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APPEAL APPLICATION

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

□ Area Planning Commission □ City Planning Commission 0 City Council □ Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number: CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR

Project Address: 1900 South Broadway_________________________________________

Final Date to Appeal: 09/26/2016______________________________________________

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
0 Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant’s name (print): Joe Donlin__________________________________

Company: United Neighbors In Defense Against Displacement (UNIDAD) 

Mailing Address: 152 W. 32nd St

City: Los Angeles_________

Telephone: (213) 745-9961

Zip: 90007State: CA

E-mail: idonlin@saie.net

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

0 Other: United Neighbors In Defense Against Displacement (UNIDAD)□ Self

□ Yes 0 No• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company:

Mailing Address:

State: Zip:City:

E-mail:Telephone:
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4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

Part 

El No

13 EntireIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: ___________

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

□ Yes

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

in this application are complete and true:I certify that the statements contained iM2 1 hit lhDate:Appellant Signature:

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.

o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee).

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

o

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)].

This Section for City Planning Staff Use-Only
Reviewed & Accepted/buiDSC Planner): Date:Base Fee:

'Of 1
2(p? O f b

Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:Receipt

61*'
L

□ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)□ Determination authority notified
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EXHIBIT A

APPEAL OF CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR

I. Introduction

On August 11,2016 the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (“Planning 
Commission”) considered Case No. CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV- 
SPR. The Planning Commission approved General Plan Amendments, a Zone Change, the 
creation of a Supplemental Use Sign District, three Conditional Use Permits, an Off-Street 
Parking Reduction, three variances, and Site Plan Review; adopted Conditions of Approval and 
Findings; and recommended that the City Council find that the project was assessed in the Reef 
FEIR (ENV-2014-1773), and adopt the General Plan Amendments, Zone Change, Supplemental 
Use Sign District, and the Findings and Conditions of Approval (together, the “Planning 
Commission action”).1 United Neighbors In Defense Against Displacement (“UNIDAD”) herein 
appeals the Planning Commission action to the Los Angeles City Council.

The project site is located at 1900-1933 Broadway, 104-122, 132-150 Washington Blvd.; 
1900-1912 Hill St.; and 1905-2009 Main Street. PHR LA MART, LLC (the “Applicant”) has 
requested all of the above-mentioned discretionary approvals - over a dozen in total - to enable 
the development of multiple high- and mid-rise buildings with 1,444 market rate condominiums 
and apartments, significant retail use, a 208 key hotel, and an unprecedented display of intense 
signage (“the Project” or “the Reef’). Currently, the project site is zoned Ml-2-0, and has a 
General Plan land use designation of “Limited Manufacturing.” The Ml zone does not permit the 
uses proposed for the Project. As a result, the Applicant seeks to change the zone to (T)(Q)C2-2- 
O-SN. The “Limited Manufacturing” land use designation does not permit the uses proposed for 
the Project either. As a result, the Applicant also seeks a General Plan Amendment to change the 
General Plan use designation to “Community Commercial.” However, the “Community 
Commercial” use designation does not permit the density proposed for the Project, so the 
Applicant seeks another General Plan Amendment to exempt the Project from the density 
limitation set forth in Community Plan Footnote 1 and allow the Project to be built at Height 
District 2.

As described below, UNIDAD appeals the Planning Commission’s action because the 
findings and conclusions contained therein are not supported by substantial evidence, and 
because the decision to approve the Project is an abuse of discretion, lacking in evidential 
support and arbitrary and capricious. UNIDAD is a coalition of tenants, homeowners, workers, 
business owners, students, teachers, healthcare providers and advocates, faith congregations, and 
community-based organizations who work together to create a healthy and strong South Los 
Angeles community by ensuring that the interests of low-income communities, especially low- 
income communities of color, are represented in the decisions and processes that drive 
development in South Los Angeles. UNIDAD appeals the Planning Commission action because 
its members will be adversely affected by the Project, as proposed.

Determination Letter is attached at Exhibit B.
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Further, UNIDAD hereby adopts as part of this appeal, and incorporates by reference the 
comments regarding the Project contained in the September 19, 2016 UNIDAD Appeal of VTT- 
72914 to the City Council (Exhibit C); the July 15, 2016 UNIDAD Appeal of VTT-72914 to the 
City Planning Commission (Exhibit D); the August 8, 2016 Comment Letter to the City Planning 
Commission (Exhibit E); the June 20, 2016 UNIDAD Comment Letter (Exhibit F); the August 
10, 2016 UNIDAD FE1R Comment letter (Exhibit G); the November 2, 2015 Public Counsel 
DEIR Comment Letter (Exhibit H); and the November 2, 2015 UNIDAD DEIR Comment Letter 
(Exhibit I).

The City Planning Commission Affordable Housing Recommendations.II.

In its application, the Applicant proposed to construct 549 market rate rental units, 895 
market rate condominium units, and zero affordable units on a site that is less than a quarter mile 
from a major transit stop. At its August 11,2016 hearing, the Planning Commission 
recommended a new Development Agreement term that would provide for “five (5) percent of 
the approved number of rental dwelling units to be reserved for Low Income Households.”2 
However, with 549 proposed rental units, the Planning Commission recommendation amounts to 
just 28 units of affordable housing - 1.9% of the total units in the Project. Moreover, because the 
Planning Commission’s recommendation is tethered to the number of rental units, and not a 
percentage of the total, the number of affordable units could actually decrease even further if the 
rental-to-condo ratio changes.

The Project Is Inconsistent With Numerous General Plan Policies and Programs, 
and Does Not Conform to Good Zoning Practice.

III.

The Project requires over a dozen different discretionary land use entitlements, including 
General Plan Amendments, a Zone Change, a Tentative Tract Map, multiple Conditional Use 
Permits and Variances, FAR averaging and the creation of a new Sign District. Each of these 
entitlements requires the City to find that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and/or in 
conformity with good zoning practice. As the Project is currently proposed, the City cannot make 
these findings.

In a letter to Department of City Planning Staff dated June 20, 2016 and a letter to the 
Planning Commission dated August 8, 2016, incorporated herein by reference, UNIDAD 
identified numerous General Plan policies and programs intended to: (a) protect affordable 
housing incentive programs; (b) increase affordable housing near transit; (c) prevent 
displacement and avoid the loss of affordable housing; and (d) reduce homelessness. As 
described below, the Planning Commission Findings improperly fail to acknowledge or assess 
the Project’s consistency with many of these relevant General Plan policies and programs. 
Moreover, the Project is plainly inconsistent with many of these General Plan policies and 
programs. As a result, the Planning Commission Findings are not supported by substantial 
evidence and the Planning Commission’s decision to approve the Project was arbitrary and 
capricious, lacking in evidentiary support, and an abuse of discretion.

2 Los Angeles City Planning Commission, Letter of Determination for Case No. CPC-2014-1772-DA, 8.
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a. As proposed, the Project would improperly undermine existing affordable housing 
programs.

A number of General Plan policies and programs direct the City to bolster, and to avoid 
undermining, existing affordable housing incentives. For example:

General Plan Housing Element Program 73: “When building envelopes are increased, 
take care not to undermine the density bonus program. Aim to attach community benefits, 
including affordable housing, to significant bonuses in floor area and density.”

General Plan Housing Element Program 99: “Explore ways to improve affordable 
housing production under the [Downtown Affordable Housing Bonus] program...

General Plan Housing Element Program 101: “Take care to not undermine the density 
bonus program by providing significant land-use incentives without an affordable 
housing provision..

General Plan Framework Element Policy 4.1,6: “Create incentives and give priorities in 
permit processing for low- and very-low income housing developments throughout the 
City.”

General Plan Framework Element Policy 4.2,1: “Offer incentives to include housing for 
very low- and low-income households in mixed-use developments.”

