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2261 Market Street STE 10416
San Francisco, CA 94114

hell imbyl . YIMBY LAW

6/13/2024

City of Monterey Park
320 West Newmark Ave.
Monterey Park, CA 91754

twong@montereypark.ca.gov
Via Email

Re: 338-410 S Alhambra Avenue 64-Unit Condominium Project
5259-004-036, 5259-004-037, 5259-004-038

Dear Mayor Wong,

YIMBY Law is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation, whose mission is to increase the accessibility
and affordability of housing in California. YIMBY Law sues municipalities when they fail to
comply with state housing laws, including the Housing Accountability Act (HAA). As you know,
the Planning Division has an obligation to abide by all relevant state housing laws when
evaluating the above captioned proposal, including the HAA. Should the City fail to follow the
law, YIMBY Law will not hesitate to file suit to ensure that the law is enforced.

The project will replace multi- and single-family residential dwelling units and is surrounded
by residential properties on all sides. This 1.73-acre project involves a proposal to construct a
multi-story residential building consisting of three stories of residential space above one level
of partial subterranean parking and an 8-unit 3-story residential building with an at-grade
parking garage. The project would add 64 multi-family condominium units to a low density
area of residential housing near transit and commercial downtown corridors. The proposed
condominiums would be divided between two buildings, with eight attached 3-bedroom
townhomes located in a two-story building along the project of the proposed residential units
(15%) would be designated as very low-income housing units while the remaining 57 units
would be market rate.

California Government Code § 65589.5, the Housing Accountability Act, prohibits localities
from denying housing development projects that are compliant with the locality’s zoning
ordinance or general plan at the time the application was deemed complete, unless the locality
can make findings that the proposed housing development would be a threat to public health
and safety.

In this case, a Density Bonus is being sought in order for the Project proponent to be granted
waivers to which they are entitled under California state Density Bonus Law, California
Government Code § 65915(e), so long as there are no specific, adverse impacts, upon health,
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safety, or the physical environment, and there are no feasible methods to satisfactorily
mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impacts. The HAA, § 65589.5 (j)(3) specifies that the
receipt of a density bonus does not constitute a valid basis on which to find a proposed housing
development project is inconsistent, not in compliance, or not in conformity, with an
applicable plan, program, policy, ordinance, standard, requirement, or other similar provision.

With the requested concessions and/or waivers available under State Density Bonus Law, this
above captioned proposal is zoning and general plan compliant. Therefore, your local agency
must approve the application, or else make findings to the effect that the proposed project
would have an adverse impact on public health and safety, as described above. Should the City
fail to comply with the law, YIMBY Law will not hesitate to take legal action to ensure that the
law is enforced; this support is, of course, conditional on the developer following SB-330 and
granting any existing tenants relocation assistance and a right of return.

I am signing this letter both in my capacity as the Executive Director of YIMBY Law, and as a
resident of California who is affected by the shortage of housing in our state and would be
eligible to apply for residency in the proposed housing development project.

Sincerely,

Sonja Trauss

Executive Director
YIMBY Law

2261 Market Street STE 10416, San Francisco, CA 94114
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From: Arian Rezazadeh

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338 - 410 S Alhambra Ave project
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2024 1:51:44 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Re- 338-410 S Alhambra Ave. Monterev Park

Good day,

My name is Ari Rezazadeh and this letter is in support of the proposed project at 338-410
Alhambra Avenue.

As a current resident of Monterey Park (Resident since 2017) I am happy to see new
projects being posted for development in our vibrant community. I want to give my full
support to the condo projects being proposed for the Alhambra Ave site.

I chose Monterey Park as my community several years ago and was attracted by the mix of
people, great cuisine and shopping options, and by being the true gateway to the San
Gabriel valley. However when compared to local cities I have noticed the city lacks
development as a whole in comparison with peer cities. That is what excites me when I see
new projects posted and am optimistic about more futures coming to our City.

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns.
Thank you. My contact info is below.

Best,

Ari Rezazadeh

727 Divina Vista St
424-335-4411


mailto:ari@alumni.usc.edu
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov
https://www.google.com/maps/search/338-410+S+Alhambra+Ave,+Monterey+Park?entry=gmail&source=g

From: Catherine Fang

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 S Alhambra Ave.

Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2024 12:26:07 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Dear Planner:
| support 338-410 S Alhambra Ave. Monterey Park, CA 91754 A 64 Unit Prolet.

my name is Catherine Fang
Address: 380 W El Repetto Dr. Monterey Park, CA 91754

Best Regards,

Catherine Fang


mailto:kokocat_99@hotmail.com
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From: Richard Liu

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 s alhambra ave project
Date: Monday, June 10, 2024 3:24:21 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or
clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

We support the Project at

338-410 s Alhambra ave

Monterey Park

From resident

Li
428 s Ramona ave

Monterey Park

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:richardl1356@icloud.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: mai nguyen

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 S Alhambra Ave, Monterey Park
Date: Friday, June 7, 2024 1:45:32 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello City of Monterey Park,

I am a long time resident and I want to support this project, so please use this email as my
support! I will not be able to attend a hearing because of my work schedule.

Mai Nguyen
430 Edgley Drive, Monterey Park, CA 91755

Best regards,
Mai


mailto:m3nguyen@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Samuel Chin

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 S Alhambra Ave, Monterey Park
Date: Friday, June 7, 2024 12:03:35 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hi there,

I am emailing on behalf of my parents, Phoebe and Paul Chin, who currently reside at 511
Brightwood St, Monterey Park CA 91754.

They are long time residents and support this project, so please use this email as their support.
They will not be able to attend a hearing due to work schedules.

Thanks,
Sam


mailto:samueltchin@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Sueli

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 S Alhambra Ave, Monterey Park
Date: Friday, June 7, 2024 11:04:09 AM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or
clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

I am a long time resident here in Monterey Park and want to give my full support to the project being proposed, this
project offers market rate condos and also affordable housing, which a lot of projects currently do not even have. I
would like my support to count towards approval of the project.

Sueli Park
1950 Holly Oak Dr
Monterey Park, CA 91755

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:suelipark@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Matthew Hui

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 S Alhambra Ave, Monterey Park
Date: Friday, May 31, 2024 11:21:24 AM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

I support this project and my name is Matthew Hui and my address is: 2200 Brightwood St.
Monterey Park

We could use more housing in our city, especially for seniors.
Thank you!

Best,
Matt Hui

My Curated Stuff


mailto:matthui705@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2flinktr.ee%2fdj5herlock&c=E,1,oiediT2V27UXIIhVIwxWCfKnM1ctGRez7L10T5UMgAxilis7KKmqb9mRL3DJz88RBQx8tYKM1L_o1krDwLCPMCpHb4JAZs7fjXcPR4Hk7jahC5o4Bo7HSu-u2Q,,&typo=1

From: Wing Chan

To: Chow, Beth
Subject: 338-410 S Alhambra Ave, Monterey Park
Date: Thursday, May 30, 2024 6:36:10 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hi,

| support this project and include name and address in Monterey Park.
Public Notices | Monterey Park, CA - Official Website

Public Notices | Monterey Park, CA - Official
Website

This City could definitely use more housing, i am supportive!

Thank you,
Wing Chan


mailto:wchan71186@yahoo.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fca-montereypark.civicplus.com%2f1535%2fPublic-Notices&c=E,1,adRMOl6adzkPHqJRFX3hDR7jJA2aqS9U_y4rbu7_Arpepm2RMQ4Zx3yK2M6335Md8mhlfQY3VveLS0-lBzweIa6KfgSw_79djPv9ou5J&typo=1
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fca-montereypark.civicplus.com%2f1535%2fPublic-Notices&c=E,1,q0ot0wNbFdK-vHcQT9dz65Tb0nKWEiphmhitgBaWv2KAOTI2uyjoHtIY13wn3k5I_QULobTJmWcdGUwIqWpVFLr3Dau2DsQRLUxhL9GYdwGIBVBhB07H5HjPdiph&typo=1
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fca-montereypark.civicplus.com%2f1535%2fPublic-Notices&c=E,1,q0ot0wNbFdK-vHcQT9dz65Tb0nKWEiphmhitgBaWv2KAOTI2uyjoHtIY13wn3k5I_QULobTJmWcdGUwIqWpVFLr3Dau2DsQRLUxhL9GYdwGIBVBhB07H5HjPdiph&typo=1
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fca-montereypark.civicplus.com%2f1535%2fPublic-Notices&c=E,1,q0ot0wNbFdK-vHcQT9dz65Tb0nKWEiphmhitgBaWv2KAOTI2uyjoHtIY13wn3k5I_QULobTJmWcdGUwIqWpVFLr3Dau2DsQRLUxhL9GYdwGIBVBhB07H5HjPdiph&typo=1
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https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fca-montereypark.civicplus.com%2f1535%2fPublic-Notices&c=E,1,q0ot0wNbFdK-vHcQT9dz65Tb0nKWEiphmhitgBaWv2KAOTI2uyjoHtIY13wn3k5I_QULobTJmWcdGUwIqWpVFLr3Dau2DsQRLUxhL9GYdwGIBVBhB07H5HjPdiph&typo=1

From: Iscahwang

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 S Alhambra Ave, Monterey Park
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2024 12:31:18 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or
clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello City of Monterey Park, this project was just posted and includes a total of 64 condominium both market rate
and affordable housing and i want to give my support.

Iscah Wang

2110 Abajo Drive

Monterey Park, Ca 91754

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:iscahw@yahoo.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Melanie Morita

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 S Alhambra Ave, Monterey Park
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2024 12:27:54 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello City of Monterey Park,

The subject project was just posted and includes a total of 64 condominium both market rate
and affordable housing and I want to give my support.

This City could definitely use more housing, I am extremely excited for new projects to help
grow this city!

Melanie Hu
234 S Electric Ave
Monterey Park, CA 91754


mailto:melanie.morita@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Clarence Yeung

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 S Alhambra Ave, Monterey Park
Date: Tuesday, May 28, 2024 1:30:13 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello City of Monterey Park,

This project was just posted and includes a total of 64 condominium both market rate and
affordable and I want to give my support.

This City could definitely use more housing. I am in the real estate industry and we're
constantly working with families who cannot find a home because of the lack of inventory. I
am supportive!

-Clarence Yeung
213 E fernfield Dr
Monterey Park CA 91755

CLARENCE YEUNG

Broker Associate DRE# 01897557

Cell: 626.696.0115

Email: clarencechiyeung@gmail.com

Schedule appointment with Clarence: Calendly

Check out what others have to say about our service! Google Yelp Zillow
Follow me on Instagram
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From: Yuyu Zhang

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 S Alhambra Ave, Monterey Park
Date: Monday, June 10, 2024 12:37:09 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello City of Monterey Park,
My name is Yuyu and | hope this email finds you well.

This project (see title) was just posted and includes a total of 64 condominiums both market rate and
affordable housing and | want to give my support to this project.

I lived near 860 Brightwood St and see that there are lots of potentials for a business/residential boom.
This City could definitely use more affordable housing. Please let me know if you need more info. MPK is
a great community and we need to build more housing to attract more people.

Thank you,
Yuyu


mailto:zyyucla@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Ivan Chak

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 S Alhambra Avenue Condominium Project
Date: Saturday, June 8, 2024 4:51:05 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Ms. Chow,

Based on my cursory review of the draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
report by MIG, Inc. dated 20 May 2024, as a resident of Monterey Park I support the above-
named project.

Ivan Chak
1909 S Isabella Ave, Monterey Park, CA 91754


mailto:ivannchak@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Harrison Kwock

To: Chow, Beth
Subject: 338-410 S. Alhambra — Proposed 64 unit condo project comments
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2024 5:22:46 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello there,

I am a resident of Monterey Park (711 El Mercado Ave., Monterey Park, CA 91754) and saw
the notice for the proposed 64 unit condo project off Alhambra Ave. I certainly welcome
investment and redevelopment in our community, but could more information be provided on
the impact to traffic and congestion beyond what was shared in the mitigation PDF? With the
potential Celadon Project a handful of blocks away, I worry about the impact to the already
slow-moving arteries around town. The mitigation PDF only considers their project in
isolation. They conclude there'll be a "low impact" from the net new trips, but does that math
change once another project 2-3x its size sharing key intersections is factored in?

I am unsure if either of these projects will bring additional public transportation options/relief
to the area -- [ assume neither is doing so. These new cars will simply add to our roads.

Also, are there studies available on the demand for higher density complexes? While I agree
there's a housing crisis in Los Angeles and that adding homes closer to Downtown has its
merits, there are visible, abundant numbers of vacant condos in and around Monterey
Park/Alhambra. Are the absentee owners of Atlantic Times Square to blame for their empty
condos? They are blamed for many things (i.e. toilet-mattress store, 6x hong kong cafes), but
maybe not their vacancies -- does higher density living simply have the market we think it
does here in MPK? I again welcome investment, but given the bigger Celadon Project, does
this development make sense, or will it serve to depress property values?

Thanks Monterey Park Team! I have to imagine the options on the table for investments to
Monterey Park look a lot like these -- I am not against them entirely, I just think this
development feels familiar in a worrying way, and they need to prove they're helping

our community versus forcing formulaic projects (and rationale) that have worked elsewhere.

-Harrison


mailto:hkwock@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Tommy Huynh

To: Chow, Beth
Subject: 338-410 S. Alhambra — Proposed 64 unit condo project — Notice of Intent
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2024 12:54:18 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hi Beth,

I am writing in regards to the project The Commons of MPK to provide my oppeosition to this
project. As a resident of Monterey Park, I feel that this would overall provide a negative value
to the city and its residents by increasing the overall car traffic in an already congested area,
changing the landscape to more towering buildings that remove and hurt the character of the
city.

Here are my comments

The proposed notice comes with a 545 document entirely in English. This seems to be the
minimal amount of notice required, but with a demographic of Asian, 65.6% it seems
disingenuous at best that this public notice is available to the public. Most folks
cannot finish reading a 545 book within 20 days - and the amount of literacy
required to understand some of the information here seems to rely on the public to
not read this document.

There are inconsistencies in the documentation about the actual number of units being
built. On page 138 it says "As discussed above, the Project will include one building
containing 65 multi-family residential housing, 7 of which would be low-income units."

On the notice it says " In total, the project proposes fifteen (15) 1-bedroom units, thirty-three
(33) 2-bedroom units, and seventeen (16) 3-bedroom units. Fiftyseven (57) of the proposed
residential units would be market rate while the remaining seven (7) units would be designated
as very low-income housing units." The math here says this is 64 units.

What is the correct number of units?

It also says " However, because the project would designate fifteen percent (15%) of the
proposed units as very-low income housing" My math says that 15% of 64 is 9.6. How is
this 7? Shouldn't this be at least 10?

According to the document, the number of daily trips will increase from 107 to 438. This
represents a 400% increase. There is only one way to get in and out of this area, through
the street Alhambra. This in my opinion is likely to create additional traffic stress on
adjacent streets. There is no mention of alleviating traffic stress with other forms of
transportations besides cars. This means longer commutes, more stress, more accidents.

