 19, the Planning Commission considered this request and
unamimously recommended denying the rezoning. We urge the Falos Verdes
Extales City Council to also deny the rezoning of this properly which should
remain 4s open space, as it was originally intended.



Grorge T. Muaye
57 Montcmalkaga Plaza
Palos Verdes Estates CA 90274-160

Mareh o, 2013

Palos Verdes Estates City Council
340 Palos Vordes Dnve West
Palos Verdes 1istates CA D274

Suly: Palos Verdes Bstures Parkland

We wish to po on record as being opposed 10 1he nezoning of any
Palos Verdes Estales Parkland property to Residential.

Adl Parkland within the City of Palos Verdes Latates should
remain as Parldand, to be enjoved by all crlisens,

_.-"r -

. __.:_' )
[ | . - e o=

George Maye S Diane Maye .

i

#7.



| Russell £. Barto - AlA - Architect
3 Malaga Cove Plaza - Suite 202 - Palos Verdes Estates - California - 90274 - (310) 378-1355

Marel: 7. 2013

iy Couneil Menthers

City ol Palos Verdes Estalcs
340 Palos Verdes Dirive West
Palos Verdes Dstates CA 90274

| RE:  Ruzoning O5 o R1 @ 900 Via Panarama

Dear Caly Counci] Moembers:

I'm wiiting Uhis loiter 1o cxpross my opposition lo e proposcd rezoning of the property
surronnding Mer Via Panovama from open space o B residential.

[ can see no henefit to the City from the proposed reromng. On the conlrary: 1 sce the
proposed resoming as sceling a precedent that could put parkland sbutting private propoty
al sk hwonghoui the citv. from lavge parcels such as the parkland at the intersections ot
Via Visalia. ¥ia lernander and Paseo la Creata to the naorow pachs (Buena Path, Fa Sclva
Path. Lo mune twa ol Goecns) that nteelace our City,

L ny opinien this i3 a textbook case of it being easier lo gel [brgivencss than permission.
1 doubr very nmeh rhan we woulid be disewssing this ssue at all bad the bomeowner at 300
Via Panorama come hetore the Oty with a strajghilorward request to revone and develop
U parklard surromanding his property.

Furge the Cily Council 1o deny this appheution,

Yery truly vours,

W

Bugsell I5. Barto, ATA
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To: Palos Verdes Estates City Council

RE: The 500 Via Panorama Application for razoning ZC2/M-902-13

My name is Kim Guzzino. My wife Maryam aed ! live al 901 Via Mirada.

i have recently become aware of the plan te rezone the Open Space/Park Land to R1 located
around the 200 Via Pancrama residence. | agree with the others thal have relatad their
opposition, in the city planning meseting on Feb 19, that is adtion shiould not be taken. To myself
and others it also appears to violate the ordginal deed restrictions. We value the open spaces
distributad throughout PYE and agree that keeping all of them undisturbed should be the city's
goai.

The acquisition of tha opan space propenty by the Lugliani's is unprecedented. There is no
mention of zong changes in either the deed restrictions or the Memaorandum of Understanding
between the City , FVHA | the PYUSD and the Luglianis.

| have read the Harbison's lettar and agree with all points 1aken up on that letter to City Council.

Sincerely

Pji;ly;rld..l\lamam Guzzino

e

< P ,_A/{/"?_“f_,.. :
Viva

YNar i (rvarins
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Vickie Krnnebergar

From: Jean Juall [ a :

Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 3:52 PM
Ta: CityClerk

Subject; Parkland rezoning

I am dean Juell. My husband Bruce and I have lived in our home at 1425 Via Zumaya since
1979. We have a tennis court with our property behind the court abutting parkland. In 1974
we put in a new garden behind the tennis court. We thought we were inside our boundary. The
rest of the hill iz Parkland. However, a3 ranger saw the improvement and thought we had
extended our garden on Parkland, We had just returned from a trip a few weeks after the
installation and had a very nasty call fraom the Parkland Comm. that if we did not remove the
garden to our property line we would be fined every day the extensicn remained. We
immediately had our landscape architect and gardner tear oot the extension immediately. The
error cast ws $28,8068. Since then your weed contreol has boen keeping the Parkland weeded,
Thank you. At the time a member of your Parkland Comm. came to see the garden and wondered
why you made us tear it out as it was attractive and just a garden, We kept to the rule.
You must kesp the Parkland protected against these that would po agalnst our policy and
adhere to the property line. Jean Juell
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Vickie Krone herger