Whether the Project includes zero affordable housing as proposed by the Applicant, or 
1.9% affordable housing as recommended by the Planning Commission, it is clearly inconsistent 
with the above General Plan programs and policies relating to the integrity of existing land use 
incentives. Well-established state and local policies dictate that increases in the building 
footprint should be aligned with the provision of certain minimum percentages of on-site 
affordable housing. The State Density Bonus law, the City’s Density Bonus ordinance, the 
Downtown Housing Incentive floor area bonus, the Draft Southeast LA Community Plan and 
numerous other local programs are all predicated on aligning density increases with on-site 
affordable housing. The General Plan plainly calls on the City to strengthen affordable housing 
incentive programs and avoid undermining the density bonus. State law requires the same.3

Because current zoning does not allow residential use on the site, the Applicant is seeking 
a Zone Change and a General Plan Amendment to change the use designation from “Limited 
Manufacturing” to “Community Commercial.” But the General Plan limits the “Community 
Commercial” zone to a floor-area-ratio (FAR) of 1.5:1 for this site. So the applicant seeks 
another General Plan Amendment to exempt the Project from the density limits of Community 
Plan Footnote 1 and instead allow Height District 2 and 6:1 FAR on the site. The first part of the 
General Plan Amendment would allow residential use where none was previously allowed. The 
second part would create a 400% increase in allowable residential density (from 1.5 FAR to 6 
FAR) just for this single Project site. Under state and local density bonus law, to achieve a

3 California Government Code § 65917 (“a locality shall not offer a density bonus or any other incentive that would 
undermine the intent of [state density bonus law].”).
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density increase of 35% or greater, the Project would need to provide at least 11% units 
affordable to Very Low Income Households or 20% units affordable to Low Income 
Households.4

Here, the Applicant proposes to bypass the requirements of state and local density bonus 
law under the guise of a Zone Change and General Plan Amendment.5 These requested changes 
would increase the allowable density for only this Project. The Applicant proposes zero on-site 
affordable housing, while the Planning Commission recommends just 1.9%. In either case, the 
Project would enjoy the maximum benefits of the density bonus law without meeting even the 
minimum requirements to qualify. This is the very definition of undermining the density bonus. 
Thus the Planning Commission action is contrary to state law,6 entirely inconsistent with the 
City’s General Plan, and further, represents a failure to implement the mandatory programs of 
the Housing Element described in detail above.

b. The Project conflicts with General Plan policies to increase affordable housing near 
transit.

A number of General Plan objectives, policies and programs highlight the importance of 
creating significant new affordable housing, especially in developments near transit. As 
proposed, the Project is inconsistent with these objectives, policies and programs. For example:

Southeast LA Community Plan Policy 1-2.2: “Locate senior citizen housing and mixed 
income housing, when feasible, near commercial centers and transit and public service 
facilities.” Program: “Utilize the incentive programs such as the Density Bonus Program, 
F.A.R. allowances to encourage the development of these units in the desired locations.”

Southeast LA Community Plan Policy 11-2.3: “Maximize opportunities for affordable 
housing and pedestrian access adjacent to rail stations.”

General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.1.2: “Expand affordable rental housing for all 
income groups that need assistance.”

General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.5.1: “Target housing resources, policies and 
incentives to include affordable housing in residential development, particularly in mixed 
use development, Transit Oriented Districts and designated Centers.”

General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.5.2: “Foster the development of new affordable 
housing units citywide and within each Community Plan Area.”

4 See Cal. Gov. Code § 55915 (f) (“the amount of density bonus to which the applicant is entitled shall vary 
according to the amount by which the percentage of affordable housing units exceeds the percentages established in 
subdivision (b).”)(emphasis added); Los Angeles Municipal Code § 12.22A25 (c)(1). Under the DTHI floor area 
bonus (Los Angeles Municipal Code §12.22 A.29), the Reef would need to provide 5% units for Very Low Income 
Households, and either 10% for Low Income or for 15% Moderate Income Households.
5 State law defines a “density bonus” as any “density increase over the otherwise maximum allowable residential 
density as of the date of the application.” Cal. Gov. Code § 65915(f).
6 Cal. Gov. Code § 65917.
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General Plan Housing Element Program 8: “Explore the feasibility and appropriateness 
of creating affordable housing requirements for projects that receive benefits from the 
City, including projects that receive City subsidies or City land, projects receiving zone 
changes that result in significantly more units than otherwise permitted, as well as 
projects that obtain a Development Agreement.”

A Project with zero affordable housing, or - as modified by the Planning Commission 
recommendation - with 1.9% affordable housing, is a Project that fails to maximize affordable 
housing near transit and fails to contain any meaningful percentage of affordable housing. As 
such, approval of the Project is in direct contradiction of the General Plan policies and programs 
described above.

The Planning Commission also finds that the Project is consistent with Southeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan (“SELA CP”) Objective No.l -2, which calls for reducing vehicle 
trips.7 The Project cannot be found to comply with this Objective because it will actually 
generate hundreds of additional daily vehicle trips.8 To truly reduce vehicle trips consistent with 
Objective No. 1-2, the Project should include adequate on-site affordable housing. In California, 
higher income households own twice as many vehicles and drive twice as many miles as 
extremely low-income households living near transit. Siting affordable housing near transit is a 
“powerful and durable GHG reduction strategy.”9 This is why SELA CP Policy 1 -2.2 and its 
implementing program specifically call for locating mixed-income housing near transit, and 
other amenities, through use of the density bonus and other affordable housing incentive 
programs. Without sufficient on-site affordable housing, the Project misses a valuable 
opportunity to reduce vehicle trips and is inconsistent with SELA CP Objective No. 1 -2, SELA 
CP Policy 1-2.2 and its implementing program.

c. The Project fails to adequately address displacement and community destabilization 
impacts.

Numerous General Plan objectives, policies and programs involve preventing 
displacement and avoid the loss of affordable housing and local small businesses. As proposed, 
the Project is inconsistent with these objectives, policies and programs. For example:

Southeast LA Community Plan Policy 1-5.2: “Ensure that new housing opportunities 
minimize displacement of the residents.” Program: “Require that a decision-maker adopt 
a finding which addresses any potential displacement of residents as part of any decision 
relating to the construction of new housing.”

Southeast LA Community Plan Policy 2-1.4: “Ensure the viability of existing 
neighborhood stores (i.e., mom-and pop) which support the needs of local residents and 
are compatible with the neighborhood.”

7 Los Angeles City Planning Commission, Letter of Determination for Case No. CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN- 
VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR (hereafter, “Planning Commission Determination Letter”), F-2, F28, F-32,F-49, F-51.
8 See Reef Project DEIR, section IV.N Transportation at IV.N-22, (September 2015).
9 See California Housing Partnership Strategy & Transform, Why Creating and Preserving Affordable Homes Near 
Transit Is a Highly Effective Climate Protection Strategy, 3, 2014.
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General Plan Housing Element Objective 1.2: “Preserve quality rental and ownership 
housing for households of all income levels and special needs.”

General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.2.2: “Encourage and incentivize the preservation 
of affordable housing, including non-subsidized affordable units, to ensure that 
demolitions and conversions do not result in the net loss of the City’s stock of decent, 
safe, healthy or affordable housing.”

General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.2.8: “Preserve the existing stock of affordable 
housing near transit stations and transit corridors. Encourage one-to-one replacement of 
demolished units.”

General Plan Health Element Policy 1.7. Displacement and Health: “Reduce the harmful 
health impacts of displacement on individuals, families, and communities by pursuing 
strategies to create opportunities for existing residents to benefit from local revitalization 
efforts by: creating local employment and economic opportunities for low-income 
residents and local small businesses; expanding and preserving existing housing 
opportunities available to low income residents; preserving cultural and social resources; 
and creating and implementing tools to evaluate and mitigate the potential displacement 
caused by large-scale investment and development. [...] While communities naturally 
change over time, major revitalization efforts that have the potential to cause 
displacement should be evaluated and mitigated

General Plan Health Element Program 86, Displacement: “To mitigate displacement, 
leverage government resources (including land) to preserve the social, cultural and 
economic diversity of the city. Evaluate best practices to develop criteria to assess the 
displacement potential of low-income and vulnerable populations; identify and 
implement an array of mitigation tools that can preserve existing small businesses and 
affordable housing for low-income households; and create opportunities for low-income 
and vulnerable populations to access the benefits created by new development and 
investment in their neighborhoods.”