Granted that there is another project that has already been approved in close proximity with
another 100 units, that seems that it would also impact the traffic and congestion of the area. Is
there a study that considers the impact of these projects as part of the consideration?


mailto:thuyn001@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

On page 258 of the documentation, the proposal includes 59 gas fireplaces as a feature - with
push from California to move away from gas, this doesn't seem to be climate friendly - It is
apparent that the current climate studies are quickly understating the actual effects and impacts
of climate change.

My final comment is there have been a number of projects that have been approved, but it
does not seem that there is an actual demand for these spaces. The Atlantic Time Square
boasts living space and retail - but as a resident of this city, it seems that a large number of
shops have closed, and a number of units remain unoccupied. I understand that this is not the
same, but this seems like it creates the false sense of adding more home density but is this the
right kind of density?

Thank you for your time reading this. I spent a significant amount of time in Monterey Park
having lived in the city for at least over 20 years, and am saddened to see some of the changes
over the last 10 years. I understand that things are always changing, but I would like to see
some of these changes to be better thought out for the city and its residents.

Sincerely,
Tommy Huynh

1990 Heather Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91755



From: Angela Cheung

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 S. Alhambra Ave

Date: Thursday, May 30, 2024 10:51:19 AM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Good morning,

I am a long time resident here in Monterey Park and want to give my full support to the
project being proposed. This project offers market rate condos and also affordable housing,
which a lot of projects currently do not even have. I would like my support to count towards
approval of the project.

Angela Cheung
461 E. Grandridge Place
Monterey Park, CA 91754


mailto:acheung71@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Salina Raya

To: Chow, Beth; Hubby

Subject: 338-410 South Alhambra Ave 64 unit
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 4:41:47 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or
clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Good Afternoon,

My name is Salina Raya, my husband, Matthew and 2 year old Daughter live at 336 S Alhambra Ave.

Comments:

Having such a large condominium structure to this already busy avenue is cause for concern. This would increase
the amount of cars, street parking and traffic we already have to contend with in this specific area of Monterey Park.
Additionally, not only would this create a very dense populated area, many of these type of structures tend to create
opportunities for illegal activity that is already very active on Alhambra Avenue. This structure not only will create
problems with traffic but will continue to cause problems for the neighborhood.

On a side note. Occupants of 338 have a number of animals that are treated inhumanly. There is a duck and a goose
locked in a very small cage and a big German shepherd with a very heavy chain the dog has to carry around just to
walk around the backyard.

Thank you for your attention.

Salina E Raya


mailto:salina_espi@icloud.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov
mailto:socalump21@yahoo.com

From: Dalu Yu

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 south Alhambra Ave 64-unit Condominium Project
Date: Monday, June 10, 2024 10:16:20 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

I don't agree to build condominium at Monterey Park . [ am Dalu Yu, live at 472 S Alhambra
Ave, Monterey Park ,CA 91755

$xHY Outlook for iOS


mailto:daluyu2009@hotmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov
https://aka.ms/o0ukef

From: Mr paul houng

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 South Alhambra Ave., (64-unit Condominium Project)
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2024 12:43:10 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Mrs. Chow,

I’'m a resident of Monterey Park and I also have the opportunity to serve City of Monterey Park building department
for over 20 years.

I am so glad to see this 1.73-acre, 64- unit condominium project finally step by step went through the stages.
Hopefully in the near future, these two new buildings will serve many people as their homes, especially for the low-
income families.

Project includes townhome and condominium, also includes one- bedroom units, two-bedroom units, and three-
bedroom units.
While the 57 units will sell as market rate, there will still have seven low- income units.

Project design includes enough parking spaces for regular residents and guests, also provides ADA parking spaces,
and parking space for EV cars.

The 13,700 ft.? landscaped common area and 12,000 ft.? center courtyard will provide lots of outdoor resting area
for residents.

Community rooms, business center, and rooftop deck area certainly will provide residences more comfortable
recreation areas.

Monterey Park is a great city and also my home; I certainly like to see it continue to grow and become better and see
more good development like this goes on to make the city become even better.

Resident,

Paul Houng

321 west Newmark
626-271-4654


mailto:smhoung@yahoo.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: CEQAReview

To: Chow, Beth

Cc: State.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov; Purvis, Tamara@DTSC; Wiley, Scott@DTSC; Kereazis, Dave@DTSC
Subject: 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue 64-Unit Condominium Project STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 2024051026
Date: Wednesday, June 5, 2024 8:46:23 AM

Attachments: DTSC Comments - 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue ADA.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Good Morning Beth Chow,

The Department of Toxic Substances Control would like to thank you for the
opportunity to review the 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue 64-Unit Condominium
Project. Attached are DTSC’s comments for consideration.

Thank you for your assistance in protecting California’s people and environment from
the harmful effects of toxic substances. Have a great day!

ne CEQA Unit
-/ HWMP-Permitting
”/b Department of Toxic Substances
e Control
N California Environmental Protection
Agency

CEQAReview@dtsc.ca.gov


mailto:ceqareview@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov
mailto:State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
mailto:Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Scott.Wiley@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2024051026
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2024051026
https://dtsc.ca.gov/
mailto:CEQAReview@dtsc.ca.gov

\~ ./ Department of Toxic Substances Control

Meredith Williams, Ph.D.
Yana Garcia Director Gavin Newsom
Secretary for . Governor
Environmental Protection 8800 Cal .Cent.er Drive
Sacramento, California 95826-3200

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
June 5, 2024

Beth Chow

Planning Manager

City of Monterey Park

320 West Newmark Avenue
Monterey Park, CA 91754

bchow@montereypark.ca.gov

RE: MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE 338-410 SOUTH ALHAMBRA
AVENUE 64-UNIT CONDOMINIUM PROJECT, DATED MAY 22, 2024, STATE
CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 2024051026

Dear Beth Chow,

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) for the 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue 64-Unit Condominium
Project (Project). The proposed Project includes demolition of existing residential
structures, a tentative map to combine the three parcels into two new parcels of equal
size, and construction of a residential development consisting of 64 multi-family

condominium units along with associated parking and landscaping improvements.

Ater reviewing the Project, DTSC recommends and requests consideration of the

following comments:

1. If buildings or other structures are to be demolished on any project sites included

in the proposed project, surveys should be conducted for the presence of lead-



mailto:bchow@montereypark.ca.gov

https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2024051026



Beth Chow

June 5, 2024

Page 2
based paints or products, mercury, asbestos containing materials, and
polychlorinated biphenyl caulk. Removal, demolition, and disposal of any of the
above-mentioned chemicals should be conducted in compliance with California

environmental regulations and policies. In addition, sampling near current and/or

former buildings should be conducted in accordance with DTSC's Preliminary

Endangerment Assessment (PEA) Guidance Manual.

2. DTSC recommends that all imported soil and fill material should be tested to
ensure any contaminants of concern are within DTSC’s and U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) Regional Screen Levels (RSLs) for the intended
land use. To minimize the possibility of introducing contaminated soil and fill
material there should be documentation of the origins of the soil or fill material
and, if applicable, sampling be conducted to ensure that the imported soil and fill
material meets screening levels outlined in the PEA for the intended land use.
The soil sampling should include analysis based on the source of the fill and
knowledge of the prior land use. Additional information can be found by visiting
DTSC’s Human and Ecological Risk Office (HERO) webpage.

DTSC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) for the 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue 64-Unit Condominium Project. Thank
you for your assistance in protecting California’s people and environment from the harmful
effects of toxic substances. If you have any questions or would like any clarification on

DTSC’s comments, please respond to this letter or via email for additional guidance.




https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2023/06/PEA_Guidance_Manual.pdf

https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2023/06/PEA_Guidance_Manual.pdf

https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2023/06/PEA_Guidance_Manual.pdf

https://dtsc.ca.gov/human-health-risk-hero/

mailto:CEQAReview@dtsc.ca.gov



Beth Chow
June 5, 2024
Page 3

Sincerely,

Dave Kereazis

Associate Environmental Planner
HWMP-Permitting Division — CEQA Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control

Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.qov

cc:  (via email)

Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research State Clearinghouse

State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

Tamara Purvis

Associate Environmental Planner

HWMP - Permitting Division — CEQA Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control

Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov

Scott Wiley

Associate Governmental Program Analyst
HWMP - Permitting Division — CEQA Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control

Scott.Wiley@dtsc.ca.gov




mailto:Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

mailto:Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov
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From: bhsiang@realtyinvadvisors.com

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue, Monterey Park
Date: Tuesday, June 4, 2024 10:16:54 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

To Whom It May Concern at the City of Monterey Park-

| noticed this 64 unit proposed market rate and affordable housing project was recently posted. We
need additional housing in the city and | want to give my full support for the project.

Best,
Benjamin Hsiang

Managing Member of Elephant Enterprises, LLC
Owner of 304 N. Lincoln Avenue, Monterey Park


mailto:bhsiang@realtyinvadvisors.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: liu yue

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: 432 S Alhambra Unit C opposition to construction project
Date: Monday, June 10, 2024 6:56:51 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.



mailto:yueliu178@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Serena Chen

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: Against 64 density condominium at Alhambra Ave
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 9:23:07 AM
Attachments: Monterey-park letter 6-11-24.pdf
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Dear city representative,

We don't want to have a commercial type of condominium, with 64 units
in our residential community. The street and the surrounding have been
too busy and cars fully park most of the time. Can not image having
such a density condominium in our neiborhood.

Please keep our residential area peace and safe!!!

Thanks

Serena


mailto:serena2chen@yahoo.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

To the City of Monterey Park Planning Division,

As a concerned homeowner in the neighborhood surrounding the proposed development at 338-410 South
Alhambra Avenue, I strongly oppose the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 64-Unit
Condominium Project.

The proposed development raises several significant concerns:

1. **Zoning Issues**: The project site is currently zoned as High-Density Residential (R-3), but the
proposed development significantly exceeds the intended density for this zoning classification. Allowing
such a high-density project undermines the purpose of the zoning laws designed to maintain a balanced
and sustainable community structure. The proposed density of 64 units on a 1.73-acre site far exceeds the
permissible 30 dwelling units per acre, leading to overcrowding and undue strain on local infrastructure
and resources.

2. **Parking Issues**: The development plan includes 83 parking spaces for residents and guests, which
is insufficient for a project of this magnitude. With 64 units, many of which are two and three-bedroom
units, the likelihood of multiple vehicles per household is high. This will inevitably lead to parking
overflow onto surrounding streets, exacerbating existing parking shortages and creating additional traffic
congestion. The plan's provision of parking spaces for electric vehicles and ADA parking is commendable
but does not address the core issue of overall inadequate parking capacity.

3. **Traffic and Safety Concemns**: Increased density and insufficient parking will lead to higher traffic
volumes in an area that already experiences significant congestion. The narrow streets surrounding the
project site are not designed to handle the increased traffic, which poses safety risks to pedestrians,
particularly children and the elderly. The proposed project's impact on traffic flow and safety has not been
adequately mitigated.

4. **Impact on Local Services**: The addition of 64 new residential units will place a significant burden
on local services, including schools, emergency services, and public utilities. The proposed development
does not sufficiently address how these services will be scaled to accommodate the increased demand.

5. **Environmental Concerns**: Despite the mitigated negative declaration, the project poses
environmental risks, including potential impacts on air quality, noise levels, and local wildlife habitats.
The mitigation measures proposed are inadequate to address these concerns comprehensively.

6. **Community Character**: The scale and design of the proposed development are not in harmony with
the existing character of the neighborhood, which consists primarily of single-family homes and lower-
density residential units. This project threatens to disrupt the aesthetic and social fabric of our community.

7. **Crime and Social Issues: We are already experiencing an increase in crime rates this year, including
issues related to boarding houses, prostitution, and possibly illegal gambling. Adding a high-density
development will likely exacerbate these problems. The city has not adequately addressed the existing
issues in our neighborhood, and introducing a large-scale condominium project will only compound the
challenges we face. If such a development must be built, it should be located where the city council
members reside, so they can firsthand experience the impact of their decisions.

In light of these concems, I urge the City Council to vote against the adoption of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for this project. The proposed development is not compatible with the existing neighborhood
and will have adverse impacts on our community's quality of life.

Thank you for considering my objections. ,J}; W M b // /8
/myf« ’“%j Cw""’“wj
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Sincerely,
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From: Nobuo Saga

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: Approval for 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue 64-Unit Condominium Project

Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2024 10:45:04 AM

Attachments: 338-410 S Alhambra 64-Unit Condominium NOI (005) - FINAL (002).pdf
SCE Bill.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello,

My name is Nobuo Saga and I currently reside at 2060 Brightwood St. Monterey Park, CA
91754. 1 would like to submit my comment in favor of the proposed condominium project.
Currently, Monterey Park and in large all of Southern California is going through a massive
shortage of housing. This is also a key factor in the persistence of inflation and is affecting
everybody in the community. Seeing that there is no significant environmental impact, I see
absolutely no reason to not approve of this project. This project will also provide much needed
3 bedroom and 2 bedroom units which are important to new families that will be the future of
the city. I sincerely hope the planning commission will come to the conclusion to approve the
project.

I've attached my Edison bill for proof of residence.

Thank you,
Nobuo Saga


mailto:nobuosaga42@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

DATE: May 23, 2024
TO: Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, Interested Parties

LEAD AGENCY: City of Monterey Park
Planning Division
320 West Newmark Avenue
Monterey Park, California 91754

SUBJECT: Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 338-410 South
Alhambra Avenue 64-Unit Condominium Project

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Monterey Park (City) has prepared an Initial Study and
Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), which is being distributed for public review pursuant to the
California Public Resources Code Section 21092 and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines Section 15072 for the following project:

Project Title: 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue 64-Unit Condominium Project

Project Location: The approximately 1.73-acre project site is located on the east side of Alhambra
Avenue, between Newmark Avenue and Graves Avenue, at the eastern terminus of Peach Street in the
City of Monterey Park, California. The project site currently contains multi- and single-family residential
dwelling units and is surrounded by residential properties on all sides.

Project Description: The City of Monterey Park received an application for demolition of the existing
residential structures, a Tentative Map to combine the three parcels into two new parcels of equal size, and
construction of a residential development consisting of 64 multi-family condominium units along with
associated parking and landscaping improvements. The proposed condominiums would be divided
between two buildings, with seven attached 3-bedroom townhomes located in a two-story building along
the project frontage and the remaining 57 condominium units arranged in the shape of a square
surrounding a central courtyard area in the central/rear portion of the site. In total, the project proposes
fifteen (15) 1-bedroom units, thirty-three (33) 2-bedroom units, and seventeen (16) 3-bedroom units. Fifty-
seven (57) of the proposed residential units would be market rate while the remaining seven (7) units would
be designated as very low-income housing units. Each level of the square condominium building contains
five 1-bedroom units, eleven 2-bedroom units, and three 3-bedroom units.