From: Susan Chang [ B Lt

Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 2:32 PM

Ta: CityCounei

Subject: City Council Meeting 3M12/2013 - jtem -800 Via Panorama

City Council Membaers,

We support the decision of the Planning Commissian to deny the request of the Lugliani family to rezone their recently
acquired land adjacent to their lot at 200 Via Pancrama (rom O.5. property 1o B-1 property and request that you concur,
It is onr view that Open Space Parkland in PYE is in the public trust, should ideally be open far public use, and should not
be privatized rither by sale or by selective access. The transaction that allowed the Lugliani family to buy this land
seems a transgression of the public trust. Cartainly rezoning it now to allow further private develspment and private
financial gain would only add to this transgression.

Susan and Boh Chang
2501 Via Pinale

Palos Verdes Estates
CA 90274



Vickie Kroneherﬁer
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From: i)

Sent: Thursday, March G7, 2013 2:56 P
To: CityCounecil

Subject: Fwd: Rezoning

From, _ _d4@x -

To: councik@rvestates ora

BCC: I SRR

Sent; 3712013 2:54:08 P.M. Pacific Standard Time
Subj: Rezoning

Caralyn Nash and Savery Mash opposs the rezoning of former parklands from O3S fo BT, In fact, we believe the
transfer of this parcel was ilegal under the CCAR of Palas Verdes Estates and would support an action to
invalidate the transfer.

Savery Mash and Carolyn Mash



Vickia Krnnebe_rger
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From: Jodi Merchant [ @ ]
Sent: Thursday, March 97, 2013 3.35 PM
Ta: CityCouncil

Subject: 800 Pancrama

I support the residents who oppose this change. &1L improvements on the Open Space should be
ramoved in keeping with the wise zoning laws set forth by the developers of PYE. The blatant
usage of Open Space does a great disservice to lawful residents who count on the city to
uphold the original zeoning codes.

Jodi Merchant
2941 Via Pacheco
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A MESSY SITUATION CAUSING PALOS VERDES ESTATES PROPERTY CAWNERS TO CILESTION LEGALITY

WEXT MEETING OF THE PYE CITY COUNCIL 15 MARCH 12, 2013

The issue s simple. The Cty of Palos Yerdes Cslales Cily Counail [PYECC) in cocperation {or collusion) with the Palos Verdas
Hornes Association [Py L) has done what PYE private property owne =5 with whomowa have spaoken call znillegal convayance
of 1.7 acres of very waluahle PVE Parkland 1o a private party. B oseems ke 11al conclusion is accuiate. Read on!

It was accomplished in 2002 by a trangaction transfeming Lhe Parldand te the private party for $500,000.00. There was also a
515 million dunulior requized Lo be made by this private party to the Falos Verdes Peninsula Schacl District. Certainly a benafit
Ler the Schood District but obviausly ne benefitto the private property ewners >f PUVE.

The irtricate, convaluted, and complex steps are seamingly designad o conluse and were unknown to the owners of private
property in PYE antil rmcndks afber this was accompbshed. | he transaction is attempted to be explained in a “Memorandurn of
Uil rslanding™ {MOUY, appreved by Lhe City Council 67724712, That MOU and other relevant decrments and photos can be
found oo the sebsile attSfwwwave onansneoe.oom,

This transaction does not mest any of the reguiierenls o7 The *Protective Rastrictions of PYEY, as recorded June 14, 1974,
wharehy Frhlic Markland was to be hele inperpetuity for the owners of private property in PYE.