As proposed, the Project threatens to add to the daunting displacement pressures 
experienced by lower income, rent burdened households in the area. According to the Reef 
Project Health Impact Study (included in Exhibit I), over 40,000 people have a moderate to very 
high risk for financial strain and/or displacement as a result of the Project’s impacts on housing 
cost in the surrounding area.10 Within the South Central community that would be impacted by 
the Project, thousands of households are already rent burdened, and a large number of subsidized 
affordable housing units are at risk of converting to market rate in the near future.11 The Health 
Impact Study also highlights the potential for this Project to contribute to disruption and

0 Human Impact Partners, Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Proposed Reef Development Project in 
South Central Los Angeles, 19-20 (October, 2015) (hereafter, “ReefProject Health Impact Study”). Available at 
http://www.humanimpact.org/news/reefdevelopmentproiect/.
" Id. at 20.
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destabilization for small local businesses.11 12 In a letter to the City Council, the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health further advises that “[m]oving frequently leads to housing 
instability and has negative impacts on children including increased absenteeism and poor 
performance in school, which is linked with negative health and social outcomes.”13

Unmitigated, these displacement and community destabilization risks cause the Project to 
conflict with numerous General Plan policies, and clearly implicate the public health 
considerations outlined in the City’s Health Element. The Planning Commission Findings fail to 
acknowledge the health impacts of displacement and the Project’s inconsistency with programs 
and policies aimed at addressing these impacts. It is not sufficient to merely state that 
construction of the Project will not remove housing from the Project site. The Findings should 
acknowledge the broader impacts of large-scale development in historically disinvested 
communities. Per the direction of Health Element Program 86, the City should consider and 
require an “array of mitigation tools that can preserve existing small businesses and affordable 
housing for low-income households; and create opportunities for low-income and vulnerable 
populations to access the benefits created by new development and investment in their 
neighborhoods.” Absent this assessment and mitigation, the Project is inconsistent with the 
General Plan objectives, policies and programs described above.

d. The Project threatens to exacerbate our City ’s homelessness crisis.

The General Plan includes objectives, policies and programs to reduce homelessness and 
provide resources and opportunities to individuals and families experiencing homelessness. As 
proposed, the Project is inconsistent with these objectives, policies and programs. For example:

General Plan Housing Element Objective 4.1: “Provide an adequate supply of short-term 
and permanent housing and services throughout the City that are appropriate and meet the 
specific needs of all persons who are homeless or at risk of homelessness.”

General Plan Housing Element Objective 4.2: “Promote outreach and education to: 
homeless populations; residents; community stakeholders; health, social service and 
housing providers and funders; criminal justice system agencies; and, communities in 
which facilities and services may be located.”

General Plan Housing Element Policy 4.2,3: “Strengthen the capacity of the development 
community to locate, construct and manage housing facilities for the homeless.”

Council District 9 has the second largest homeless population in the City, and a number 
of individuals and families experiencing homelessness currently live near the Project site. The 
Reef Project Health Impact Study notes that local residents and focus group participants fear 
becoming homeless as a result of increasing displacement pressures in the area.14 Yet, as 
proposed, the Project provides zero affordable housing, (or, under the Planning Commission’s

11 Id. at 33-35.
13 The County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Health May 23, 2016 Project letter to PLUM (hereafter “DPH
Letter”).
14 Reef Project Health Impact Study, 21.

Page 7 of 25



UNIDAD appeal to City Council of CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR
September 26, 2016

recommendation, a mere 1.9% affordable housing) and fails to address or evaluate opportunities 
to support community stakeholders, health, social service and housing providers and funders to 
provide crucial services to the homeless population and to construct and manage housing 
facilities for the homeless.

In sum, the Findings fail to adequately evaluate consistency with the Community Plan, 
fail entirely to evaluate consistency with other General Plan policies and programs, and the 
Project is in fact inconsistent with many General Plan policies and programs. As a result, the 
Findings are unsupported, and the decision to approve the Project was arbitrary and capricious, 
lacking in evidentiary support, and an abuse of discretion.

The Planning Commission’s Conditional Use Permit Findings Are Not Supported 
by the Evidence and Certain Planning Commission Decisions Are Not Supported by 
the Findings.

IV.

The Planning Commission Findings that the Project will enhance the built 
environment in the surrounding neighborhood or perform a function or service that is 
essential to the community is unsupported.

a.

In order to approve a Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”), the Planning Commission must 
find that the Project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood or will 
perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the community, city, or 
region. 15

With respect to the CUP to allow floor area ratio averaging, Conditional Use Finding 3a 
provides no evidence at all that the Project meets the above requirement.16 The Finding simply 
asserts that “[t]he development of the project, including the employment, community serving and 
residential uses near transit, will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
and will perform a function and provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the community, 
city or region.”17 This assertion follows three paragraphs describing the Project in neutral terms 
with no analysis regarding its likely benefits or detriments to the surrounding community. The 
Finding provides no reasoning to “bridge the analytic gap” between the description of the Project 
and the legally required findings.18 This single, conclusory sentence is inadequate to constitute 
the finding necessary for approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow floor area ratio 
averaging.

LAMC § 12.24E.
Planning Commission Determination Letter, Conditional Use Findings, F-21-24.
Id at F-22.
Topanga Assn, for a Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles, 11 Cal.3d 506, 515 (1974)(finding that “the 

agency which renders the challenged decision must set forth findings to bridge the analytic gap between the raw 
evidence and ultimate decision or order.”)

16

18
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b. The Conditional Use Permit Finding that the Project’s location, size, height, 
operations and other significant features will be compatible with and will not adversely 
affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the 
public health, welfare and safety is not supported by substantial evidence.

The Conditional Use Findings inadequately analyze the Project’s potential to adversely 
affect adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, public health, welfare and safety. 
Specifically, the Findings contain no discussion of the potential adverse effects associated with 
construction of 1,444 market rate housing units in a low-income neighborhood with a high 
incidence of rent burdened households. —

In contrast, the Reef Project Health Impact Study demonstrates that the Project will 
adversely affect the health and welfare of the surrounding community by increasing the cost of 
housing, and in turn, increasing financial strain and exacerbating displacement pressures.20 For 
example, the Reef Project Health Impact Study found:

“Housing instability, living in substandard housing, overcrowding, and 
homelessness are all determinants of poor health that can be caused by the 
financial strain of gentrification. These health determinants can have negative 
impacts on mental and physical health for adults, and can also specifically impact 
children...There are significant associations between high housing costs and 
hunger, inadequate childhood nutrition, and poor childhood growth.”21

The Reef Project Health Impact Study also notes:

“Disruption of social networks through forced serial displacement and root shock 
can lead to additional health challenges including exposure to fragmented social 
environments that have higher rates of violence and sexually transmitted diseases. 
Multi-generational traumas of this nature can potentially influence the genetic 
makeup of future generations, leaving them more physiologically susceptible to 
the impacts of stress.”22

Furthermore, as discussed above, in a letter to the City Council, the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health further advises that “[mjoving frequently leads to housing 
instability and has negative impacts on children including increased absenteeism and poor 
performance in school, which is linked with negative health and social outcomes.”23 And the 
City of Los Angeles’ own General Plan Health Element explicitly acknowledges the many 
negative public health consequences of displacement.24

Planning Commission Determination Letter, Conditional Use Findings, F-25-27.
Reef Project Health Impact Study, 19-20.
Id. at 25.
Id. at 4.
The County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Health May 23, 2016 Project letter to PLUM (hereafter “DPH 

Letter”).
See Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles, A Health and Wellness Element of the General Plan, at 32 (March 2015). 

Available at http://planning.lacitv.org/cwd/gnlpln/PlanforHealthvLA.pdf.