The project site is zoned High-Density Residential (R-3) and the surrounding area is zoned either Medium-
Density Residential (R-2) or High-Density Residential (R-3). The Maximum density for the R-3 designations
is 30 dwelling units per acre. As such, the zoning for the 1.73-acre site allows up to 43 dwelling units.
Monterey Park Municipal Code (MPMC) Section 21.08.080 provides that no building within a residential
designation can exceed two stories or 30 feet in height. However, because the project would designate





fifteen percent (15%) of the proposed units as very-low income housing, the project would qualify for an
Affordable Housing density bonus of fifty percent (50%) (MPMC Section 21.18.060(D)) and height
incentives up to 3 stories or 41 feet in height (MPMC Section 21.18.050). With the Affordable Housing
density bonus concessions, the proposed project is allowed to develop up to 64 dwelling units. As
previously described, the proposed project consists of 64 condominiums. Additionally, upon completion, the
proposed development would be three stories and would have a maximum height of 38.7 feet at its highest
point as measured from the Grade Plane.

Each of the 3-bedroom townhomes located along the project frontage includes a two-car subterranean
garage. The parking garage includes 83 passenger vehicle parking stalls for residents and guests with six
of these spaces designated for electric vehicles and two spaces designated for ADA parking. The parking
garage would also house the lobby/leasing office, an electrical room, a fire control room, and trash
enclosures. The first level of the square building includes a community room and gym, while the second
level will include a community room and business center, with the third level containing a roof top deck with
open trellis. Vehicular access to the site would be provided via a 26-foot wide driveway at the northwest
corner of the site and a 20-foot wide driveway at the southwest corner of the site. The project would also
include approximately 13,700 square feet of landscaped common open space around the edges of the site
and an approximately 12,000-square foot central courtyard in the center of the square building.

Environmental Determination: Based on the findings of the Initial Study, the City has determined that this
project would not result in significant environmental impacts. Mitigation measures for air quality, biological
resources, cultural resources, paleontological resources, and noise will be required to reduce impacts to
less than significant. Accordingly, the City intends to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration, pursuant to
Public Resources Code section 21080(c) .

Hazardous Waste Sites: The project site is not included on the list of hazardous materials facilities,
hazardous waste properties, or hazardous waste disposal sites enumerated under Section 65962.5 of the
California Government Code (Cortese List).

Public Review/Public Comment Period: The Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration will be
available for public review and comment for a period of 20 days beginning Thursday May 23, 2024 and
ending Wednesday June 12, 2024. Any person may submit written comments to the Planning Division
before the end of the review period. Copies of the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration, project
plans, and supporting documents are available for public review at the City of Monterey Park, Planning
Division, 320 West Newmark Avenue, Monterey Park, California 91754. These materials are also available
for review on the City’s website at: ttp://www.montereypark.ca.gov/1535/Public-Notices. Comments should
be submitted in writing no later than 5:00 p.m. on June 12, 2024, to the City of Monterey Park Planning
Division. If you would like to comment, please send written comments to:

Beth Chow, AICP, Planning Manager
City of Monterey Park Planning Division
320 West Newmark Avenue
Monterey Park, California 91754
Phone: (626) 307-1318
Email: BChow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

Public Hearing: The Monterey Park City Council is scheduled to consider the proposed project and
Mitigated Negative Declaration at a special meeting on Tuesday June 18, 2024 at 6:30 P.M., at City Hall
at 320 West Newmark Avenue, Monterey Park, California 91754.
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Go paperless at www.sce.com/ebilling. It's fast, easy and secure.
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

E D I SO N® For billing and service inquiries Your electrICIty bl”

1-800-239-2685

An EDISON INTERNATIONAL® Company Www.sce.com SAGA, NOBUO / Page 1 of 8

Customer account Rotating outage

700004799221 Group A020 Amount due $15.57
Due by 05/28/24

Service account POD-ID

8002225981 101760940002703130

2060 BRIGHTWOOD ST _
MONTEREY PARK, CA 91754 Date bill prepared
05/06/24

Your account summary

Credit from previous billing -$35.59
Credit balance -$35.59
Your new charges $51.16
G‘) Total amount you owe by 05/28/24 $15.57

Your cost varies by time of day

@ Winter cost periods (Oct 01-May 31)
Weekdays Weekends & Holidays

Mid peak 5pm - 8pm 5pm - 8pm
Off peak 12am - 8am 12am - 8am
8pm - 12am 8pm - 12am
Super off peak  8am - 5pm 8am - 5pm
(14-574) Tear here If your contact information has changed please complete the form on the reverse side and return the stub below. Tear here
g i" SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA Customer account 700004799221 Amount due by 05/28/24 $15.57
An EDISON INTERNATIONAL® Company We will automatically debit the total amount due
$15.57 from your checking account on or after
05/16/24.
Thank you!

STMT 05062024 P1

SAGA, NOBUO
2060 BRIGHTWOOD ST
MONTEREY PARK CA 91754-4301

700004799221 0000273 000000000000005116000001L557





Ways to contact us

Customer service numbers

General Services (U.S. & Canada)
Payments, Extensions or Payment Options  1-800-950-2356
Emergency Services & Outages 1-800-611-1911
California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) 1-800-447-6620
Energy Theft Hotline 1-800-227-3901
Hearing & Speech Impaired (TTY) 1-800-352-8580

Relay calls accepted
1-800-655-4555

SAGA, NOBUO / Page 2 of 8

Request a large print bill 1-800-655-4555

Multicultural services
Cambodian / igf
Chinese / P

Korean / &=0
Vietnamese / Tiéng Viét
Spanish / Espafiol

Correspondence:
1-800-843-1309 Southern California Edison
1-800-843-8343 P.O. Box 6400
1-800-628-3061 Rancho Cucamonga, CA
1-800-327-3031 91729-6400

1-800-441-2233
WWW.SCe.Ccom

Important information

What are my options for paying my bill?

On-line Pay one-time or recurring on www.sce.com/bill
Mail-in Check or Money order
In Person Authorized payment locations 1-800-747-8908
Phone QuickCheck 1-800-950-2356
Debit & credit card 1-833-425-1440
Other PayPal, Venmo, Apple Pay and Google Pay

Electronic check processing

Your check payment will be processed as a one-time Electronic Fund Transfer
(EFT). With EFTs, funds may be withdrawn from your account the day we receive
your payment. Your check will not be returned, but will appear on your financial
statement.

Rates and applicable rules: Available at www.sce.com or upon request.

Past due bills

When is my bill past due? It is past due 20 days after the preparation date, which

was 05/06/24.

« Reconnecting service that has been disconnected requires a Service Connection
payment (non-residential only).

» Unable to pay: If payment arrangements were not extended to you by SCE
pursuant to SCE’s filed tariffs, you may contact the California Public Utilities
Commission.

« For safety reasons, if service is disconnected, please ensure any sensitive or
potentially hazardous equipment is unplugged on the day of reconnection. For
additional home safety tips, visit www.sce.com/safety or call SCE at
1-800-655-4555.

What is the Late Payment Charge (LPC)?

Disputed bills

If you believe there is an error on your bill or have a question about your

service, please call Southern California Edison (SCE) customer support at

1-800-655-4555 If you are not satisfied with SCE’s response, submit a complaint

to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) at www.cpuc.ca.gov/

complaints/. The CPUC’s Consumer Affairs Branch (CAB) handles billing and

service complaints and can be reached by:

Telephone 1-800-649-7570 (8:30 AM - 4:30 PM, Monday - Friday)

Mail CPUC, Consumer Affairs Branch, 505 Van Ness Ave., Room 2003,
San Francisco, CA 94102

If you have limitations hearing or speaking, contact the California Relay Service,

which is for those needing assistance relaying telephone conversations. Dial 711

or one of the numbers below to be routed to a California Relay Service provider in

your preferred mode of communication.

Type of Call English Spanish

TTY/VCO/HCO to Voice 1-800-735-2929 1-800-855-3000
Voiceto TTY/VCO/HCO 1-800-735-2922 1-800-855-3000
Speech-to-Speech Relay 1-800-854-7784 1-800-854-7784

To avoid having service turned off while waiting for the outcome of a complaint to
the CPUC regarding the accuracy of your bill, contact CAB for assistance. If your
case meets the eligibility criteria, CAB will instruct you on how to mail a check or
money order to be impounded pending resolution of your case. You must continue
to pay your current charges while your complaint is reviewed to keep your service
turned on.

Definitions

0.6% will be applied to the total unpaid balance if payment is not received by the
due date on this bill (except for CARE and state agency accounts).

What is a rotating outage?

Rotating outages are controlled electrical outages used to avoid widespread or
uncontrolled blackouts. Your Rotating Outage Group number is located on page 1,
upper left, of your SCE bill. Your rotating outage group number may change at any
time. For more information, visit www.sce.com/rotating outage.

What is the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA)?
The PCIA is a charge to ensure that both SCE customers and those who have left
SCE service to purchase electricity from other providers pay for the above market
costs for electric generation resources that were procured by SCE on their behalf.
'Above market' refers to the difference between what the utility pays for electric
generation and current market prices for the sale of those resources.

« Baseline Credit: The baseline credit provides reduced electricity rates on
electricity used up to the baseline allocation for the region that you live in.

« CA Climate Credit: Credit from state effort to fight climate change. Applied

monthly to eligible businesses and semi-annually to residents.

Wildfire Fund Charge: Supports the California Wildfire Fund which covers

costs associated with catastrophic wildfires, including payment of bonds issued

by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)

« Public Purpose Programs Charge: Funds state-mandated programs for low
income discounts, energy efficiency, renewable energy and R&D.

* SCE Generation: For recovering energy procurement and generation costs for
that portion of your energy provided by SCE.

To change your contact information, complete the form below and return it to SCE

Change of mailing address: 700004799221

STREET# STREET NAME APARTMENT #
CITY STATE ZIP CODE
TELEPHONE # E-MAIL ADDRESS

Energy Assistance Fund (EAF): | want to help people pay their energy bill through EAF. For info visit www.sce.com/eaf or call (800) 205-8596.

Add this amount for EAF $ Select one box only and sign below for EAF:

l:‘ Every
Month

l:‘ One Month
only





Go paperless at www.sce.com/ebilling. It's fast, easy and secure.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

EDISON

An EDISON INTERNATIONAL® Company

SAGA, NOBUO / Page 3 of 8

7\ Usage

Avg. cost

6 Total cost

kWh

Mid peak 21 kwh x $0.62905

Off peak 55 kwh x $0.41073

Super off peak 74 kwh x $0.35622
150 kwh

Costs are rounded and include delivery and generation charges. During
season or price changes, averages are used. To view all charges and
credits and to calculate your bill, refer to Details of your new charges.

= $13.21

= $22.59

= $26.36
$62.16 Energy Charges
-$11.00 Other credits/charges
$51.16 Total

Your past and current electricity usage

For meter 222010-330898 from 04/05/24 to 05/05/24

Total electricity you used this month in kWh 150

Your daily average electricity usage (kWh)

2 Years ago: 7.03 Last year: 6.59 This year: 4.84

9.14

6.09

3.05

0.00

May May Jun Jul

Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May
22 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 24 24 24 24 24

Your next billing cycle will end on or about 06/04/24.

Details of your new charges
Your rate: TOUD-5-8PM
Billing period: 04/05/24 to 05/05/24 (31 days)

Delivery charges - Cost to deliver your electricity

Basic charge 31 days x $0.03100
Baseline credit 150 kWh x -$0.09748
Energy-Winter

Mid peak 21 kWh x $0.32629
Off peak 55 kWh x $0.27914
Super off peak 74 kWh x $0.25360

Wildfire fund charge 150 kWh x $0.00561

Generation charges - Cost to generate your electricity

SCE

Energy-Winter
Mid peak 21 kwWh x $0.30273
Off peak 55 kWh x $0.13165
Super off peak 74 kWh x $0.10263

Other charges or credits

Fixed recovery charge 150 kwWh x $0.00188

(Continued on next page)

Your Delivery charges include:

« $2.51 transmission charges

» $19.70 distribution charges

» $0.03 nuclear decommissioning
charges

« $3.25 public purpose programs
charge

« $1.66 new system generation charge

$0.96
-$14.62

$6.85
$15.35
$18.77
$0.84

Your Generation charges include:
+ -$0.06 competition transition charge
¢ -$0.56 power charge indifference

$6.36 adjustment (PCIA)

$7.24

$7.59 Your overall energy charges include:

« $0.46 franchise fees
$0.28 Additional information:
= Service voltage: 240 volts





Details of your new charges (continued)

Subtotal of your new charges $49.62
Monterey Park UUT $49.62 x 3.00000% $1.49
State tax 150 kWh x $0.00030 $0.05
Your new charges $51.16

SAGA, NOBUO / Page 4 of 8

Rate Identification Number - RIN
E E USCA-SCSC-0500-0000

In the future, you might use the Rate Identification Number (RIN) to program smart devices like smart thermostats,
EV chargers, or energy management systems once the manufacturer has enabled its use. Once these smart device

E features are available, simply scan the QR code using the smart device app for setup. To learn more, visit

sce.com/helpcenter/rin.

Things you should know

Fixed Recovery Charge

SCE has been permitted to issue bonds that enable it to recover more quickly certain costs related to preventing and mitigating
catastrophic wildfires. Your bill for electric service includes a Fixed Recovery Charge that has been approved by the CPUC to repay
those bonds. The right to recover the Fixed Recovery Charge has been transferred to a separate entity (called the Special Purpose
Entity) that issued the bonds and does not belong to SCE. SCE is collecting the Fixed Recovery Charge on behalf of the Special

Purpose Entity.

California Climate Credit Rollover Information

Your electricity bill for this month may reflect a credit amount. This may be due in part to the California Climate Credit included in the

"Delivery charges" section of your April 2024 electricity bill.
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Para més informacion en como este cambio impactaré su factura, Ilame al 1-800-798-5723.

NOTICE OF APPLICATION
Southern California Edison Company's Request to Change Electric Rates
Application A.24-03-019

Why am | receiving this notice?

On March 29, 2024, Southern California Edison (SCE) filed its General Rate Case (GRC) Phase 2
Application (A.24-03-019). In this application, SCE is proposing to adopt rates that more accurately
reflect what it costs to serve each customer class. This results in rates increasing for some customer
classes and decreasing for other customer classes; no new costs are being proposed in this Phase 2
Application.

If the CPUC approves this application, SCE will recover forecasted costs in electric rates over a 4-year
period beginning approximately in the first quarter of 2026. This will impact your monthly bill.

Why is SCE requesting this rate revision?

In the second phase of the General Rate Case, rates are designed by dividing approved electric costs
among each customer class (residential, commercial, etc.). There are no new costs proposed in this Phase
2 application. This application will redesign rates by incorporating rate changes from other SCE
proceedings including SCE's Phase 1 General Rate Case and would be phased in over four years.

How could this affect my monthly electric rates?
If SCE's rate request is approved by the CPUC, the average residential non-CARE monthly bill using 500
kWh per month would increase by approximately $14.22 or 8.1% per month.

Proposed Electric Rates!