By law “Frotocthee 3estrictiors” or "Cowenarts” “Run with the Land” and thersfore any znd a1 *Deed Rest riclhions” se clearly
"Covenants running with the land". 5Lc1 “Deed Restrictions” are perpeiual and ayer-asting under [24 unless it provides options
fara change of duration and a arocess for change,

Roth aof these optinns above ara explicitly addressed in Lhe two “Protective Restrictions Palps Yerdes Estates” bocklets; Creen for
Tracts 7144 and 7332 and Brown for Tract 6885 in aach of ta following:

*  Tle Rank of America Dead of Trust Indenture, including Declarations, recorded Octaner 158, 1924 iz the tounding
dacurnznt ol PYE a5 prinled in the beoklets "PROTECTIVE RESTRICTICINS PALOS YERDE'S ESTATES.

*  Inthe Bank of America Quit Claint transferring all Parkland tothe PYHA recorded June 21, 1944

*  InHKesclution 12 of the FYECC accepting title of the Parklands dated June 12, 1340

Restrictions”, kach and every dorumeant ncludes the wording that all “Res-ricions, et al” are bind ng not only te the original
Granlor but on all Grantess. That means thet hoth the PYFCC and PYHA Sawve these fidusciary respansibilities o protect and

“he "PROTECTIVE RESTRICTIONS PALDS VERDE™ ESTATES" kooklets =tate wery cloarly in Declaralion 14 Page 14 Section &
“Duration of Restrictions” o/l af Fire restefelions, comditions, covenatls, reservattons, tens, charges ser forth i this
Decfuration of Restrictinne shall continue and remain in full farce ond affecs ot off Hmes gained seid properdy and Ue
nwTers dhenenf, srfect do §he digfl of clenge oF srodliicotion provided for in Section o fereof, uredl fonuwary @ rgto, and shalf
as Lhen i force be coraimeed qutomatically ard withaus flerther cotice fromm thal (e for o period of beenty years, aid
thereafter for suecessive peetods aftwenty peren oot wilbood Totation undess within the six months pefor to the expirorion
of ary successive iwenty yeor period thercafter o wiitten agreement (i) executed by the then record owners of rmare ther
e flafjr:'n Sred u_l|r5u£dpr{rpr_‘ri}' of af"

Furthet in Declaration 14 Page 15 Saction 9 "Meditication of Restrictions” the process for change of *Restrictions, Cond itlone,
Covenants, Liens and Chargas™. It1s cxplicht that "o chenges or arodificetions shall be reade withoot the writfen casent doty
eevated ord recarded of eet fess teo-chivds in area of oll fonds held in privare awnership within oo fiet in ooy diveciion of
rhe property concerming which o chunge or modiffcaline is soughl (o be made”,

MEITHER. OF THESE ABOVE NECESSARY ACTIONS WERE TAKEN

It is COMCLUSIVE in law that PVE Farldand cannot be sold, conveyed, ortransfarred lo & privale owrer or 1o anyone without
taking the actions as dafined in the above two paragraphs with any requestad change or modification approsad by soch process,

BUT THEY DID IT ANVWAY! It cauzes sebstantial wonderment by propor processes were ot followed 7

s
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Thke salation is provided tor in the "PROTECTIVE RESTRICTIONS Declaration 14, Page 154, Section 12 "Rewversion of Titla".

Section 12 “Reversion of Tile' slales “Kaef and all of soid resivicdons, conditions, covenants, reservations, ilens, and cherges
is and ave far the henefit of each ovwrer of fumd furany taterest therein) in said property end they and each thereof shatl inure
o errd puns wille coefy and ceery pareel of satd proporty, shall apply to and bind the respective successors i interest of Dark
af America. And further reacs Y4 breach of ony af ihe "Restrictions, Condifinns, aod Covenend herehy exi ghlished shall couse
e eered proprectyougee wlich reaclt pocers B revert to Baak of America, or its successors (R interest, @s owners of the
reversionary rights kerein provided for, e al”