20

22

23

24
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Given the demonstrated displacement threats posed by the Project and the corresponding 
public health risks, the Planning Commission Finding that the Project “will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, 
welfare and safety” is without merit, and not supported by the evidence.25

Additionally, the Project may result in secondary land use impacts on surrounding 
properties. As demonstrated in DEIR Figure IV.J-4, most of the surrounding properties are zoned 
Ml or M2. Pursuant to the City of Los Angeles Zoning Code, certain allowable uses on Ml and 
M2 parcels may be limited when a more restrictive use is in the vicinity.26 As well, a significant 
mixed use project with 1,444 new residential units in the immediate vicinity of industrial zoned 
property will likely result in those nearby locations no longer being marketable as industrial 
sites. The Findings fail to discuss the impact the Project will have on otherwise allowable uses 
on nearby Ml and M2 parcels.27 As such, the Planning Commission Findings are insufficient and 
not based on substantial evidence.

c. The Project does not substantially conform to the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable Community Plan, and any applicable Specific Plan.

In order to approve a CUP, the City must find that the Project substantially conforms to 
the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan, the applicable Community Plan, and any 
applicable Specific Plan. For the reasons described below, the evidence does not support this 
Finding and the Planning Commission’s approval of the CUPs is an abuse of discretion.

The Conditional Use Findings for all three CUPs state that the Project is consistent with 
the Southeast LA Community Plan. As noted in Section III above, the Project is in fact 
inconsistent with numerous relevant policies and programs in the Community Plan. And, as also 
noted above, the Project is inconsistent with numerous other General Plan policies and programs. 
As a result, the Planning Commission Conditional Use Findings are unsupported and the 
decision to approve the CUPs is an abuse of discretion.

The Conditional Use Findings for a Major Development CUP state that the Project is 
consistent with certain objectives of the “Council District Nine Corridors South of the Santa 
Monica Freeway” Redevelopment Plan relating to job retention, business expansion, consumer 
retail, transportation services, and an objective for “housing for all income levels to be 
provided...”29

The Project cannot be found to be consistent with an objective promoting housing for all 
income levels when the Applicant proposes zero affordable housing and the Planning 
Commission recommends only 1.9% units be affordable for Low Income Households. Moreover, 
the Findings plainly ignore Objective 7: “The cultural heritage of the area to be preserved and 
promoted.” In reality, the Project threatens to immediately impact and over the long term erase

25 Planning Commission Determination Letter, Conditional Use Findings, F-26.
See, e.g., LAMC § 12.19A4(b)(3); LAMC § 12.17.6A.10; LAMC § 12.17.6A.il. 
Planning Commission Determination Letter, Conditional Use Findings, F-26.
Id. at F-27-34.
Id. at F-30.

26

27

28

29
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the cultural heritage of this traditionally lower-income community of color. As noted by the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Health, the Project’s lack of affordable housing is likely 
to result in the displacement of current neighborhood residents, many of whom have lived there 
for generations. A project that stands to displace existing residents through gentrification and 
rent pressures cannot be described as preserving the cultural heritage of the area. Until these risks 
are addressed, the Project, as proposed, is inconsistent with this Objective.

The Conditional Use Findings for a Major Development CUP also state that the Project 
incorporates certain elements of the Downtown Housing Incentive Area (DTHIA), including 
unlimited density within the relevant FAR.30 This assessment of the DTHIA is incomplete at 
best.

The Planning Commission Findings fail to note that the DTHIA ordinance includes a 
floor area bonus program, and fail to address the Project’s consistency with that program.31 Like 
the density bonus, this program aligns increased FAR with the provision of minimum 
percentages of on-site affordable housing.32 Here, the Project proposes a site-specific General 
Plan Amendment that would exempt the Project from Community Plan Footnote 1 for the sole 
purpose of allowing greater density than otherwise allowed. The proposed modification of 
Footnote 1 is an end-run around the DTHIA floor area bonus in that it provides increased 
allowable floor area for an individual project without the corresponding level of on-site 
affordable housing that would otherwise be required by the DTHIA. This evasion of the floor 
area bonus program renders the Project inconsistent with the DTHIA regulations. As a result, the 
Conditional Use Finding alluding to DTHIA consistency is unsupported.

d. The additional Planning Commission Findings necessary to approve a Conditional Use 
Permit for alcohol sales are not supported by substantial evidence.

The Planning Commission has approved a Master Conditional Use Permit allowing 20 
on- and off-site licenses for the sale of alcohol, despite the Project’s close proximity to a high 
school and the resulting undue concentration of establishments selling alcohol in the area.

In order to approve a Conditional Use Permit for alcohol sales, the City must find that 
“the granting of the application will not result in an undue concentration of premises for the 
sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine, in the area 
of the City involved, giving consideration to applicable State laws and to the California 
Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control’s guidelines for undue concentration; and also giving 
consideration to the number and proximity of these establishments within a one thousand 
foot radius of the site, the crime rate in the area (especially those crimes involves public 
drunkenness, the illegal sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and 
disorderly conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any 
use in the area.”33

30 Planning Commission Determination Letter, Conditional Use Findings, F-30. 
LAMC §12.22 A.29.

32 Id.
33 LAMC §12.24 W. 1(a)(2) (emphasis added).
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The Conditional Use Finding for Alcohol Sales, South Los Angeles Alcohol Sales 
Specific Plan Finding b34 acknowledges that the subject census tract already includes licensed 
alcohol retailers in excess of the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control guidelines, 
including four times the number of off-site alcohol retailers.35 If the alcohol licenses 
contemplated by the Conditional Use Permit are issued, the census tract will include six times the 
number of off-site licenses and over ten times the number of on-site licenses allocated by the 
Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control guidelines. The Planning Commission Findings 
further acknowledge that the number of crimes reported to the relevant LAPD crime reporting 
district far exceeds the citywide average and is more than twice the average for “high crime” 
reporting districts.36 Both the above Findings militate toward denying the Conditional Use 
Permit for alcohol sales. Nevertheless, the Planning Commission Finding merely notes that 
standard conditions requiring surveillance cameras and age verification have been imposed. This 
anemic response fails to demonstrate that the Project will not result in an undue concentration of 
establishments selling alcohol. As a result, the Findings are not supported by substantial 
evidence.

Furthermore, in direct contradiction of the Municipal Code requirements, the Findings do 
not include any assessment of the number and proximity of establishments selling alcohol within 
a one thousand foot radius of the site, nor do the Findings assess whether revocation or nuisance 
proceedings have been initiated for any use in the area.

e. The additional Planning Commission Major Development Project Findings are not 
supported by substantial evidence.

In order to approve a CUP for a Major Development, the City must find “that the project 
provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open spaces, and other improvements 
that are compatible with the scale and character of the adjacent properties and surrounding 
neighborhood.”37

The Planning Commission Conditional Use Finding 3d for a Major Development Project 
goes into great detail describing the proposed building design, materials to be used, and 
amenities future residents will enjoy (e.g. multiple swimming pools, a spa, and a “yoga lawn”). 
Despite these details, the Finding includes little discussion of whether the Project is compatible 
with the scale and character of the surrounding neighborhood.

38

The Finding neglects to acknowledge or adequately evaluate the compatibility of the 
Project, including the proposal to erect large signage next to major freeways, the impacts of 
luxury housing on neighboring rental housing stock, and other important considerations 
regarding such a substantial change of use on the site.

34 Planning Commission Determination Letter, Findings, F-38-39. 
Id, at F-38.
Id, at, F-39.
LAMC § 12.24U. 13.(b)(1).
Planning Commission Determination Letter, Findings, F-34-36.

35

36

37

38
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The Finding that the project will provide “much-needed housing ... to meet the needs of 
the growing residential population in the area”39 is an affront to the surrounding community, 
which is intensely rent-burdened, financially strained, and too often living in overcrowded 
housing. The Applicant has proposed this Project with zero affordable housing, and the Planning 
Commission has recommended that it include only 1.9% affordable housing. Clearly, a project 
where over 98% of the units will be unaffordable is not providing housing to area residents 
(though such housing is “much-needed”). The Planning Commission Finding that the use of the 
buildings, structures, and open spaces is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood is not 
supported by substantial evidence.