Customer Average Rates as of Proposed Average Rate | Percentage
Classification October 2023 Average Rates Change Rate Change
(cents/kWh) (cents/kWh) (cents/kWh) (% Increase)
Residential 32.6 35.2 2.6 8.0%
Lig&‘éﬁ?uﬁsgjx;”d 29.3 26.3 (3.0) -10.4%
Large Power 20.6 20.9 0.3 1.7%
Agriculture 23.6 235 (0.1) -0.4%
Street Lighting 30.5 445 14.0 45.7%
Standby 17.9 18.7 0.8 4.7%
Total 27.7 27.7 0.0 0.1%

How does the rest of this process work?

This application will be assigned to a CPUC Administrative Law Judge who will consider proposals and
evidence presented during the formal hearing process. The Administrative Law Judge will issue a
proposed decision that may adopt SCE's application, modify it, or deny it. Any CPUC Commissioner
may sponsor an alternate decision with a different outcome. The proposed decision, and any alternate

1 October 1, 2023 rates with 2025 sales forecast.
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decisions, will be discussed and voted upon by the CPUC Commissioners at a public CPUC Voting
Meeting.

Parties to the proceeding are currently reviewing SCE's application, including the Public Advocates
Office, which is an independent consumer advocate within the CPUC that represents customers to obtain
the lowest possible rate for service consistent with reliable and safe service levels. For more information
regarding the Public Advocates Office, please call 1-415-703-1584, email
PublicAdvocatesOffice@cpuc.ca.gov, or visit www.PublicAdvocates.cpuc.ca.gov.

Where can | get more information?
Contact SCE:
Phone: 1-800-655-4555 or 1-626-302-8146
Email: scegrc@sce.com
Mail: Southern California Edison Company
Attention: Case Administration
A.24-03-019 - GRC, Phase 2
P.O. Box 800
Rosemead, CA 91770

A copy of the Application and any related documents may also be reviewed at
www.sce.com/applications.

Contact CPUC
Please visit apps.cpuc.ca.gov/c/A2403019 to submit a comment about this proceeding on the CPUC
Docket Card. Here you can also view documents and other public comments related to this proceeding.

Your participation by providing your thoughts on SCE's request can help the CPUC make an informed
decision.

If you have questions about CPUC processes, you may contact the CPUC's Public Advisor's Office at:
Phone: 1-866-849-8390 (toll-free) or 1-415-703-2074
Email: Public.Advisor@cpuc.ca.gov
Mail: CPUC Public Advisor's Office
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Please reference SCE's Application A.24-03-019 in any communications you have with the CPUC
regarding this matter.
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Para mas informacion en como este cambio impactaré su factura,
[lame al 1-800-441-2233 o visite www.sce.comvavisos todos los dias.

NOTICE OF APPLICATION
Southern California Edison Company’s Request to Increase Electric Rates
APPLICATION A.24-04-005

Why am | receiving this notice?

On April 5, 2024, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) filed its Wildfire Mitigation, Vegetation
Management, Catastrophic Events, and Wildfire Liability Insurance (WMCE) Application with the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requesting authorization to recover recorded costs that are
in addition to the amounts already authorized by the CPUC and already included in current customer
rates. SCE’s application requests CPUC approval for an initial revenue increase of $326.337 million. If the
CPUC approves this application, SCE will recover this amount in electric distribution rates over a one-
year period beginning in mid-2025.

Why is SCE requesting this rate increase?

e In 2023, SCE completed necessary work to implement its Wildfire Mitigation Plan and execute other
important wildfire mitigation activities.

e In 2023, SCE completed substantial vegetation management work to mitigate wildfire risks related
to vegetation contact with electric facilities, comply with required laws and regulations, and
promote service reliability.

e 1In 2019-2023, SCE completed significant work in the Wildfire Covered Conductor Program to replace
bare overhead conductors in high fire areas and related work. This will reduce wildfire risk and
increase thresholds for potential Public Safety Power Shutoff events.

e SCE responded to 10 government-declared disasters that occurred in 2020-2022 to restore utility
service to its customers; repaired, replaced, or restored damaged utility facilities; and complied with
governmental agency orders.

e In 2019-2020, SCE incurred incremental wildfire liability insurance premiums.

How could this affect my monthly electric rates?

If SCE’s rate request is approved by the CPUC, the average non-CARE residential monthly bill using 500
kWh per month would increase by approximately $2.77 or 1.5% per month in mid-2025. The average
CARE residential monthly bill with the same monthly usage would increase by approximately $1.87 or
1.5% per month in mid-2025.

Bill Impact Table

Bundiled Average Rates (¢/kWh)

Customer Group Current Rates Proposed Change Proposed Rates % Change
Residential 338 0.52 34.3 1.6%
Lighting - Small and Medium Power 30.1 0.45 30.5 1.5%
Large Power 20.5 0.31 20.8 1.5%
Agricultural and Pumping 240 0.38 24.4 1.6%
Street and Area Lighting 38.5 0.41 36.9 1.1%
Standby 17.0 0.08 17.1 0.5%
Total 28.5 0.43 28.9 1.5%
Description Current Proposed Increase Proposed %Increase
Non-CARE residential bill $180.40 $2.77 $183.17 1.5%

CARE residential bill $122.12 $1.87 $124.00 1.5%
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How does the rest of this process work?

This application will be assigned to a CPUC Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) who will consider proposals
and evidence presented during the formal hearing process. The ALJ will issue a proposed decision that
may adopt SCE’s Application, modify it, or deny it. Any CPUC Commissioner may sponsor an alternate
decision with a different outcome. The proposed decision, and any alternate decisions, will be discussed
and voted upon by the CPUC Commissioners at a public CPUC Voting Meeting.

Parties to the proceeding may review SCE's Application, including the Public Advocates Office. The Public
Advocates Office is an independent consumer advocate within the CPUC that represents customers to
obtain the lowest possible rate for service consistent with reliable and safe service levels. For more
information about the Public Advocates Office, please call 1-415-703-1584, email
PublicAdvocatesOffice@cpuc.ca.gov or visit www.publicadvocates.cpuc.ca.gov.

Where can | get more information?
Contact SCE
Phone: 1-800-655-4555
Email: case.admin@sce.com
Mail: ~ Case Administration
Southern California Edison Company
A.24-04-005 - WMCE Application
P.O. Box 800
Rosemead, CA 91770

The application and any related documents may also be reviewed at www.sce.com/applications.

Contact CPUC
Please visit apps.cpuc.ca.gov/c/A2404005 to submit a comment about this proceeding on the CPUC
Docket Card. Here you can also view documents and other public comments related to this proceeding.

Your participation by providing your thoughts on SCE's request can help the CPUC make an informed
decision.

If you have questions about CPUC processes, you may contact the CPUC’s Public Advisor’s Office at:
Email: Public.Advisor@cpuc.ca.gov
Phone: 1-866-849-8390 (toll-free) or 1-415-703-2074
Mail:  CPUC Public Advisor's Office
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Please reference SCE’'s WMCE Application A.24-04-005 in any communications you have with the CPUC
regarding this matter.






From: irene ning

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: Comment for the 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue 64-unit condominum Project
Date: Monday, June 10, 2024 11:53:51 AM

Attachments: APPEAL LETTER-PEI NING.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello Beth Chow:

Here is my comment attached.
Thanks.

Pei Ning


mailto:irene.ning@yahoo.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov
https://apis.mail.yahoo.com/ws/v3/mailboxes/@.id==VjN-L0OA5wY8DXzc1ZxrXE_SiT6Gh8aFViTACgeVGzWxGMzuBHSgfGAt6iS6wCo46PsZ6F676llwJijNHGM9Rx73ng/messages/@.id==AGOcV5dZCD8CZmdKvA0XkOjlIKY/content/parts/@.id==2/refresh?appid=YMailNorrin&ymreqid=3838982d-59cd-62b6-1c68-36000e01be00

PEI NING

JESSICA WANG

400 S ALHAMBRAAVE. APT. C
MONTEREY PARK, CA 91755
irene.ning@yahoo.com
626-4253039

June 7, 2024

Beth Chow

AICP, PLANNING MANAGER

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK PLANNING DIVISION
320 WEST NEWMARK AVENUE

MONTEREY PARK, CA 91754

Dear Beth Chow,

| hope this letter finds you well. | am writing to formally appeal the decision to terminate
my lease due to the planned reconstruction of the property located at 338-410 South
Alhambra Avenue, California 91755.

As a tenant of 6 and half years, | have established a stable and secure life at this
residence. The sudden notice of reconstruction and subsequent eviction has caused me
significant distress and anxiety. The prospect of relocating imposes severe hardships,
both financially and emotionally, that | wish to detail for your understanding.

Firstly, relocating will result in considerable financial burdens. These include moving
expenses, costs associated with finding new accommodation, potential higher rentin a
new location, and the expense of setting up utilities and services afresh. Given the
current rental market, finding a comparable property at a similar price point is highly
unlikely, further exacerbating the financial strain.

Secondly, the emotional toll of moving cannot be overstated. This residence has been
my home for many years, and | have developed strong ties with the community and
neighbors. Disrupting these relationships and the sense of security that comes with
familiarity would have a profound negative impact on my mental well-being. Stability is
crucial, and being forced to move would severely disrupt my daily life and routines.

Additionally, there are practical considerations, such as proximity to my workplace,
medical facilities, and essential services, which are perfectly suited to my current
location. Finding a new place that meets all these criteria within a short timeframe is
highly improbable.

Given these significant losses and the undue hardship that relocation would cause, |
respectfully request that you reconsider the decision to terminate my lease. If
reconstruction is absolutely unavoidable, | implore you to consider the following
alternatives:

PAGE 1





1. Phased Reconstruction: Conducting the reconstruction in stages, allowing me to
remain in a portion of the property while work is completed on other parts.

2. Temporary Relocation: Providing temporary accommodation during the
reconstruction period, with a firm guarantee of returning to the property once the work is
complete.

3. Comprehensive Compensation: Offering substantial financial compensation to
cover the full scope of moving and relocation expenses, along with assistance in finding
a suitable alternative residence.

| am committed to finding a solution that minimizes the disruption to my life and am
open to discussing these or other potential alternatives. Your understanding and
consideration in this matter are deeply appreciated.

Thank you for your attention to this urgent and critical issue. | look forward to your
prompt and favorable response.

Sincerely,

PEI NING
JESSICAWANG

%’Aﬁ%&a Of)om% S
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From: chat phoo

To: Chow, Beth
Subject: Comment on Condominium Project on 338-410 South Alhambra Ave
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 10:51:46 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

To Beth Chow,

| am writing this email to express my concern on the big impact if the city approves
the condominium project on 338-410 South Alhambra Ave.

Here is the list of things the committees should consider NOT to build this large-scale
condominium in this area:

Too large of the building in the residential area: Most of the large size townhomes
or condominium | see in the Monterey Park are on the major street such as San
Gabriel Blvd or Riggin St. This project is certainly in the wrong spot and SHOULD
NOT be approved.

Parking Issue: South Alhambra Ave is very dense population. | see the street is
packed with cars. The parking that the condominium provides will NOT have enough
for their residents.

I've break down the possible scenarios for the minimum of residents in this project,
assuming each room will have one person (min residents) with the increase at 50%
and 70% more.

Table: Minimum Expected of Residents with 50% and 70% increase

*Assume one car per resident

As we know, most of people use the car garage for the storage, the 2-car garage for

Expected Expected at Expected at
#| Room | Minimum 50% More 70% More
Unit Types Unit Size | Residents Residents Residents
Townhome 7 3 21 32 54
Condominium 15 1 15 23 39
Condominium 33 2 66 99 168
Condominium 16 3 48 72 122
Expected
Total
Residents
with car* 150 226 383

the Townhome may not utilize for parking at all or only have space for one car.



mailto:csit802@yahoo.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

In the table: If we assume each person who live in the unit has one car, the project

would need at least 150 parking spots. In reality in this area would have more than
one person in the one bedroom. If we increase by 50% more, that would be at least
226 parking spots or 383 parking spots at 70% more.

In conclusion, approving the condominium project at 338-410 South Alhambra Ave
would significantly disrupt the residential nature of this area and exacerbate existing
parking issues. The proposed development is too large for a residential street and
would be better suited for major street. The parking provision for the project is grossly
insufficient, given the expected number of residents and the typical use of garages for
storage rather than parking. With the potential for at least 150 to 383 residents, the
parking demand far exceeds what the development can offer, leading to further
congestion in an already densely populated area. Therefore, | strongly urge the
committee to reconsider and not approve this large-scale condominium project in this
location.

Photorki

Chatree Phoopradiyutthakul & Melanie Xie



From: Minnie Nguyen

To: Chow, Beth
Subject: Comments of Opposition to the 64-Unit Condominium Project at 338-410 S. Alhambra Avenue
Date: Monday, June 10, 2024 3:36:55 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Dear Ms. Chow:

As part of the property owners along with multiple residents living at South Alhambra Avenue,
we are clustered together and strongly oppose the adoption of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the 64-Unit Condominium Project.

Traffic and the safety of pedestrians are major areas of concern. Traffic jams of Newmark Ave
already span the distance between Garvey and intersection of Newmark and Alhambra
Avenue during rush hour. The traffic surge during morning and evening rush hours, causing
traffic issues during critical times for the existing Alhambra, Peach, Newmark, and Graves
neighborhoods. The traffic surge during morning rush hours will also impact safety for
children, since students walk to Mark Keppel High School in the morning.

Major increased traffic congestion adding to the dangerous of the collision accidents occur at
the intersection between Newmark and Alhambra Avenue.

Street Parking has always been an issue to the residents, tenants, as well as visitors. Many of
the residents who work on swing/night shift are unable to find parking space. They have to
park far and walk at night, which may cause a dangerous situation for the existing residents.
Also, the lack of parking spaces is causing people blocking the residential's driveway.

Due to the gradient side from Graves Avenue, speedy vehicles can cause danger to the
residents crossing the street.

Furthermore, Property values are likely to go down in the area if housing apartments and/or
condominiums are built. The large-scale apartment construction does not fit into our
residential neighborhood.

We look forward to the upcoming June 18 Public Hearing meeting with you in the City Hall
Council Chambers for the opposition voting.

Thank you for your continuing service, protect and support of our communities. Your
consideration and attention to this matter is greatly appreciated.


mailto:minniehong168@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

Sincerely,
Minnie Nguyen

331 South Alhambra Ave. Monterey Park

Below is a listing of our neighbors' name and addresses | have gotten so far. Additional
residents' information will be provided separately to support the opposition to the building of
high-density condominium project at 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue.