Restrictions Pales Werdes Frtates” as provided for in Declaration 14, Page 15a, Sect'on 12 't appears the process of "Revers|on of
Title™ must he offected by theh PYECC without delay,

For certainty of the BREACH crealing Uhe illepalily see Lhe FYE City Council minwtes from 1939,/1949 stariing with page 334
from that minutes ook,

T the PWE Cily Couneil Resalution of June 12, 1340 the PYE City council minatas of Novembear 01, 08, and Necember 20, 19349,
ard tha minutes of laruary 24 and February, 1940 ane documented o scussiors and motions as to how to properly canvey ar
dred the parkland properties to the City of FYE with the *Frotective Rastrictions”

The rinutes of June 14, 1340; specifical ly the Tarmal Quil Claim of 11e Parklands, goff cow-se, etc, made by Bank of America 1o
the "HA and the PYE Cily Counei Resolation of June 12, 1940 start with page 334 of the minute book. The first three pages are
the baginning of the Bank of Amarica Ou't Claim deed. Pages numbered thres, four and five are the first pages of the Quit Claim
ard describe what was heing quit claimed, pages siv and part of seven i the PVE City Cooneil Rasalution 12 aulhoriarg the Dty
al PYE te aceept title which pasced lune 12, 1940, pages seven, eight, nine, 121, and part at eleven sre the grant 1o the FYHA to
the City of PVE of tnat certzin real property (parklands, golf course, 2tc).

Pages cloven ard twelve are the definition and statement ta tha: “This conveyanne is made and accepred by rhe Ciky of PYE
and smid raatiy ts herehy gromred sabicet to sactt of the fallowtag provisions, resarictians, and covenarnts, to wit”,

On page twelve ¢ states "Feeh ond every proviston, condition, reateicdion, fet, chatge, eafernent, md cavenant conained in
alre *Beecderredd foer oof Exdublfistameeret oo Busic Penective Kesirictions "exceuted by, et ol s “subfect to which said property
endffor ol porcels thereoMshoold be 208 and conveyed and all of said provisions, condiffons, restrictiors, reservations, fieng
charges, eagenyaprs, and covengats are harehy made o pork of Ui conveyorce aod expressly imposed upon gaid reaity as filly
end rompletely us if eretn sel foril e Jull”

WHAT COULD BE CLEARER A5 TO FUTURE FIDUCIARY RESPOMNSIBILITY?

Ihee seerns to be growing rage ir Lhe commeanily of FYE as aot only docs the transfer of the 1./ acos seem inguestion, 1o make
matters worse the private party has now submtitted Applicatlon Mumber: Agenda Item Z8-2W-202-13 of the 03/12/13 meeting of
the PVE City Council requesting 2 Zcne Chznge of the ac-2age to R-1 Family Residential plus 2 Miscellanagus Applicatian for walls
expeeding the maximom allowable height.

i the transartinn traasferring the Parkiand is illegal reroning $a B-1 wauld 2e compoanding 1he iegality! Butas the Flanning
comimission of FYE recommended unarimously that application 2C-2/-202-13 rezcning to FE-1 NOT be approved perhaps
reasan Ir the povemanoe areas will now prevail within 1ae PYECC.

We have claified why we believe the Parkland conveyance was and is illegal, and questigned the complexity and the purpoze of
af the MOU, and the srangeb irteresling movement of manics, both being done in a seemingly unnecassany number of
cancveuled ways thet could open the participating private and puhblic entities to scrotiny for collusion to avnid tares.

It s2ems absolutely clear that the PYECC should not app-ove the B-1 reson ng requast and immedialely start the "Reversion of
lille™ process.

K the faregging is not smon accemplished 2nd the law suits start it iz possible that both the RS and the Allermay Genaral ot the
State of California might see a nesd ba investipats balh PYE and PYHA.

WE OO NOT NEED 5UCH BAD PUBULITY AS HAS HAFPENED TO OTHER CITIES IN QUR STATE!