Furthermore, the Finding states that existing buildings in the surrounding area include 
“the Panama Travel Agency, Sports Museum and Santee Education Complex to the east; a 
furniture store, 12-story creative office building, and a variety of retail stores to the north: the 
Los Angeles Municipal Court building and DMV vehicle inspection site to the west; and a 
variety of retail and commercial supply stores to the south.”40 As none of these uses are 
residential, none are comparable to the Project. It goes without saying, but high schools and retail 
stores without residential uses are clearly inappropriate and non-instructive examples when 
considering the impacts of adding 1,444 housing units on an industrially zoned site. The nearest 
residential use is the Rutland apartment building directly north of the Project site. The Rutland 
building contains 127 residential units. In contrast, the Project would create 1,444 residential 
units among 10 low- and mid-rise buildings, a 35-story residential tower, a 32-story residential 
tower, and another 19-story hotel tower. None of the uses discussed in the Findings are 
instructive in evaluating the Project’s compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood, and, 
therefore, the Planning Commission Finding is not supported by substantial evidence.

V. The Project is Inconsistent with the Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan.

The Department of City Planning is currently in the process of updating the Southeast 
Los Angeles Community Plan. The most recent draft of the plan was revised in October 2014, 
while a new draft of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) was released in July, 
2016.

To support the approvals, the Planning Commission Findings imply consistency with the 
Draft Community Plan’s programs and proposed use designation, stating that “[t]he Draft 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan seeks to amend the community plan map,” and “seeks 
to change the project site...from ‘Limited Manufacturing’ to ‘Community Commercial.
While noting the Project’s consistency with the proposed change of use for the site, this Finding 
completely fails to account for the Project’s dramatic inconsistency with the Draft Community 
Plan’s density regulations. The Finding also neglects to mention that the Project is inconsistent 
with many of the Draft Community Plan’s fundamental policies and programs.

»»41

39 Id. at F-36.
Id. at F-34.
See, e.g., Planning Commission Determination Letter, Findings, F-l, F-l 1, F-52

40
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The draft CPIO would allow density greater than 1.5:1 FAR on the Project site only for 
projects that provide minimum percentages of on-site affordable housing42 In addition, the 
CPIO would only permit the type of parking reduction sought by the Applicant if the Project 
included on-site affordable housing.43 As the Project would have an FAR at 6:1 and reduced 
parking, but fails to provide more than 1.9% affordable housing, it is patently inconsistent with 
the CPIO. Thus the Finding alluding to the Project’s consistency with the Draft Community Plan 
is unsupported.

In addition to the affordable housing provisions in the CPIO, the Draft Community Plan 
also contains a number of policies and programs that are inconsistent with the Project. For 
example:

Policy LU 1.5: “Encourage affordable housing options by promoting ... the density 
bonus ordinance.”

Policy LU4.1: “Maintain and increase the commercial employment base for community 
residents through local hiring, job resource centers and job training.”

Policy LU5.6: “Prioritize housing that is affordable to a broad cross-section of income 
levels and that provides the ability to live near work.”

Policy LU18.3: “Prioritize new housing for the transit-dependent community and 
discourage upscale luxury housing at TODs in Southeast Los Angeles, which has a large 
transit-user and low income population.”

Policy LU18.4: “Promote and incentivize mixed income and/or affordable housing in 
TODs”

Policy LU 18.7: “Discourage the displacement of existing residents in TODs and 
encourage the protection of affordable housing units protected by the Rent Stabilization 
Ordinance.”

Program 17: “The CPIO provides incentives for the development of mixed-income and 
affordable housing within LRT station areas, along commercial corridors that are well- 
served by transit and in close proximity to jobs, services and facilities.”

As set forth in the above programs and policies, the Draft Community Plan clearly 
advances a comprehensive vision for transit-oriented development in the Southeast LA 
Community Plan Area. The Draft Community Plan calls for TOD projects that include 
meaningful housing opportunities for low-income core riders and contribute economic 
opportunities to local residents. Lacking a meaningful on-site affordability component, the 
Project is inconsistent with this vision, and the Community Plan programs and policies described 
above. It also threatens the kind of community destabilization that directly contradicts the goals

42 Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Implementation Overlay, Table 2-2, requiring at least 11% 
Extremely Low Income, 12% Very Low Income or 14% Low Income units.

Id. at 32.43
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and objectives outlined above. The Findings fail to address any of these issues, and fail entirely 
to discuss the Project’s consistency with the above programs. As a result, those Planning 
Commission Findings that suggest consistency with the Draft Community Plan are not supported 
by the evidence.

VI. The Project is Inconsistent with the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy.

The Planning Commission recommended approval of a General Plan Amendment to 
convert the Reef property’s land use designation from “Limited Manufacturing” to “Community 
Commercial.” The City’s Industrial Land Use Policy (ILUP) sets forth the procedures for 
evaluating and approving General Plan amendments and zone changes for industrial sites. This 
well-established city land use policy dictates that in order to qualify for the proposed change of 
use, the Reef must provide specific Community Benefits, including certain percentages of on-site 
affordable housing.44

The ILUP Staff Directive literally directs Department of City Planning (DCP) Staff to 
“recommend approval of applications for changes of use or zone provided Community Benefits 
are incorporated,” and states that “[w]hen considering approval of projects within ... ‘transition’ 
Districts, staff recommendations should include Community Benefits set forth below.
[Emphasis added.] The enumerated Community Benefits include on-site affordable housing units 
at percentages that meet or exceed 10% for Very Low Income Households or 15% for Low 
Income Households.46 This directive is repeated throughout the ILUP. To be very clear: the 
ILUP does not require the City to retain the Reefs industrial land use designation. However, if a 
conversion is approved, the ILUP does call for specific Community Benefits, including 
minimum percentages of on-site affordable housing.

45

The Commission approved the General Plan Amendment and recommended 1.9% (or 28 
units) affordable housing for Low Income Households. This is an improvement from the 
Applicant’s proposal of zero affordable units, but is still 189 units short of what the ILUP calls 
for. The Planning Commission Findings acknowledge the applicability of the ILUP to this 
Project - but fail to mention the on-site affordable housing provisions.47 This omission is both 
alarming and deeply troubling. Planning Commission Findings should provide a complete 
account of the policies they cite, not just cherry-picked provisions that support approval. Without 
accounting for the ILUP’s on-site affordable housing provisions, the Planning Commission 
Findings are unsupported.

Los Angeles ILUP, Staff Direction Memorandum Regarding Industrial Land Use and Potential Conversion to 
Residential or Other Uses [hereafter, “Staff Directive.”], 5. Available at 
http://planninii.lacitv.org/Code Studies/LanduseProi/Industrial Files/StaffDirections.pdf.

Id., at 5 and 8.
Id., at 8.
Planning Commission Determination Letter, Findings, F-l.

45

46

47

Page 15 of 25

http://planninii.lacitv.org/Code_Studies/LanduseProi/Industrial_Files/StaffDirections.pdf


UNIDAD appeal to City Council of CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR
September 26, 2016

The Sign District Should Not Have Been Approved.VII.

The proposed Sign District does not conform to public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning.

a.

The Applicant has requested a Supplemental Use District - Sign District to allow the 
Project to erect nearly a quarter million square feet of signage, including animated digital signs 
and off-site advertising.45 On August 11,2016, the City Planning Commission approved the 
creation of a Sign District that, while not including all of the Applicant’s outlandish requests, 
still allows over 50,000 square feet of signage, exempts the signage from the City’s “Freeway 
Exposure” and “Hazard to Traffic” regulations, and includes digital signs and off-site 
advertising.49

Approval of a Sign District requires the Planning Commission, and the Council, to find 
that the Supplemental Use Sign District will be in conformity with public necessity, 
convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice.50 For either the sign district originally 
proposed by the Applicant, or the sign district approved by the Planning Commission, there is 
not adequate evidence to support the necessary findings.