Name Address

Tran, Hai 311 S Alhambra Avenue
Leawprasert, Nantaporn 317 S. Alhambra Avenue
Huynh, An Tan 319 S. Alhambra Avenue
Chen, Lisa 321S. Alhambra Avenue
Zhang, Miao 323 S. Alhambra Avenue
Marijana, Budiman 325S. Alhambra Avenue
Chow, Suet Ying 327 S. Alhambra Avenue
Nguyen, Tung 331 S. Alhambra Avenue
Nguyen, Minnie 331 S. Alhambra Avenue
Tsao, Tina 335 S. Alhambra Avenue
SooHoo, H. Ngai 339 S. Alhambra Avenue
Situ, Xiao Yan 339 S. Alhambra Avenue
Robert Estrada 343 S. Alhambra Avenue
Diana Estrada 343 S. Alhambra Avenue
Lim, my 316 S. Alhambra Avenue
Ly, Thong 318 S. Alhambra Avenue
Ly, Khiem 318 S. Alhambra Avenue




Xie, Allen 322 S. Alhambra Avenue
Xie, Stacy 322 S. Alhambra Avenue
Xie, Susan 322 S. Alhambra Avenue

Otanez, Yamile

326 S. Alhambra Avenue #A

Chhay, Kevin

326 S. Alhambra Avenue #B

Otanez, Hector & Isabel

326 S. Alhambra Avenue #C







From: Leo Wu

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: For 338-410 S. Alhambra Ave comments
Date: Monday, May 27, 2024 8:01:26 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello, I am a tenant at 400 S. Alhambra Ave. I received a letter about the demolition and
reconstruction plan for the place where I live now. I feel very frustrated and uneasy to hear
this news because my family will leave this place where we have lived for almost 10 years.
The cost of living will increase, and it will also affect my children's studies. We may not be
able to maintain a normal life, or even become homeless. Therefore, I oppose this plan. Thank
you!


mailto:leowu123321@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Serrano, Jessica

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: Fwd: Support new homes at 338 S. Alhambra Ave.
Date: Friday, June 7, 2024 8:57:14 AM

Attachments: image0.png

See email below
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Wong, Thomas" <twong@montereypark.ca.gov>

Date: June 3, 2024 at 1:50:17 PM PDT

To: "Alvarez, Inez" <ialvarez@montereypark.ca.gov>, "Garcia, Diana"
<dgarcia@montereypark.ca.gov>, "Serrano, Jessica"
<jserrano(@montereypark.ca.gov>

Cc: "Lo, Henry" <hlo@montereypark.ca.gov>

Subject: Fwd: Support new homes at 338 S. Alhambra Ave.

Been getting these like Henry. I saw an ad campaign on Instagram/social media
for this from the Housing Action Coalition, not sure why they’re prioritizing this
one. Have we gotten any local neighborhood pushback on this project proposal?


mailto:jserrano@MontereyPark.ca.gov
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov
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Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Simon Fraser <noreply@adv.actionnetwork.org>
Date: June 3, 2024 at 1:43:16 PM PDT

To: "Wong, Thomas" <twong@montereypark.ca.gov>
Subject: Support new homes at 338 S. Alhambra Ave.
Reply-To: simoncharlesfraser@gmail.com



[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization.
Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

Mayor Thomas Wong,
Mayor and Members of the City Council,

I'm reaching out today to express my support for the new housing
proposal at 338 S. Alhambra Avenue.

The project will add 64 new homes near transit and commercial
downtown corridors. 15% of the new homes have been reserved
as very low-income, desperately needed in the community.

The design will enhance the vibrancy of the surrounding
residential area while complimenting the neighborhood's current
layout and architecture.

| also commend the project team for gathering significant
community feedback throughout the process and making
adjustments while delivering on mixed-income housing to a
neighborhood in need of more housing. Specifically, the project is
proposing at 25 units an acre, low than the 30 units an acre,
based on community input. The project also includes 1, 2, 3
bedroom homes up to 1,200 sf and town homes up to 2,000 sf.

Please approve this project promptly.

Simon Fraser
simoncharlesfraser@gmail.com
321 N Marguerita Avenue, Unit D
Alhambra, California 91801






From: Yahoo

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: I support project 338-410 s Alhambra Ave MPK
Date: Monday, June 10, 2024 12:30:58 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or
clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello, I support project 338-410 s Alhambra Ave Monterey park
Thank you,
Jackie Hoang

825 de la fuente st.
Monterey park, CA 91754

Pp Amanda Hoang Keovisai for Jackie Hoang


mailto:hopes8586@yahoo.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: kyle imoto

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: I support this project.

Date: Thursday, May 30, 2024 1:31:35 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or
clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

On behalf of Imotos at 552 jade tree drive

The Commons of MPK - 338-410 S Alhambra

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:kyleimoto@yahoo.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: i3

To: Chow, Beth
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 1:40:13 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Oppose construction 338-410

Ricky chao, 432 s Alhambra Ave,F,Monterey park.


mailto:jjjwwwxx9898@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: Wang Cathy
To: Chow, Beth
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 1:53:27 PM

Attachments:

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Oppose construction 338-410


mailto:cathy06072013@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov
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From: Horsley, Patricia

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: NOI Response to 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue 64-Unit Condominium Project
Date: Friday, June 7, 2024 12:24:44 PM

Attachments: image001.png

DMS-#7242629-v2-Response Letter to City of Monterey Park re 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue 64-Unit
Condominium Project.PDF

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Dear Ms. Chow:
Attached please find Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts’ response to the subject project.

Sincerely,

Patricia Horsley
Environmental Planner | Wastewater Planning
562-908-4288 ext. 2742

phorsley@lacsd.org

~ LOS ANGELES COUNTY
@ SANITATION DISTRICTS

Converting Waste Into Resources

Website | Eacebook | X (Twitter) | Instagram | YouTube


mailto:phorsley@lacsd.org
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov
mailto:phorsley@lacsd.org
http://www.lacsd.org/
http://www.facebook.com/sanitationdistrictslacounty
http://www.twitter.com/sandistricts
http://www.instagram.com/sandistricts
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCwU3qlZuvoT8eKVirPQ417Q

~ LOS ANGELES COUNTY
@ SANITATION DISTRICTS

Converting Waste Into Resources




~ LOS ANGELES COUNTY
Q SANITATION DISTRICTS

Converting Waste Into Resources

Robert C. Ferrante
Chief Engineer and General Manager

1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA 90601-1400
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998

(562) 699-7411 » www.lacsd.org

June 7, 2024

Ref. DOC 7233038

VIA EMAIL BChow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

Ms. Beth Chow, Planning Manager

City of Monterey Park Planning Division
320 West Newmark Avenue

Monterey Park, CA 91754

Dear Ms. Chow:

NOI Response to 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue 64-Unit Condominium Project

The Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (Districts) received a Notice of Intent (NOI) to Adopt a

Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the subject project located in the City of Monterey Park on May 24,
2024. The proposed project is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 2. We offer the following
comments regarding sewerage service:

The wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will discharge to a local sewer line, which is
not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts’ Monterey Park Extension Trunk Sewer,
located in East Newmark Avenue west of South Alhambra Avenue. The Districts’ 15-inch diameter trunk
sewer has a capacity of 1.7 million gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of 0.4 mgd when last

The expected increase in average wastewater flow from the project, described in the NOI as seven attached
3-bedroom townhomes and 57 condominium units, is 9,971 gallons per day, after all structures on the
project site are demolished. For a copy of the Districts’ average wastewater generation factors, go to
www.lacsd.org, under Services, then Wastewater Program and Permits and select Will Serve Program, and

The wastewater generated by the proposed project will be treated at the A.K. Warren Water Resource
Facility (formerly known as the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant) located in the City of Carson, which

1.
measured in 2016.
2.
click on the Table 1. Loadings for Each Class of Land Use link.
3.
has a capacity of 400 mgd and currently processes an average flow of 247.2 mgd.
4,

The Districts are empowered by the California Health and Safety Code to charge a fee to connect facilities
(directly or indirectly) to the Districts’ Sewerage System or to increase the strength or quantity of
wastewater discharged from connected facilities. This connection fee is used by the Districts for its capital
facilities. Payment of a connection fee may be required before this project is permitted to discharge to the
Districts’ Sewerage System. For more information and a copy of the Connection Fee Information Sheet,
go to www.lacsd.org, under Services, then Wastewater (Sewage) and select Rates & Fees. In determining
the impact to the Sewerage System and applicable connection fees, the Districts will determine the user
category (e.g. Condominium, Single Family Home, etc.) that best represents the actual or anticipated use
of the parcel(s) or facilities on the parcel(s) in the development. For more specific information regarding
the connection fee application procedure and fees, please contact the Districts’ Wastewater Fee Public
Counter at (562) 908-4288, extension 2727.

DOC 7242629.D02





Ms. Beth Chow 2 June 7, 2024

5. In order for the Districts to conform to the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the capacities
of the Districts’ wastewater treatment facilities are based on the regional growth forecast adopted by the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Specific policies included in the development
of the SCAG regional growth forecast are incorporated into clean air plans, which are prepared by the South
Coast and Antelope Valley Air Quality Management Districts in order to improve air quality in the South
Coast and Mojave Desert Air Basins as mandated by the CAA. All expansions of Districts’ facilities must
be sized and service phased in a manner that will be consistent with the SCAG regional growth forecast for
the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. The available
capacity of the Districts’ treatment facilities will, therefore, be limited to levels associated with the approved
growth identified by SCAG. As such, this letter does not constitute a guarantee of wastewater service but
is to advise the City that the Districts intend to provide this service up to the levels that are legally permitted
and to inform the City of the currently existing capacity and any proposed expansion of the Districts’
facilities.

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562)908-4288, extension 2742, or
phorsley@lacsd.org.

Very truly yours,

Pitricia #ow&?

Patricia Horsley
Environmental Planner
Facilities Planning Department

PLH:plh
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From: Raymond liao

To: Chow, Beth
Subject: Objection to 338-410 Alhambra Ave Project
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 2:52:40 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Beth Chow,
I am the neighborhood resident of the planning project. I believe the planning project will be
adverse effects the neighborhood environment and traffic significantly. I also very concern of

the safety and security of the neighborhood due to the 64 units condominium. Therefore, I
would like to express my strong objection to the 338-410 Alhambra Ave Project.

Best regards,

Raymond Liao


mailto:ray@insure626.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: CH

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: Objection to 338-410

Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 2:48:15 PM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello Beth,

This is Chloe who lives in Alhambra Ave Monterey Park. I am writing to express my strong
opposition to the proposed construction of a 64-unit condo development at 338-410 S
Alhambra. This project raises numerous concerns across several critical areas.

The addition of 64 new households will substantially increase the already heavy traffic burden,
leading to severe congestion.

The new condos may attract a significant number of non-local residents, disrupting the
existing community's harmony.

Increased population density may lead to more social issues, such as higher crime rates and
resource competition.

To protect the interests and sustainable development of our existing community, we should
firmly oppose this construction project.

I hope these points help you effectively articulate your opposition.
Regards,

Chloe He


mailto:chloehe888@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

From: R27

To: Chow, Beth

Subject: opposition comments to propose 64 units project 338-410 S Alhambra Avenue
Date: Monday, June 10, 2024 11:35:11 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or
clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Attention To: Monterey Park City Council members and city planners

This letter is to address my concern and also state my opposition to the City notice of intent to adopt a mitigated
negative declaration for the 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue 64-unit condominium.

I respectfully ask our city council and board colleagues and city planners will not approve the above intent and only
allow up to 48 dwelling units based on the property lot size and current city regulations.

We believe this proposed of building 64 units will cause significant negative impact of our nearby living area and
will add loads of burden to current parking, environment, traffic safety and community.

Your leadership and decision are critically important to our community and city planning. We appreciate you
would take into consideration of our above concerns while reviewing this housing development proposal.
Monterey Park resident

location : 530 S Alhambra Avenue Monterey Park CA 91755

Jennifer Wu


mailto:rocksugar27@gmail.com
mailto:bchow@MontereyPark.ca.gov

Failure Notice
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From: MAILER-DAEMON@yahoo.com (mailer-daemon@yahoo‘.ﬁom)
T cincin0318@att.net

Date: Monday, June 10, 2024 at 03:19 PM PDT

Sorry, we were unable to deliver your message to the following address,

<behow@manlereypark.ca.govs:
550: permanent failure for one or more recipients (bchow@montereypark.ca.gov:blocked)

—m e FOFWarded MEGSAYE rrmvammm=

Ms. Chow

Aftar raceiving a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the property next door to our property, located at 336 S
Alh.ambra Ave, we are stunned that the City of Monterey Park would consider approving & nenconforming project of this size in &
residential area. The buildings in this quiet neighborhood are single family homes and apartment buildings that are two storias maximum.

In reality each unit of this project will have a minimum of two cars with guests coming and going. That totals 128 cars without considering
guests or employees of the building. Right now in front of our property there is such a shortage of parking, that the nelghbors hold parking
spots on the street for their family membars. When one car comes home, another parson runs out and moves a car for them. Our
property has onsite parking for two cars per house and that is still not enough.

| cannot believe that the City of Monterey Park can legitimately say that this project has no Impact on the environment. The added traffic,
noise, congestlon and parking shortage that this praject brings to the table wilt definitely have a negative impact on the environment and
oh our neighborhood.

The value of our property will also decline due to having the sun and air blocked by this huge, three story building, with a driveway
running along side the bedroom windows of our lithe houses, We will lose our tenants and suffer financial hardship because of this project
if the city passes it.

Do the right thing for the naighborhooct and reduce the size and height of this building and increase the onsite parking requirement. It will
definitely have a negative impact on the environment, with the increase in traffic, naise, air quality and parking.

Cynthia Sadofski
818 848 6187

On Monday, June 10, 2024 at 03:16:54 PM PDT, Chow, Beth <bchow@montereypark.ca.gov: wrote:




To the City of Monterey Park Planning Division,

As a concerned homeowner in the neighborhood surrounding the proposed development at 338-410 South
Alhambra Avenue, I strongly oppose the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 64-Unit

Condominium Project.
The proposed development raises several significant concerns:

1. **Zoning Issues**: The project site is currently zoned as High-Density Residential (R-3), but the
proposed development significantly exceeds the intended density for this zoning classification. Allowing
such a high-density project undermines the purpose of the zoning laws designed to maintain a balanced
and sustainable community structure. The proposed density of 64 units on a 1.73-acre site far exceeds the
permissible 30 dwelling units per acre, leading to overcrowding and undue strain on local infrastructure

and resources.

2. **Parking Issues**: The development plan includes 83 parking spaces for residents and guests, which
is msufficient for a project of this magnitude. With 64 units, many of which are two and three-bedroom
units, the likelihood of multiple vehicles per household is high. This will inevitably lead to parking
overflow onto surrounding streets, exacerbating existing parking shortages and creating additional traffic
congestion. The plan's provision of parking spaces for electric vehicles and ADA parking is commendable
but does not address the core issue of overall inadequate parking capacity.

3. **Traffic and Safety Concermns**: Increased density and insufficient parking will lead to higher traffic
volumes in an area that already experiences significant congestion. The narrow streets surrounding the
project site are not designed to handle the increased traffic, which poses safety risks to pedestrians,
particularly children and the elderly. The proposed project's impact on traffic flow and safety has not been

adequately mitigated.

4. **Impact on Local Services**: The addition of 64 new residential units will place a significant burden
on local services, including schools, emergency services, and public utilities. The proposed development
does not sufficiently address how these services will be scaled to accommodate the increased demand.