Seg the website 1w e prgopenspos.com for all references and docurments inthis newsloeLllzr, Please visit, sign the
pelition and posL any cotrements you wish on thoe wiod site,

#7.
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This Iren=action is unpreceden:ed — :he ‘irst tirme sinee the foundisg af Palos Werdes Esftea 40 veers age thal parkiand 0as been sald o s pnsate nd ol tros
1gdi:z 1y the ameont of open spaze in PYE. &= euch, il violasas the CCERs. WO snd Daec whic: =ll require neginlenancs of the propery ss open space o porpcloby
Turtfcr, 1 propany carers bad presdously, withooat wame: ship or pemit, constructed thair owre private "pleygound” o the pobl G propert. Mowe By she M1 fransashon
& the curmeat rezoniteg BFenet by g earg 18 sared| Ll "plapgrionsd® oo pablic land imto 2 personally awned "plevground,” with concaivebly the ability tc bar publiz
aEsd by that pemership and Foning  1hess s no good aith, Jstianke, lega Dasks k) ezore mom OF [Opan Spaca) B RB-1 1Singls Family Residertial) and itwaufd be s
breacih of the pubric crust and fiduciary duties if our City Canscilmembers appoese the reroning &t the hesanng mn Maish 1710

== ol Hinkaissun

Fur: of what makes Pales Wordes procious is the open spacedpa-k and scattsead throughout the cammuon iy, YWhen we bouglh aur lamsa 20 yedrs aoa, e s ol Lhal
parkland could neverba sold anc thel evarycne in PYE had b folloe the CO&ERS that gnvem ua ag 3 alanned commnity Boles tak gosanoss all, oo na kinoer saem o
appy taus al . This zak: of parkland nexdt to 500 Wia Paroama is unprecadantad ard contantious; now hat the parklard on my strest has bean purdiased hogh
regutiations bahind dosad doors. when will tHe nesd plot af cozsn spaces b ankd. dan hehind dosed doors il nnheknownet oang of us botthe paens imealved ¥ wWhal's
to provent otter avners fram apply g the sama lechnigues -0 tha apan space nest “o their homes? Remmnr g fom Q5 (Ceen Space] 10 H-1 [Srggle Faonhy Resicenlial)
would c-aale even mora benefi’s Io ownere wha aeve squattad on public land for denades Should mis be apprved of coodoned? 1 sy, SO -

— Renata Hartsoan

I earean gy oo Y ity erpesrierices, | you haye mon=y and time on your hands you <an de anyshizg wou wani. | doas nat matlar if thare is 2 ruling preseenting from yau
daing it. Dwonder whass hand gets groased? 1he whokz Siby council o ooly she onas that show up to waba, Tha green aress were sat azice for the gand of the majorty The
will & the huge assets af e minanty Skl 2ol |he parks ano goees aiees ged buill up & we might as well be living in downtoen LA Wo &= walching out for -he masses?
Mol the city council & whoever aiae changes policy far thair ich buddies' Parkeigrezn areas shoulc rol be acquied by ediacenl property owners for thein privata usa. Thasa
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arcas shaald never e e-2oted Tor abgle imiles o 2nytiing else Gaer
Eliznbeth Bosteom
A= a reeidsat of Pelce Wardes Estabes | was dissppuintad bo eam: of thwe circurnsanoes o s proposed Rrd-swap  ad-c0rng I8 Sems enerean @2nse 1hal oy Sharge

in larnd se, zonng. o any athar aspec] af he commuonily shookd be kansparent and dane opeity, Ingoed f2ih and shoud anly be made I 115 1o the beneflt of the entice
cammunity, not an i Wividual landownar. 'When | read the stida ke FU Maws, my first response wos 'sornethung is fishy hees *

— dohn Phillip=
This irensaction is Lnprecedanted| | = totally against rezoning this parkland fGarn 03 w0 B-11 Faikland wes supgose b ba open soace fovsve:! Thad's oy roarey of os
prrchezs homes in beautifil Pelos Werdes. Toa Council must vele, NI
— Mary Hullar
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