The Planning Commission found that “[t]he Sign District will enhance the environment 
by complementing the existing uses in the area”51 and that the large-scale signage is oriented 
towards Washington Boulevard “away from existing residential neighborhoods.”52 However, the 
Findings make no mention of the 127 unit residential Rutland Apartment building just across 
Washington Boulevard. The Sign District will allow large-scale signs, illuminated into the 
evening hours, oriented toward this existing residential use. Public Counsel’s DEIR Comment 
Letter cited studies showing the negative impact on human health from exposure to excessive 
artificial nighttime lighting. As discussed below, the impacts of large-scale illuminated signage 
will be detrimental and significant - contrary to the general welfare.53 Approval of the Sign 
District was arbitrary and capricious.

Additionally, approval of the Sign District, which exempts signs from the City’s Sign 
Ordinance “Hazard to Traffic” and “Freeway Exposure” regulations, threatens to invalidate the 
City’s hard fought restrictions on freeway facing signs. The Staples Center and the Fifteenth 
Street SUD similarly exempted signs from the freeway exposure regulations, leading to a lawsuit 
challenging the constitutionality of the City’s ban on freeway facing signs. The freeway 
restrictions survived the legal challenge in World Wide Rush LLC et al v. City of Los Angeles 
only because those districts furthered the City’s objectives in “traffic and aesthetics.”54 Here, 
those arguments are absent. The Planning Commission Findings include a section titled “The

48 DEIR at 11-30.
See, Planning Commission Determination Letter, The Reef Transit-Oriented Sign District Ordinance, Section 3.B 

(allowing off-site advertising), Section 8.C(exempting signs from the “Hazard to Traffic” and “Freeway Exposure” 
regulations), and Section 8.D(b)(allowing digital displays in Vertical Level 2 of Sign Zone A).

LACC§ 558(b).
Planning Commission Determination Letter, Findings, F-18.
Id. at F-l7.
See, infra, Section IX(h).
Word Wide Rush LLC et at, vs. City of Los Angeles, 606 F.3d 676 (9th Cir. 2010).

49

50

52

53

54
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Proposed Sign District Would Directly Advance the Purposes of Aesthetics and Traffic Safety,” 
but nowhere in the section does the Planning Commission actually find that traffic safety will be 
improved by the Sign District.55 Thus, the Project threatens the City’s continued ability to restrict 
freeway facing signs, and opens up the entire length of every freeway to signage the City has 
fought so hard to restrict. Adopting a Sign District which threatens to invalidate a bedrock policy 
of the City’s sign regulations, and threatens a proliferation of freeway facing signs that would 
create hazards to drivers, cannot be considered consistent with good zoning or the general 
welfare. Approval of the Sign District was arbitrary, capricious, and lacking in evidentiary 
support.

b. The Planning Commission Sign District Findings are inconsistent with the 
Planning Commission’s approved Sign District Ordinance.

The Planning Commission Findings regarding the approved Sign District state that 
“[djigital, supergraphic, and roof signs are prohibited,” and that “[t]he Sign District prohibits all 
digital signs including aerial view signs, architectural ledge signs, banner signs, building 
identification signs, channel letter signs, freeway edge signs, and wall murals.”56 Despite these 
explicit and unequivocal Findings, the Sign District Ordinance proposed by the Planning 
Commission appears to allow digital signs in Sign Zone A, Vertical Sign Zone Level 2.57 That is, 
the ordinance appears to allow 3,747 square feet of new digital signage on the existing Reef 
building in the vertical zone spanning 25 feet to 75 feet above grade.58 Clearly, approval of the 
Sign District allowing new digital signs is not supported by findings which state that the Sign 
District prohibits “all digital signs.”

VIII. The Planning Commission Site Plan Review Findings Are Not Supported by 
Substantial Evidence.

The Planning Commission Site Plan Review Findings are unsupported.59 As discussed in 
Section III and Sections IV(c) and (d) above, the Planning Commission Finding that the Project 
is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, 
applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan is not supported by substantial 
evidence. For the reasons discussed in Sections IV(a),(b) and (e), and Section VII(a), the 
Planning Commission Site Plan Review Finding that the project will be compatible with existing 
and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties is not supported by 
substantial evidence. For all of the foregoing reasons, the Planning Commission Finding that the 
Project provides recreational and service amenities to improve habitability for its residents and 
minimize impacts on neighboring properties is not supported by substantial evidence.

55 Planning Commission Determination Letter, Findings F-19-21.
Id., at Findings F-l5-17.
See Planning Commission Determination Letter, The Reef Tansit-Oriented Sign District Section 

8.D(l)(b)(i)(listing “Digital Displays” and “Integral Digital Displays” as allowed signs.)

56

57

58 Id.
59 Planning Commission Determination Letter, Findings F-50-57.
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The Project’s Request for a Variance with Respect to Tree Planting Should be 
Denied.

IX.

City zoning requires the Project to plant 361 trees. Despite its purported commitment to 
green, sustainable design, the Project seeks a variance to reduce its tree planting obligation to 
289 trees - 72 fewer than required.60 The Planning Commission Variance Findings on Reduction 
of On-Site Trees attempts to justify this significant reduction by claiming that so many trees 
would interfere with the Project’s open space design.61 The Findings also assert that the City’s 
tree planting requirement is out of step with high density urban construction.62 These Findings 
are unsupportable. Urban settings, if anything, have greater needs for maximal tree plantings 
than suburban environments. Urban settings such as the site of the proposed Project are shade 
starved and in desperate need for more tree canopy. The Findings fail to adequately explain why 
this variance is necessary. It is unclear how trees interfere with open space, given that trees are 
traditionally needed for open space to be welcoming and comfortable to human users. Moreover, 
the Project’s request to plant fewer than the required numbers of trees conflicts with the self- 
described “green” nature of the Project’s design.

The Evidence Does Not Support Approving a General Plan Amendment, and the 
Proposed Amendment Was Not Properly Initiated.

X.

The Planning Commission failed to provide sufficient evidence to support the findings 
required under Charter Section 555 and Municipal Code Section 11.5.6. Moreover, the proposed 
General Plan Amendment was not properly initiated. Pursuant to the City Charter, a General Plan 
amendment may only be initiated by the Director of Planning, the City Planning Commission, or 
the City Council. The Findings state that “the Director of Planning proposed the amendment to 
the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan (General Plan Land Use Element), pursuant to 
Council instructions to the Department of City Planning in a motion by Councilmember Curren 
Price on May 13, 2014 (Council File No.14-0620).”63 However, the motion referenced in the 
Findings was pending in committee for two years, until it expired due to inactivity in July, 2016. 
As a result, the directive was never adopted by a majority vote, as required for the City Council 
to initiate a General Plan amendment.64 Because the Findings state that the General Plan 
Amendment was initiated “pursuant to Council instructions” in a motion that was never actually 
adopted by the City Council, the proposed amendment was not properly initiated and the 
Planning Commission’s review and recommendation is not valid.

60 The negotiated development agreement approved by the Planning Commission would require the Applicant to pay 
“in lieu” fee for the reduced trees. Planning Commission Determination Letter, F-42. An in lieu fee is an 

inadequate substitute for on-site trees because it does not guarantee that trees will be placed near the Project site or 
improve the open spaces available to the surrounding community.

Id. at F-42-43.
Id. at 44.
Id. at F-l 1.
LAMC § 11.5.6(B).

an

62

63

64
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XI. The FEIR’s Conclusions and the Planning Commission’s CEOA Findings Are Not
Supported by Substantial Evidence.

UNIDAD hereby adopts and incorporates by reference the comments regarding the 
Project’s environmental impacts contained in the September 19, 2016 UNIDAD Appeal of VTT- 
72914 to the City Council (Exhibit C); the July 15, 2016 UNIDAD Appeal of VTT-72914 to the 
City Planning Commission (Exhibit D); the August 8, 2016 Comment Letter to the City Planning 
Commission (Exhibit E); the June 20, 2016 UNIDAD Comment Letter (Exhibit F); the August 
10, 2016 UNIDAD FEIR Comment letter (Exhibit G); the November 2, 2015 Public Counsel 
DEIR Comment Letter (Exhibit H); and the November 2, 2015 UNIDAD DEIR Comment Letter 
(Exhibit I).