5. ¥**Environmental Concems**: Despite the mitigated negative declaration, the project poses
environmental risks, including potential impacts on air quality, noise levels, and local wildlife habitats.
The mitigation measures proposed are inadequate to address these concerns comprehensively.

6. **Community Character**: The scale and design of the proposed development are not in harmony with
the existing character of the neighborhood, which consists primarily of single-family homes and lower-
density residential units. This project threatens to disrupt the aesthetic and social fabric of our community.

7. **Crime and Social Issues: We are already experiencing an increase in crime rates this year, including
issues related to boarding houses, prostitution, and possibly illegal gambling. Adding a high-density
development will likely exacerbate these problems. The city has not adequately addressed the existing
issues in our neighborhood, and introducing a large-scale condominium project will only compound the
challenges we face. If such a development must be built, it should be located where the city council
members reside, so they can firsthand experience the impact of their decisions.

In light of these concems, T urge the City Council to vote against the adoption of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for this project. The proposed development is not compatible with the existing neighborhood
and will have adverse impacts on our community's quality of life.

Thank you for considering my objections.

Sinc':erely, RECE'VED

Mﬁ Fhso _Awtiam
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To the City of Monterey Park Planning Division,

As a concerned homeowner in the neighborhood surrounding the proposed development at 338-410 South
Alhambra Avenue, I strongly oppose the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 64-Unit

Condominium Project.
The proposed development raises several significant concems:

1. **Zoning Issues**: The project site is currently zoned as High-Density Residential (R-3), but the
proposed development significantly exceeds the intended density for this zoning classification. Allowing
such a high-density project undermines the purpose of the zoning laws designed to maintain a balanced
and sustainable community structure. The proposed density of 64 units on a 1.73-acre site far exceeds the
permissible 30 dwelling units per acre, leading to overcrowding and undue strain on local infrastructure

and resources.

2. **Parking Issues**: The development plan includes 83 parking spaces for residents and guests, which
is insufficient for a project of this magnitude. With 64 units, many of which are two and three-bedroom
units. the likelihood of multiple vehicles per household is high. This will inevitably lead to parking
overflow onto surrounding streets, exacerbating existing parking shortages and creating additional traffic
congestion. The plan's provision of parking spaces for electric vehicles and ADA parking is commendable
but does not address the core issue of overall inadequate parking capacity.

3. **Traffic and Safety Concerns**: Increased density and insufficient parking will lead to higher traffic
volumes in an area that already experiences significant congestion. The narrow streets surrounding the
project site are not designed to handle the increased traffic, which poses safety risks to pedestrians,
particularly children and the elderly. The proposed project's impact on traffic flow and safety has not been

adequately mitigated.

4. **Impact on Local Services**: The addition of 64 new residential units will place a significant burden
on local services, including schools, emergency services, and public utilities. The proposed development
does not sufficiently address how these services will be scaled to accommodate the increased demand.

5. **Environmental Concems**: Despite the mitigated negative declaration, the project poses
environmental risks, including potential impacts on air quality, noise levels. and local wildlife habitats.
The mitigation measures proposed are inadequate to address these concerns comprehensively.

6. **Community Character**: The scale and design of the proposed development are not in harmony with
the existing character of the neighborhood, which consists primarily of single-family homes and lower-
density residential units. This project threatens to disrupt the aesthetic and social fabric of our community.

7. ¥*¥Crime and Social Issues: We are already experiencing an increase in crime rates this year, including
issues related to boarding houses, prostitution, and possibly illegal gambling. Adding a high-density
development will likely exacerbate these problems. The city has not adequately addressed the existing
issues in our neighborhood, and introducing a large-scale condominium project will only compound the
challenges we face. If such a development must be built, it should be located where the city council
members reside, so they can firsthand experience the impact of their decisions.

In light of these concems, I urge the City Council to vote against the adoption of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for this project. The proposed development is not compatible with the existing neighborhood
and will have adverse impacts on our community's quality of life.

Thank you for considering my objections.

Sincerely, N {E RECEIVED
SINK JUN 10 2024
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Community Development Dept



To the City of Monterey Park Planning Division,

As a concermned homeowner in the neighborhood surrounding the proposed development at 338-410 South
Alhambra Avenue, I strongly oppose the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 64-Unit

Condominium Project.
The proposed development raises several significant concerns:

1. **Zoning Issues**: The project site is currently zoned as Hi gh-Density Residential (R-3), but the
proposed development significantly exceeds the intended density for this zoning classification. Allowing
such a high-density project undermines the purpose of the zoning laws designed to maintain a balanced
and sustainable community structure. The proposed density of 64 units on a 1.73-acre site far exceeds the
pemmissible 30 dwelling units per acre, leading to oveicrowding and undue strain on local infrastructure

and resources.

2. **Parking Issues**: The development plan includes 83 parking spaces for residents and guests, which
is insufficient for a project of this magnitude. With 64 units, many of which are two and three-bedroom
units, the likelihood of multiple vehicles per household is high. This will inevitably lead to parking
overflow onto surrounding streets, exacerbating existing parking shortages aud creating additional traffic
congestion. The plan's provision of parking spaces for electric vehicles and ADA parking is commendable
but does not address the core issue of overall inadequate parking capacity.

3. #*Traffic and Safety Concems**: Increased density and insufficient parking will lead to higher traffic
volumes in an area that already experiences significant congestion. The narrow streets surrounding the
project site are not designed to handle the increased traffic, which poses safety risks to pedestrians,
particularly children and the elderly. The proposed project’s impact on traffic flow and safety has not been
adequately mitigated.

4. **Impact on Local Services**: The addition of 64 new residential units will place a significant burden
on local services, including schools, emergency services, and public utilities. The proposed development
does not sufficiently address how these services will be scaled to accommodate the increased demand.

5. **Epvironmental Concemns**: Despite the mitigated negative declaration, the project poses
environmental risks, including potential impacts on air quality, noise levels, and local wildlife habitats.
The mitigation measures proposed are inadequate to address these concerns comprehensively.

6. **Community Character**: The scale and design of the proposed development are not in harmony with
the existing character of the neighborhood, which consists primarily of single-family homes and lower-
density residential units. This project threatens to disrupt the aesthetic and social fabric of our community.

7 **Crime and Social Issues: We are already experiencing an increase in crime rates this year, including
issues related to boarding houses, prostitution, and possibly illegal gambling. Adding a high-density
development will likely exacerbate these problems. The city has not adequately addressed the existing
issues in our neighborhood, and introducing a large-scale condominium project will only compound the
challenges we face. If such a development must be built, it should be located where the city council
members reside, so they can firsthand experience the impact of their decisions.

In light of these concermns, I urge the City Council to vote against the adoption of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for this project. The proposed development is not compatible with the existing neighborhood
and will have adverse impacts on our community's quality of life.

Thank you for considering my objections.

Sincerely,

Jonarhan Le RECEIVED
JUN 10 2024
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To the City of Monterey Park Planning Division,

As a concemed homeowner in the neighborhood surrounding the proposed development at 338-410 South
Alhambra Avenue, I strongly oppose the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 64-Unit

Condominium Project.
The proposed development raises several significant concems:

1. **Zoning Issues**: The project site is currently zoned as High-Density Residential (R-3), but the
proposed development significantly exceeds the intended density for this zoning classification. Allowing
such a high-density project undermines the purpose of the zoning laws designed to maintain a balanced
and sustainable community structure. The proposed density of 64 units on a 1.73-acre site far exceeds the
permissible 30 dwelling units per acre, leading to overcrowding and undue strain on local infrastructure

and resources.

2. **Parking Issues**: The development plan includes 83 parking spaces for residents and guests, which
is insufficient for a project of this magnitude. With 64 units, many of which are two and three-bedroom
units, the likelihood of multiple vehicles per household is high. This will inevitably lead to parking
overflow onto surrounding streets, exacerbating existing parking shortages and creating additional traffic
congestion. The plan's provision of parking spaces for electric vehicles and ADA parking is commendable
but does not address the core issue of overall inadequate parking capacity.

3. **Traffic and Safety Concerns**: Increased density and insufficient parking will lead to higher traffic
volumes in an area that already experiences significant congestion. The narrow streets surrounding the
project site are not designed to handle the increased traffic, which poses safety risks to pedestrians,
particularly children and the elderly. The proposed project's impact on traffic flow and safety has not been

adequately mitigated.

4. **Impact on Local Services**: The addition of 64 new residential units will place a significant burden
on local services, including schools, emergency services, and public utilities. The proposed development
does not sufficiently address how these services will be scaled to accommodate the increased demand.

5. **Environmental Concems**: Despite the mitigated negative declaration, the project poses
environmental risks, including potential impacts on air quality, noise levels, and local wildlife habitats.
The mitigation measures proposed are inadequate to address these concerns comprehensively.

6. **Community Character**: The scale and design of the proposed development are not in harmony with
the existing character of the neighborhood, which consists pnimarily of single-family homes and lower-
density residential units. This project threatens to disrupt the aesthetic and social fabric of our community.

7. **Crime and Social Issues: We are already experiencing an increase in crime rates this year, including
issues related to boarding houses, prostitution, and possibly illegal gambling. Adding a high-density
development will likely exacerbate these problems. The city has not adequately addressed the existing
issues in our neighborhood, and introducing a large-scale condominium project will only compound the
challenges we face. If such a development must be built, it should be located where the city council
members reside, so they can firsthand experience the impact of their decisions.

In light of these concems, I urge the City Council to vote against the adoption of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for this project. The proposed development is not compatible with the existing neighborhood
and will have adverse impacts on our community's quality of life.

Thank you for considering my objections.
RECEIVED

Sincerely,

JUN 10 2024
MEARH C#{Eﬁt‘f ITY OF MONTEREY PAR
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PEI NING RECEIVED
JESSICA WANG

400 S ALHAMBRAAVE. APT. C JUN 11 2024
MONTEREY PARK, CA 91755 IO MERTEREBARR
irene.ning@yahoo.com Coammunity Development Dept.

626-4253039
June 7, 2024

Beth Chow

AICP, PLANNING MANAGER

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK PLANNING DIVISION
320 WEST NEWMARK AVENUE

MONTEREY PARK, CA 91754

Dear Beth Chow,

| hope this letter finds you well. | am writing to formally appeal the decision to terminate
my lease due to the planned reconstruction of the property located at 338-410 South
Alhambra Avenue, California 91755.

As a tenant of 6 and half years, | have established a stable and secure life at this
residence. The sudden notice of reconstruction and subsequent eviction has caused me
significant distress and anxiety. The prospect of relocating imposes severe hardships,
both financially and emotionally, that | wish to detail for your understanding.

Firstly, relocating will result in considerable financial burdens. These include moving
expenses, costs associated with finding new accommodation, potential higher rent in a
new location, and the expense of setting up utilities and services afresh. Given the
current rental market, finding a comparable property at a similar price point is highly
unlikely, further exacerbating the financial strain.

Secondly, the emotional toll of moving cannot be overstated. This residence has been
my home for many years, and | have developed strong ties with the community and
neighbors. Disrupting these relationships and the sense of security that comes with
familiarity would have a profound negative impact on my mental well-being. Stability is
crucial, and being forced to move would severely disrupt my daily life and routines.

Additionally, there are practical considerations, such as proximity to my workplace,
medical facilities, and essential services, which are perfectly suited to my current
location. Finding a new place that meets all these criteria within a short timeframe is
highly improbable.

Given these significant losses and the undue hardship that relocation would cause, |
respectfully request that you reconsider the decision to terminate my lease. If
reconstruction is absolutely unavoidable, | implore you to consider the following
alternatives:

PAGE 1



1. Phased Reconstruction: Conducting the reconstruction in stages, allowing me o
remain in a portion of the property while work is completed on other parts.

2. Temporary Relocation: Providing temporary accommodation during the
reconstruction period, with a firm guarantee of returning to the property once the work is

complete.

3. Comprehensive Compensation: Offering substantial financial compensation to
cover the full scope of moving and relocation expenses, along with assistance in finding
a suitable alternative residence.

| am committed to finding a solution that minimizes the disruption to my life and am
open to discussing these or other potential alternatives. Your understanding and
consideration in this matter are deeply appreciated.

Thank you for your attention to this urgent and critical issue. | look forward to your
prompt and favorable response.

2\

Sincerely,

PEI NING
JESSICAWANG

o
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RECEIVED
JUN 11.2024

TY OF MONTEREY
Cgr‘nmunity Developmen

Dear Sir/Madam,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the 338-410 South Alhambra Avenue
64-Unit Condominium Project.

First and foremost, this community has been our home for many years. We have built our
families here, made friends, and formed tight-knit social bonds. Relocation will disrupt
these precious relationships and negatively impact our social struciure and quality of life.

Secondly, the relocation will cause significant inconvenience to our lives. Many residents
work nearby, and our children aitend schools in the vicinity. Relocation will not only
increase our commuting time a1 expenses but also affect our children’s education and

devetlopment environment.

Furthermore, the economic cost of relocaticn cannot be ignored. Whether it is moving
expenses, resettiement costs, of fime costs, they will impese a heavy burden on us,
ordinary residents. For families with less favorable eccnomic conditions, this could
hecome an unbearable pressure.

We strongly urge the government to reconsider this decision. We hope you wili listen to our
veices, understand our concerns, and take more account of the residents’ interests in the

dzpizinn-making orocess,

Yours sincerely,

Oiang Wang
400 S ALHAMBRA AVE Apt #B, MONTEREY PARK, CA, 91755
626 -780-6126

6/6/2024



Xiaoli Luan

400 S ALHAMBRA AVE
APTK

MONTEREY PARK, CA 91755
626-512-2663

Beth Chow, AICP, Planning Manager
City of Monterey Park Planning Division
320 West Newmark Avenue

Monterey Park, California 91754

This is Xiaoli Luan, tenant at 400 S Alhambra Ave, Apt K, Monterey Park, CA 91755.

Now I am writing to you in urgent need of assistance regarding a relocation notice I recently
received from you. If this situation happens, my family and I will meet problems and
inconvenience to our living.

Due to financial difficulties, including the rising house rental fee, gas price, reduced income, or
unexpected expenses, we are currently unable to secure new housing for our needs. Also, there is
so hard find a good fit home for our needs at Monterey Park. My financial situation has been
further strained by the ongoing impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic and afterwards.

I have strong ties to this community, including nearby my working place, and essential social
services that I rely on. Displacement from this area would greatly affect my support network and
daily life.

I also have lived at my current residence for 2 years, and have consistently paid my rent on time,
maintained the property well, and complied with all terms of the lease agreement. We are truly
good tenants and support our community of 400 S Alhambra Ave.

Thank you for you and city council attentions to this urgent matter. I look forward to your
prompt response.

Sincerely,

Xiaoli Luan %"
g X I
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RECEIVED
JUN 12 2024

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Community Development Dept



Shizhi Jia RECEIVED
400 S ALHAMBRA AVE

APTD JUN 12 2024
MONTEREY PARK, CA 91755 CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
626-328-5855 Community Development Dept

Beth Chow, AICP, Planning Manager
City of Monterey Park Planning Division
320 West Newmark Avenue

Monterey Park, California 91754

This is Shizhi Jia, tenant at 400 S Alhambra Ave, Apt D, Monterey Park, CA 91755.