The Project aesthetics are entirely different front the current aesthetic of the 
neighborhood in which the Project would be located, and changes should be 
made to the Project including fewer signs, smaller and fewer billboards, and 
less lighting.

a.

The proposed Project’s height, size and the number and types of buildings it will contain 
will be significantly greater than other projects in South Los Angeles. The neighborhood in 
which the Project is proposed to be built is comprised of small businesses, older residential and 
commercial buildings, and longtime residents who have established a close-knit and unique 
community. The Reef Project, as proposed, would stand in stark contrast to the current aesthetic 
of the area in all aspects of the development, including its size, design, height, and character. The 
sheer size, and buildings to be included in the Project (a hotel, high-end stores and a 
supermarket) will effectively transform the aesthetics and character of the neighborhood by 
virtue of their appearance and the clientele they will attract.

In addition, the Applicant proposes, and the EIR evaluated, a Sign District that would 
total 234,067 square feet, some of which would be animated and in operation from dawn until 2 
a.m. South Los Angeles does not currently contain many high rise buildings, and those that are 
located in the area are not outfitted with large, animated signs and billboards. As we pointed out 
in our comments on the DEIR, this quantity and type of signage is more characteristic of 
Downtown Los Angeles, where the demographics and aesthetics are significantly different than 
those of South Los Angeles. As stated in the DEIR, the Project, as proposed, “would establish a 
new visual identity for the otherwise non-descript Project Site and surrounding area, and would 
serve as a visual focal point in the area.”65 The current neighborhood surrounding the Project site 
has a distinct, unique and historically robust identity and character, made up of dedicated and 
connected residents. The City clearly admits that the Reef Project, as proposed, would 
completely alter this identity. The FEIR should not be approved until measures are implemented 
to mitigate these impacts and preserve the neighborhood’s important character and culture.

65 DEIR at IV.B. 1-22.
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The Project will likely result in indirect displacement, and the findings of the 
Health Impact Study should have been taken into account and the 
corresponding impacts mitigated.

b.

The Reef Project Health Impact Study was prepared by Human Impact Partners, an 
independent, well respected, science and research-based organization, which reached its 
conclusions based on data, facts, direct resident engagement, and peer reviewed articles. Based 
on this research and studies conducted in other cities in similar communities and areas, the Reef 
Project Health Impact Study predicted that the effects of the Project could reach up to 43,000 
residents in South Los Angeles, and result in their displacement. In the response to comments, 
the City repeatedly tries to discredit the study through a variety of assertions including that the 
Study lacks evidence or its conclusions are speculative. In fact, the Study provides ample 
sources, studies and appendices on which the Study’s results were based, and supplements the 
City’s failure to examine indirect displacement impacts of the Project. In addition, because the 
Project has not yet been built, all predictions, assumptions and assertions made in the FEIR are, 
in effect, speculative. Therefore, the results of the Reef Project Health Impact Study should be 
seriously considered, and the anticipated impacts mitigated. It is troubling that the City has 
elected to dedicate significant staff time and resources to discrediting a robust, community- 
driven study, as opposed to utilizing those resources to consider its findings and incorporate 
measures to mitigate the impacts

Residents of the community surrounding the Project site and in the nearby neighborhood 
are low-income people of color, who are already overburdened with health issues and rising 
rents. These individuals and families are already struggling to remain in South Los Angeles, 
where rent is lower than most other parts of Los Angeles, including Downtown. The charts 
presented in the response to comments clearly demonstrate that in Downtown Los Angeles, there 
are substantially more large, multi-unit buildings with significantly fewer persons residing in 
each unit.66 The Project, which will contain units similar to those in Downtown Los Angeles, 
both in cost and in design, will not be affordable for current South Los Angeles residents. 
Further, the City claims that the area surrounding the Project Site is not conducive to 
development similar to the Project because of current zoning designations.67 It is precisely for 
this reason that the Project, and its potential for displacement of existing residents and 
businesses, should be carefully considered; construction of the Project hinges on numerous zone 
changes requested by the developers. There is a real possibility that the Project will lead to 
additional developments and changes in the local economy to cater to the higher-income 
population, which the Project hopes to attract. Such changes are not merely speculative, but have 
been experienced and documented in other areas, and could drive up the costs of goods, services, 
and housing, which would displace current residents. The potential for this is well-documented 
in the Reef Project Health Impact Study.

In the response to comments, the City states that “the Project will operate as an extension 
of downtown, and that potential future residents will exhibit the characteristics in common with 
current residents of downtown Los Angeles. 68 Because of the distinct socioeconomic

66 FEIR at III-239. 
Id, at III-240. 
Id., at III-246.

67

68
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characteristics of current South Los Angeles residents as compared to residents of Downtown 
Los Angeles, this confirms that the project intends to serve a higher-income population than the 
population that currently resides in the Project area, at the possible expense of these residents. It 
is critical to the health, survival and integrity of the South Los Angeles community that the 
Project’s potential for displacement is addressed, analyzed and taken into account.

The Project's true growth-inducing impacts and cumulative impacts should 
have been analyzed and mitigated in the FEIR.

c.

The Reef Project has been described as a “catalytic” and “transformative” project, yet the 
effects of this transformation on the current South Los Angeles population are ignored through 
the EIR’s failure to examine the Project’s true growth-inducing and cumulative impacts. There is 
a concrete potential for the Project to attract a different population than that which currently 
resides in the Project area by virtue of the luxury housing it intends to provide; this may lead to a 
shift in the types of services provided in the area, the construction of new retail and other 
commercial developments to serve new area residents, and economic challenges for existing area 
businesses serving current residents. Similarly, the FEIR’s response to comments repeatedly 
states that the trend of development in Downtown Los Angeles is moving southward into the 
Project area, but fails to truly account for the cumulative indirect displacement which may result 
from this Project, taken in concert with this new development trend.

The City should address the Project’s potential to exacerbate Los Angeles’ 
current affordable housing crisis by requiring the inclusion of affordable 
housing.

d.

As mentioned above and in our DEIR comments, the community surrounding the Project 
site is comprised mainly of low- and very low-income people of color who already live in 
overcrowded housing, and experience housing insecurity despite an average rent that is 
significantly lower than average in Los Angeles. Because the Project’s impacts will 
disproportionately affect this community, affordable housing units should be included to ensure 
that community members are given the opportunity to be included in the development. The 
DEIR claims that current residents will benefit from the supermarket and other amenities that 
will be built on site. They should not be excluded from also living on site, and accommodating 
the local community in the Project will help mitigate a number of impacts identified in the FEIR 
including displacement impacts, and Air Quality and Climate Change impacts by, for example, 
increasing transit ridership. The speculation in the response to comments that affordable units 
may be required in the Project’s Development Agreement (and the eventual Planning 
Commission recommendation for 28 units, or 1.9%) does not remedy the failure to include them 
as mitigation in the EIR.

The FEIR should have included an Environmental Justice section to account 
for the impacts that will be felt by the low-income community of color 
surrounding the Project.

e.

Lead agencies are encouraged to include Environmental Justice analyses in EIRs for 
Projects that are likely to have a significant and disproportionate effect on surrounding
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communities or communities of color.69 Although CEQA does not explicitly define the term 
“environment,” it is commonly accepted that people make up an important part of the 
environment. As Attorney General Kamala Harris noted, because “human beings are an integral 
part of the environment [, in a CEQA analysis,] ‘an agency is required to find that a ‘project may 
have a significant effect on the environment’ if, among other things, ‘[t]he environmental effects 
of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.” 
An Environmental Justice analysis is not limited to, as the response to comments states, 
identification of “situations where a project would result in disproportionate impacts on a low 
income community, as compared to similar impacts that are experienced from projects located in 
higher income communities.”70 Rather, the analysis extends to identifying whether the affected 
community will be disproportionally impacted by the Project because it is a low-income 
community of color, or disadvantaged in another way. Whether or not the impacts are typical for 
a development is not at issue. The analysis aims to determine whether these “typical” impacts 
will have a greater significance or exaggerated effect on a protected class, and in this case on a 
community that is already struggling with health, financial and other concerns, as compared with 
communities that are not burdened in these ways.