I am writing to you in urgent need of assistance regarding a relocation notice I recently received
from the city. If this situation happens, my family will suffer problems and inconvenience to my
living.

Due to financial difficulties, including the rising house rental fee, gas price, reduced income, or
unexpected expenses, we are currently unable to secure new housing for our needs. Also, there is
so hard find a good fit home for our needs at Monterey Park. My financial situation has been
further strained by the ongoing impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic and afterwards.

I have strong ties to this community, including nearby family, my place of work, and essential
social services that I rely on. Displacement from this area would greatly atfect my support
network and daily life.

I also have lived at my current residence for 7 years, and have consistently paid my rent on time,
maintained the property well, and complied with all terms of the lease agreement. We are truly
good tenants and support our community of 400 S Alhambra Ave.

Thank you for you and city council attentions to this urgent matter. I look forward to your
prompt response.

Sincerely,
.

. : /
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XINCHENG FU

400 S ALHAMBRAAVE. APT. J
MONTEREY PARK, CA 91755
626-2165050

June 10, 2024

Beth Chow

AICP, PLANNING MANAGER

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK PLANNING DIVISION
320 WEST NEWMARK AVENUE

MONTEREY PARK, CA 91754

Dear Beth Chow,

| hope this letter finds you well. My name is XinCheng Fu, and | am currently residing at
400 S ALHAMBRAAVE. APT. J, MONTEREY PARK, CA 91755.

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed renovation plans for this
rental property and to emphasize the significant losses | would incur due to relocation.

Firstly, the renovation plans would force me to relocate, which would impose substantial
financial and psychological burdens on me. The relocation process involves high
moving costs, including expenses for movers, rental deposits, cleaning fees, and other
miscellaneous charges. These costs would place a heavy strain on our financial
situation.

Secondly, the relocation process would severely disrupt my work and daily life. | have
lived in this community for over 7 years and are very familiar with the local environment,
transportation, and amenities. Moving to a new place would require me to adapt to a
new environment, negatively impacting our daily routines and work efficiency.

Furthermore, the psychological impact of relocation cannot be underestimated. Moving
involves not just physical displacement but also the loss of a familiar environment and

established neighborhood relationships. | have built strong personal connections in this
community, and losing these relationships would adversely affect our mental well-being.

For these reasons, | urge you to reconsider the renovation plans. Relocation would
result in significant losses and challenges for us, and we sincerely hope to continue
living in our current environment to avoid unnecessary disruption and hardship.

Thank you for your understanding and attention to this matter. If you need further

information or have any questions, please feel free to contact me. | look forward to your
response.

Sincerely, RECEIVED

XINCHENG FU M JUN 19 2024
, ) O \A CITY © .
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Ms. Zhang

400 S ALHAMBRA AVE
APTE

MONTEREY PARK, CA 91755

Dear Officer Beth Chow,

I am writing to ask for helps regarding the notice received from the city. This notice was
unexpected and has left me with hopeless, placing me in an extremely difficult and distressing
situation.

I have been a resident at this address for 8 years and during this time, I have consistently paid my
rent on time and adhered to all lease agreements. The sudden eviction has caused significant
disruption to my life. This situation is causing severe emotional and financial stress, I am at
imminent risk of homelessness. The prospect of losing my home has created overwhelming
anxiety, impacting my ability to function daily and jeopardizing my stability. I hope I could still
live in my house for longer time.

Best Wishes,
Zhang
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RECEIVED
JUN 11 2024

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Community Development Dept

Shuo Sun

400 S Alhambra Ave #F

Monterey Park, CA 91755

Email: owensun0306@hotmail.com
Phone: 626-551-8426

06/07/2024

Beth Chow, AICP, Planning Manager
320 West Newmark Avenue
Monterey Park, California 91754

Dear Beth Chow,

My name is Shuo Sun, and | have been a resident of Monterey Park for the past 20 years, living in my
home at 400 S Alhambra Ave #F, Monterey Park, CA 91755. | am writing to express my strong and
unegquivocal opposition to the proposed demolition of residential properties, including the house | have
called home for the past two decades, to make room for the construction of a 64-unit condominium
project in Monterey Park. As a long-term resident deeply invested in this community, | urge you to
reconsider this plan and seek alternative solutions that do not involve displacing current tenants.

The thought of being forcibly uprooted from my home of twenty years is not only distressing but also
presents insurmountable challenges for me and my family. This home is more than just a building; itis a
piace filled with twenty years of memories and emotional significance. The forced displacement would

disrupt our lives in ways that cannot be easily mitigated.

It is profoundly disheartening to see the government prioritize development projects over the well-
being of longstanding residents who have contributed to the fabric of this neighborhood for years. As
someone who has witnessed the evolution of Monterey Park firsthand, | believe it is imperative for the
authorities to recognize and protect the rights of existing community members. The proposed plan, in its
current form, shows a blatant disregard for the lives and stability of the current residents.

{ implore you to engage in meaningful dialogue with affected residents, including myself, and explore
alternative solutions that preserve the integrity of our community while still addressing housing needs.
Whether it involves revisiting the proposed development plan, offering fair compensation and
relocation assistance to tenants, or exploring other suitable locations for the condominium project, |
urge you to exhaust all possibilities before proceeding with the current course of action.



t this process to ensure that the

Furthermore, | demand transparency and accountability throughou
d. The lack of communication and

concerns and voices of residents are duly acknowledged and considere

consideration thus far has only added to the anxiety and distress felt by many.

sincerely hope that you will reconsider your decision

Thank you for considering my impassioned plea. |
d livelihoods of longtime residents like myself.

and work towards a solution that honors the rights an

Sincerely,
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Written Communication
Agenda ltem No. 5A

H Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton LLP
Sheppard Mu“In 333 South Hope Street, 43" Floor
Los Angeles, California 90071-1422
213.620.1780 main
213.620.1398 fax
www.sheppardmullin.com

213.617.4284 direct
jpugh@sheppardmullin.com

June 14, 2024
File Number: 89AF-371175

Mr. Joseph Torres, MPA,

Economic Development Manager
Ms. Jessica Serrano,

Director of Community Development
Ms. Beth Chow, Senior Planner

City of Monterey Park

320 W. Newmark Avenue

Monterey Park, CA 91754

Re: Potential Moratorium for Saturn Park

Dear Messrs. Torres, Serrano and Chow; and Clerk for the City Council,

On the evening of June 12, 2024, we received a letter from the City of Monterey Park (“City”)
informing us that the City Council has established the Saturn Park Advisory Review Committee
(“SPARC?”) to consider future land uses in the McCaslin Business Park (also referred to as “Saturn
Park”) area of the City. As you know, we represent SDCF Monterey Park, LLC (“Applicant”)
regarding its data center development project (“Project”) located at 1977 Saturn Street in the City.
Most concerning to us is the fact that the City Council is considering a potential moratorium on
development in Saturn Park. The news of a potential moratorium was quite unexpected to the
Applicant and could jeopardize the Project.

We understand that there is a City Council meeting on June 18, 2024 to consider the moratorium.
We have reviewed the May 22" and June 5™, 2024 staff reports about the formation of SPARC
and directions to the City Manager and City Attorney to prepare documents for a potential
moratorium. We have not seen a draft moratorium. Thus, we are unable to definitively determine
whether it would impact the Project, if adopted. In that context, and the interest of time before the
forthcoming City Council hearing, we express our concerns below. In addition, we have provided
grandfathering language for pending projects that we believe should be exempt from the
moratorium, if adopted.

First and foremost, the moratorium should not apply to projects that have already submitted
development applications and are undergoing active environmental review. The Applicant started
working with the City on the Project more than a year ago. Also, the Applicant formally filed the
application for the Project on January 11, 2024. Furthermore, the Applicant has submitted
environmental documents for California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) compliance and the
City has reviewed and commented on those documents. In short, the Project is well into the
administrative process and undergoing active environmental review. Accordingly, the Project
should be exempt from a proposed moratorium.
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To that end, we respectfully request that the City Council include the following language in the
moratorium, if adopted:

“This moratorium does not apply to project applications, and proposed development
projects, that were filed before the City created the SPARC to consider land uses in the
Saturn Park area. Any project that submitted a project application to the City prior to
May 22, 2024, and is undergoing active administrative processing, is expressly exempt
from the provisions of this moratorium. The City shall continue processing such exempt
projects in a timely manner, including but not limited to, administrative and
environmental review, publication of CEQA documents, municipal hearings, and
issuance of entitlements and building permits, as warranted, for exempt projects.”

This type of provision would allow the City to pursue the goals of SPARC while not jeopardizing
existing projects that have invested substantial resources to pursue redevelopment in the City.

Second, it is unclear to us at this time how the City would modify the regulations that apply to
Saturn Park. We know that Chapter 21.14 of the Monterey Park Municipal Code (“MPMC”) was
voter enacted and cannot be changed by an action of the City Council. Instead, only voters have
that ability, which the City has confirmed in several instances. The Applicant designed the Project
to comply with the MPMC and the City has concluded that the Project is a permitted use within
the O-P (Voter-enacted) zone. Hence, the Project should not be subjected to procedural or
construction delays that are likely an inevitable by-product of being swept into the potential
moratorium.

Third, the City has acknowledged the unfavorable business conditions that exist in Saturn Park,
with certain staff reports indicating that approximately 75% of the available building space is
vacant. That fact, coupled with the City’s intent to use SPARC to create a specific plan for Saturn
Park that “attracts investment and business to enhance Saturn Park’s economic vitality” appear
at odds with applying a moratorium to existing projects that would redevelop vacant buildings and
materially enhance Saturn Park’s economics. The Project would deliver a modern data center
that does not significantly impact the community and improves local economics. But, the
Applicant has strict timelines to deliver the Project. Therefore, delays caused by a potential
moratorium are a real threat to the feasibility of the Project.

In closing, we reiterate the importance of exempting the Project from the proposed moratorium.
The Applicant enjoys and appreciates its good working relationship with the City. We hope the
City can find a way to accomplish its objectives with SPARC while not sinking the exciting and
economically-beneficial project proposed by the Applicant. We intend to appear at the City
Council hearing on June 18, 2024 and look forward to further discussing this matter with the City
staff and elected officials.

Thank you, _
Farre 7 %4 o
o 04

James E. Pugh
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP
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CC:

mpclerk@montereypark.ca.gov.

Chris Flynn, StratCap

Scott Rynders, The Rynders Corporation
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

320 West Newmark Avenue e Monterey Park e California 91754-2896
www.montereypark.ca.gov

City Council
Henry Lo

Vinh Ngo
Jose Sanchez
Thomas Wong
Yvonne Yiu

City Clerk
Maychelle Yee

City Treasurer
Amy Lee

June 11, 2024

SUBJECT: SATURN PARK - FUTURE LAND USES AND POTENTIAL MORATORIUM ON NEW
DEVELOPMENT

Dear Property Owner/Interested Party,

This letter is to inform you about an exciting new City initiative to redefine future land uses of the area
of the City known as McCaslin Park (to be referred to as “Saturn Park”). See Attachment 1 with map
of this area.

On May 22, 2024, the City Council established the Saturn Park Advisory Review Committee
(“SPARC?”) to solicit public input on future land uses of Saturn Park as part of the implementation of
the General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element. The SPARC is initially made up of Mayor
Thomas Wong, Mayor Pro Tem Vinh Ngo, and Assistant City Manager Diana Garcia; additional
community members are still being finalized. It is anticipated that the SPARC will have four total
meetings and will wrap up consideration of new land uses in late August or September.

Furthermore, on June 5, 2024, the City Council instructed staff to prepare a moratorium on new
development within Saturn Park during the time period that the SPARC considers options. If adopted
by City Council, this moratorium would place an initial 45 day hold on land use applications for projects
within Saturn Park and may be subsequently extended for 10 months and 15 days (there is also the
possibility for a subsequent extension of one year). This moratorium will be brought before the City
Council for consideration on June 18, 2024.

You are receiving this letter because you are the listed property owner or have expressed interest in
developing property(s) within Saturn Park. We value your input and invite you to actively participate in
this discussion. You can subscribe to receive notifications of meeting agendas at
https://www.montereypark.ca.gov/AgendaCenter.

If you have any questions, please contact Community Development Department, Planning Division
staff at planningpermitcounter@montereypark.ca.gov or (626) 307-1315.

Thank you,

| Sonanior

Jessica Serrano
Director of Community Development
Community Development Department

Pride in the Past e Faith in the Future


http://www.montereypark.ca.gov/
mailto:planningpermitcounter@montereypark.ca.gov

Letter
June 11, 2024

ATTACHMENT 1
Saturn Park Map
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Written Communication
Agenda Item No. 5A

H Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton LLP
Sheppard Mu“In 333 South Hope Street, 43" Floor
Los Angeles, California 90071-1422
213.620.1780 main
213.620.1398 fax
www.sheppardmullin.com

213.617.4284 direct
jpugh@sheppardmullin.com

June 17, 2024
File Number: 89AF-371175

VIA E-MAIL

City Council

City of Monterey Park

320 W. Newmark Avenue
Monterey Park, CA 91754
Email: c/o City Clerk,
MPClerk@montereypark.ca.gov

Re: Draft Interim Ordinance for Saturn Park — June 18, 2024 City Council Agenda Iltem 5.A

Dear Honorable City Council,

This firm represents SDCF Monterey Park, LLC (“Applicant”) regarding its data center
project (“Project”) located at 1977 Saturn Street (“Site”) in the City of Monterey Park (“City”). On
June 14, 2024, we submitted a letter requesting that certain projects be exempt from the City’s
proposed moratorium applicable to Saturn Park. That request still stands. The purpose of this
supplemental letter is to: (1) request that the City continue this matter for at least 30 days; (2)
preserve legal rights of the Applicant; and (3) provide comments on the draft interim ordinance
applicable within Saturn Park.

On June 14, 2024, the City released its staff report and the draft moratorium that prohibits
the issuance of permits and entitlements, and appears to halt the processing of applications for
entittements (“Moratorium”). The Moratorium may be unlawful for several reasons. We
understand that the City Council may consider the Moratorium on June 18, 2024. We attempted
to discuss the Moratorium with City staff before the hearing, but were directed to attend the
hearing instead. Thus, we must provide the comments below for the administrative record.

First, and importantly, the Applicant wants to retain its good working relationship with the
City. The parties have worked well together over the last year. The City then sprung the
Moratorium upon the Applicant three business days before the upcoming City Council hearing.
Instead of rushing to adopt the Moratorium, we hope the parties can discuss the Project in relation
to the intent of the Moratorium and find a mutually agreeable solution. We need time to do that.
Therefore, we request that the City Council continue this matter for at least 30 days and direct the
City staff to work with the Applicant in furthering the Project while concurrently addressing any
related land use and zoning concerns.

Second, under California law, the City may not lawfully adopt or extend any urgency
ordinance “unless the ordinance contains legislative findings that there is a current and immediate
threat to the public health, safety, or welfare . . . .” necessitating the ordinance (Gov’t. Code §
65858(c).) Such findings, of course, must be supported by substantial evidence. Here, the City
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claims in its findings that the Moratorium is “necessary in order to protect the City from the
potential effects and impacts of outdated land uses and accompanying impacts from traffic and
commerce on City streets, impacts on parking availability in the business areas of the City, the
aesthetic impacts to the City, and other similar or related effects on property value and the quality
of life in the City’s neighborhoods.” (See Moratorium, Section 2.R) The City has provided no
evidence of any such effects. In fact, at least as related to the Project, the technical studies (which
the City has reviewed) demonstrate that the Project would not have a significant effect on the
environment or community. Similarly, there cannot be credible threats to public health and safety
by merely allowing the existing land use designations and zoning in Saturn Park to remain as is.
Thus, there is no actual threat to public health, safety or welfare. Therefore, we request that the
City Council deny the proposed Moratorium outright.

In addition, the law requires the threat to be imminent. The legislative history of Gov't.
Code § 65858, and supporting case law, confirms that although the Legislature could have tied
adoption of an interim ordinance to the submission or processing of a development application, it
chose to set the bar higher, restricting its application to situations where an approval of an
entitlement of use was imminent. To our knowledge, there is no entitlement approval imminent,
or other development activity in Saturn Park, that can justify the Moratorium. The Moratorium
staff report claims that “[t{jhe need for a moratorium is underscored by interest from private
property owners within Saturn Park who already filed applications with the City seeking approvals
via Chapter 21.14 of the Monterey Park Municipal Code (‘MPMC’).” Also, the findings in the
Moratorium state that certain representatives met with the City to plan for a data center; and the
City received an application for a conditional use permit for a data center. Neither of those facts
equate to an imminent threat. Mere meetings regarding a project obviously cannot be an
imminent threat. Likewise, filing for and processing a discretionary entitlement with the City just
starts the wheels rolling in the administrative process and is not an imminent threat that can justify
a moratorium. Thus, there are no facts or evidence that support the City’s position that the
Moratorium is needed to prevent an imminent threat.

Third, the Moratorium appears to stop the City from processing applications in Saturn
Park. The law clearly holds that processing a development application does not constitute a
current and immediate threat under Gov’t. Code § 65858(c). Here, Section 4.A of the Moratorium
states that “[c]ity employees, and City boards and commissions are directed to refrain from
accepting, processing, or approving any application for any land use entitlement . . . and to refrain
from processing and issuing approvals for any land use entitiement for any pending applications
already received.” This ban on processing entitlements in unlawful. The Applicant has invested
substantial time and resources to submit its application for the Project. The City was processing
that application in apparent good faith until notice of the Moratorium. Therefore, we request that
the City revise the Moratorium to allow the City to process applications . . . that is, if the City
Council even decides to adopt the Moratorium.

Fourth, it appears that the Moratorium is inconsistent with Chapter 21.14 of the MPMC
(which was voter enacted) and provisions of the general plan. As we noted in our prior letter, the
Applicant designed the Project to comply with the MPMC and the City has concluded that the
Project is a permitted use within the O-P (Voter-enacted) zone. The Project is also consistent
with the applicable general plan policies and designations. The staff report and draft Moratorium
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make amorphous claims that data centers are inconsistent with the land use element, but provides
no analysis or evidence to support that claim. Moreover, this is not the first time the City has used
a moratorium, or interpretations of applicable code/land use designation to thwart potential
development of the Site. The Moratorium is interfering with disposition contracts and subjecting
the Applicant to potential damages. We hope the City can work with the Applicant to find a better
way to proceed and avoid liabilities for all.

Fifth, the City claims that adopting the Moratorium is exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”). The City has not, however, provided any evidence that the
Moratorium would not directly or indirectly cause environmental impacts. The City’s rationale
ignores the potential indirect environmental impacts resulting from displaced development.

Case law has held that CEQA requires consideration of displaced development impacts that
logically flow from a ban on development. The California Supreme Court explained that,
depending on the circumstances, a government agency may reasonably anticipate that its placing
a ban on development in one area of a jurisdiction may have the consequence, notwithstanding
existing zoning or land use planning, of displacing development to other areas of the jurisdiction.
The court explained further that CEQA’s concern is not limited to projects that “will” have a
significant effect, but those that “may” have such effect. Thus, it would be prudent for the

City to first analyze potential impacts of the Moratorium if the City decides to proceed with its
consideration.

In closing, we reiterate the Applicant’'s primary desire to continue its good working
relationship with the City. We trust that the City can find a way to accomplish its objectives of
smart development in Saturn Park while concurrently processing the Project without delay.

Thank you, _
7 ; 7
Fomia 2 7
/ !

James E. Pugh
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP

SMRH:4881-0296-1793.1

CC:

mpclerk@montereypark.ca.gov
kberger@bwslaw.com
jtamayo@bwslaw.com

Bryan Marsh, StratCap

Chris Flynn, StratCap

Scott Rynders, The Rynders Corporation
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444 South Flower Street - Suite 2400 i . i
Los Angeles, California 90071-2953 Written Communication

voice 213.236.0600 - fax 213.236.2700 Agenda Iltem No. 5A
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP  wWww.bwslaw.com

Direct No.: 213.236.2729
Our File No.: 08877-0001
kberger@bwslaw.com

June 17, 2024

Via First Class U.S. Mail and Electronic Mail

James E. Pugh

Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP
333 South Hope Street, 43" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422

Email address: jpugh@sheppardmullin.com

Re: Letters dated June 14 and June 17, 2024

Dear Mr. Pugh:

As you are aware, | serve as City Attorney for the City of Monterey Park. | write in
response to your letters dated June 14" and June 17" (the “Letters”). Thank you for your
correspondence.

The June 171" letter states that your client is interested in retaining its good working
relationship with the City regarding a pending (since January 2024) land use application.
Accordingly, your client seeks a 30-day delay in the City Council’'s consideration of a
moratorium.

As you know, the initial moratorium period is for 45 days; any extension of a
moratorium requires notice and a public hearing. It seems that this fulfills your client’s
desire to discuss the matter? Surely it is more productive for your client’s representatives
to participate in the SPARC process to consider how to implement the voter’s directives
in Measure JJ (which adopted the Land Use Element in 2020) rather than to try
challenging the proposed moratorium based upon various legal arguments.’

The City Council is obligated to implement the voters’ vision for Saturn Park as
expressed in the 2020 Land Use Element. Instead of responding to the legal arguments

! Note that Section 3(A) of Measure JJ specifically authorizes the City Council to implement the LUE on its
own authority; that would include making changes to voter enacted zoning regulations from the late 1990s.

Los Angeles — Inland Empire — Marin County — Oakland — Orange County — Palm Desert — San Diego — San Francisco — Silicon Valley — Ventura County
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in the Letters (which the City disagrees with), | encourage your client’s representatives to
work with the City in shaping and implementing the voters’ intent through the SPARC
process.

Very truly yours,

BUB},{E/, LIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

City Attorn

C: City Council
City Clerk
Inez Alvarez, City Manager
Jessica Serrano, Community Development Director
Justin Tamayo, Deputy City Attorney



Written Communication
Agenda Item No. 5A

H Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton LLP
Sheppard Mu“In 333 South Hope Street, 43" Floor
Los Angeles, California 90071-1422
213.620.1780 main
213.620.1398 fax
www.sheppardmullin.com

213.617.4284 direct
jpugh@sheppardmullin.com

September 21, 2023
File Number: 89AF-371175

Mr. Joseph Torres, MPA,

Economic Development Manager
Ms. Jessica Serrano,

Director of Community Development
Ms. Beth Chow, Senior Planner

City of Monterey Park

320 W. Newmark Avenue

Monterey Park, CA 91754

Re: 1977 Saturn Street
Monterey Park, CA 91755

Dear Messrs. Torres, Serrano and Chow,

We have appreciated the assistance provided by you and City planning staff throughout our due
diligence process over the past several months. We look forward to continuing our good working
relationship. As you know, an affiliate of StratCap Wireless Group (“StratCap”) is under contract
to acquire the 1977 Saturn Street property from the current owner with plans to redevelop the site
into a new state-of-the-art data center facility. StratCap intends to develop the project, but needs
assurances that the entitlement pathway will not change materially during the administrative
process. The primary issue of concern is whether the City would require a development
agreement for the project.

On April 13, 2023, we corresponded with the City sharing our analysis of Chapter 21.44 of the
City’s municipal code, regarding the applicability of a development agreement. We concluded
that StratCap’s data center project would not require a development agreement per the municipal
code. Working in its cooperative spirit, the City conferred with the City Attorney regarding this
issue. Thereafter, the City informed StratCap that the data center project does not require a
development agreement per the current municipal code. StratCap relied on this assurance to
continue pursuing land acquisition.

Based on our most recent conference call held on August 31, 2023, and our team’s subsequent
follow up discussions, we understand that the City is in the process of updating its zoning code,
which may affect the entitlement process for the subject property. It is our understanding that the
City will be moving forward with code updates in stages, with the first code update planned for
properties located in the downtown zone. We further understand that future citywide code
updates, which could affect the 1977 Saturn property, are anticipated to occur on or about March
or April, 2024.
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In the event that StratCap elects to move forward with the land transaction beyond due diligence,
it will incur substantial costs to prepare architectural plans, commission a method of service study
with Southern California Edison, file land use applications and pay requisite fees to the City for
the requested project entitlements. As such, StratCap is legitimately concerned that future zoning
code updates may materially change the entitiement process. Specifically, we are concerned that
the forthcoming municipal code changes could require a development agreement for the data
center project, absent a grandfathering provision or vesting mechanism for certain projects.

Based on our conversations, we understand that the City intends to include grandfathering
language within the new zoning code ordinances, which would provide appropriate protections
for projects that have submitted a complete entitlement application before the effective date of
the new ordinances. StratCap needs certainty that the City will in fact include such grandfathering
provisions. Pursuing the data center project absent these protections is questionable.

Therefore, we respectfully request that the City confirm that any forthcoming ordinance, or
adjustments to municipal code, that apply to the 1977 Saturn Street property, will contain mutually
agreeable grandfathering provisions that ensure StratCap can proceed with the data center
project — without a development agreement — so long as it submits a completed application before
the effective date of any applicable ordinance or municipal code changes.

To memorialize the City’s position, please provide a written response to this letter for our files at

your earliest convenience.

Thank you,
"? /‘/C / “} P
Glamy L . faG [—

/

James E. Pugh
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP

SMRH:4881-0296-1793.1

CC:

Bryan Marsh, StratCap
Chris Flynn, StratCap
Scott Rynders, The Rynders Corporation



Written Communication

Agenda Item No. 5A Monday, June 17, 2024 at 19:18:29 Pacific Daylight Time

Subject: MP - Saturn Data Center

Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2023 at 1:41:11 PM Pacific Daylight Time
From: Berger, Karl H.

To: jpugh@sheppardmullin.com

CC: Alvarez, Inez, Garcia, Diana, Serrano, Jessica, Tamayo, Justin A.

Attachments: Saturn Data Center - Grandfathering Letter 9.21.23.pdf

Mr. Pugh —

| serve as City Attorney for the City of Monterey Park. The attached correspondence was forwarded to my
attention. Thank you for your letter.

As you were previously informed, the City does not currently require a development agreement for the type
of project proposed by your client. There are no assurances, however, that the City could offer your client
regarding changes in law at this time. Even if planning staff were to provide such assurance, they would not
be legally binding upon the City (notably, a development agreement would protect your client from future
changes in the law during the term of that agreement).

The City is certainly available to process your client’s application once it is filed.

You may contact me with any questions. Thanks.

Karl H. Berger | Partner

444 South Flower Street, Suite 2400 | Los Angeles, CA 90071-2953
d-213.236.2729 | t - 213.236.0600 | f - 213.236.2700 | m - 661.644.5476

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the designated addressee named above. The information transmitted
is subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or represents confidential attorney work product. Recipients should not file copies of this email with publicly accessible
records. If you are not the designated addressee named above or the authorized agent responsible for delivering it to the designated addressee, you received this
document through inadvertent error and any further review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication by you or anyone else is strictly prohibited. IF
YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT 800.333.4297.

Thank you.

Page 1 of 1
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Written Communication
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Sheppard Mullin Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton LLP

12275 EI Camino Real, Suite 100
San Diego, California 92130-4092
858.720.8900 main
858.509.3691 fax
www.sheppardmullin.com

858.720.7432 direct
ttoranto@sheppardmullin.com

June 18, 2024
File Number: 0100-922670

VIA E-MAIL

City Council

City of Monterey Park

320 West Newmark Avenue
Monterey Park, CA 91754
mpclerk@montereypark.ca.gov

Re: June 18, 2024 City Council Meeting, Iltem 5-A
Consideration and Possible Action to Adopt an Urgency Ordinance Establishing a
Moratorium on New Development Within Saturn Park

Dear Honorable Mayor and City Council:

This firm represents and is writing on behalf of MUFG Americas Holdings Corporation, a
Delaware corporation (“MUAH”), the owner of a commercial office building located at 1980 Saturn
Street (“Property”) in the City of Monterey Park (“City”). The Property is located in the area of the
City currently known as McCaslin Park, also referred to as “Saturn Park.”

We understand that on June 18, the City Council will hold a hearing to consider and
potentially adopt an urgency ordinance imposing a moratorium on all new development within
Saturn Park. We understand this moratorium would impose an initial 45-day hold on all land use
applications for projects within Saturn Park, and that the City Council may subsequently extend
the moratorium for an additional 10 months and 15 days.

MUAH first received notice of the proposed moratorium only last week. Given the limited
notice, MUAH has not had sufficient time to evaluate the moratorium and how it could affect the
Property. MUAH understands that other affected property owners will be submitting comment
letters to the City in advance of the hearing, detailing a variety of concerns and/or issues regarding
the moratorium. MUAH reserves the right to join those comments and treat them as incorporated
into this letter. MUAH also reserves the right to submit new and supplemental comments should
the City Council take future action to extend or modify the moratorium.


mailto:mpclerk@montereypark.ca.gov

SheppardMullin

City Clerk
June 18, 2024
Page 2

Please add our office to the notice list for all future communications and proposed actions
regarding the moratorium.

Sincerely,
/‘?y Z(

Tony Toranto
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP

SMRH:4874-8129-4281.3



Written Communication
Agenda Item No. 5B

From: Marcelle wendt

To: MPClerk

Subject: Spirit bus

Date: Monday, June 17, 2024 10:15:51 AM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or
clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

The Spirit bus is a fast and efficient form of transportation in the city of Monterey Park. I'm able to take care of
shopping and my business in a short amount of time with one or two buses. Being able to go to the bus stop without
having to make a reservation is freedom for all the people that live and travel through the city of Monterey Park. The
tap card readers have not worked for many years and no count of passengers have been done for a long time, so no
accurate count of riders for months. I would like the bus to go to the Home depot store in the future. Please keep our
current routes. Thank you.


mailto:daisywendt@yahoo.com
mailto:MPClerk@MontereyPark.ca.gov
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