UNIDAD appeal to City Council of CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR
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As expressed in our DEIR comments, and emphasized in the attached Reef Project Health 
Impact Study, the community surrounding the Project site is an environmental justice 
community. Its members are overburdened with mental and physical health issues, financial 
struggles, and overcrowded and unaffordable housing. As a result, the impacts of the Project, 
particularly those that have been found to be significant and unavoidable will likely 
disproportionately affect the community. In order to properly analyze and mitigate these impacts 
and to ensure a fair, just and equitable Los Angeles, an Environmental Justice analysis should 
have been included in the FEIR. Without this analysis, the Project should not be approved.

The DEIR contained numerous inaccuracies and improper deferral of impact 
analyses and mitigation, which were not resolved in the FEIR.

f.

The DEIR contained an inaccurate project description, inaccurate characterization of 
impacts, and improper deferral of mitigation measures, none of which were resolved in the FEIR. 
These deficiencies were laid out in detail in comments on the DEIR. For example, at numerous 
times throughout the EIR, the City concludes that based on the specific features of the project, 
impacts will be less than significant or fully mitigated. Elsewhere, the City provides flexibility to 
the Project under the Design Guidelines and Land Use Equivalency Program. These programs 
allow the specific locations of buildings, uses, and other Project features to be modified after the 
FEIR is certified. This inconsistency was identified in comments on the DEIR. However, the 
FEIR does not resolve it, but merely states that if the Project is changed through the Design 
Guidelines or Land Use Equivalency Program, new impacts will be analyzed through additional

69 It is important to note that the response to comments only mentions low-income communities as those 
necessitating an Environmental Justice analysis. Environmental Justice communities include those that are 
comprised of members of any protected class including race, national origin, ethnic group identification, religion, 
age, sex, sexual orientation, color or disability. The FEIR should have taken each of these classes into account in 
determining whether to include an Environmental Justice analysis, as opposed to focusing exclusively on income. 
This is especially true considering that our DEIR comments referred repeatedly to the demographics and racial 
makeup of this community and the disadvantages that they encounter daily.

FEIR, pg. III-249.70
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environmental review. This, arguably, represents improper deferral under CEQA, and implies 
that the DEIR provides no more than an approximation as to the specific impacts of the proposed 
Project. Similarly, reliance on the negotiation of a development agreement between the City and 
Project developers to defer inclusion of feasible mitigation measures such as incorporating 
affordable housing into the Project is improper under CEQA. The FE1R should have included a 
full and accurate description of all features and requirements of Project development, including 
incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures, a clear and accurate description of the location 
and layout of Project design features, and the conditions under which the Project will be 
constructed.

The Sign District approved by the City Planning Commission on August 11, 
2016 is not analyzed in the June, 2016 FEIR.

g-

On August 11,2016, the City Planning Commission approved the creation of a 
Supplemental Use Sign District that, while not including all of the Applicant’s outlandish 
requests, still allows over 50,000 square feet of signage and includes digital signs and off-site 
advertising.71 The FEIR for the Reef project was completed months earlier, in June 2016. The 
FEIR does not evaluate the new Sign District recommended by the City Planning Commission.

h. Per the November 2, 2015 DEIR comment letter and July 15, 2016 UNIDAD 
appeal of VTT-72914, the FEIR’s conclusions regarding the impacts of the 
original Sign District proposed by the Applicant are inadequate and 
unsupported by substantial evidence.

The Applicant has requested, and the FEIR evaluated, the creation of a Supplemental Use 
District - Sign District allowing the Project to erect nearly a quarter million square feet of 
signage, including animated digital signs and off-site advertising.72 The FEIR’s analysis of this 
proposed Sign District is inadequate.

On November 2, 2015, Public Counsel submitted comments to the DEIR, incorporated by 
reference herein. In this letter, Public Counsel registered numerous serious concerns about the 
DEIR’s perfunctory, inaccurate and conclusory assessment of the Project’s proposed Sign 
District. Unfortunately, the FEIR fails to adequately address these concerns in its responses to 
the comments. On the contrary, the responses double down on the DEIR’s original inadequacies 
by advancing conclusions unsupported by their own analyses. Although UNIDAD disputes as 
inaccurate all of the responses to these comments, several starkly highlight the inadequacy of the 
environmental review and the unsupported, false conclusions reached in the FEIR with respect to 
the proposed signage.

No response captures the dangers contained in the FEIR with respect to inadequate 
signage analysis more accurately than the response to comment 9-19. Comment 9-19 addressed 
the DEIR’s failure to consider the significance of allowing the Project to erect signs which would 
otherwise violate the City’s ban in both the current sign ordinance and draft sign ordinance

See, The Reef Transit-Oriented Sign District Ordinance, Section 3(B) (allowing off-site advertising) and Section 
8(D)(b)(allowing digital displays in Vertical Level 2 of Sign Zone A).

DEIR at 11-30.72
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prohibiting signage within 2000 feet of a freeway that would be viewed primarily from a main 
traveled roadway of a freeway or an on-ramp/off-ramp.73 The DEIR failed to acknowledge the 
impact of exempting the Project from this central rule of the City’s sign policy and the attendant 
effects on aesthetics and public safety.

Furthermore, the DEIR failed to account for how allowing the Project’s signage threatens 
to invalidate the City’s hard fought ban on freeway facing signs and the significant 
environmental impacts that would follow. The Staples Center and the Fifteenth Street SUD 
exemptions to the freeway ban survived a legal challenge in World Wide Rush LLC et al v. City 
of Los Angeles only because those districts furthered the City’s objectives in “traffic and 
aesthetics.”74 Here, those arguments are absent. Thus, the Project threatens the City’s continued 
ability to ban freeway facing signs, and opens up the entire length of every freeway to signage 
the City has fought so hard to ban.

The FEIR response to comment 9-19 does not address any of the concerns raised and 
simply cross references to responses to other comments. Tellingly, the cross referenced 
responses acknowledge that the signage will be “viewed primarily from”75 the nearby freeways. 
Despite the Project’s obvious violation of the signage ordinance entitled “Hazard to Traffic,” the 
FEIR erroneously and dangerously concludes that the signage would not impair road safety. 
Equally troubling is the fact that the response entirely fails to address the fact that the proposed 
signage stands to eviscerate the City’s ban on freeway facing billboards.

The FEIR’s response to Public Counsel’s comment 9-6 is similarly inadequate. Public 
Counsel’s DEIR Comment Letter cited to studies showing the negative impact on human health 
from exposure to excessive artificial nighttime lighting. Here, the FEIR acknowledges that this 
nighttime signage would have a significant impact on the residents of the Rutland Apartment 
(Response to Comment 9-13). And it acknowledges that scientific studies show that human 
health is placed at risk when exposed to excessive artificial nighttime lighting. Despite these 
acknowledgements, the FEIR seeks to minimize these acknowledged impacts by attempting to 
distinguish the cited literature as “primarily focusing” on indoor lighting. The falsity of this 
distinction is self-evident given that the signage from the proposed Project will illuminate the 
insides of the Rutland Apartment residents’ bedrooms during sleeping hours. Rather than 
seriously confront this impact, the FEIR cavalierly asserts these residents can simply draw their 
blinds to shield themselves from the Project’s electronic signage. This suggestion not only 
requires affected individuals to alter their environment to protect themselves from the Project’s 
impacts, it requires every occupant to have and use window coverings sufficient to block out the 
proposed electronic signage. Clearly, the FEIR fails to account for the impacts the Project’s 
nighttime lightshow would have on Rutland Apartment residents.

Article 4.4, Section 14.4.6 and Section 14.4.5 of draft Signage Ordinance under CPC consideration.
Word Wide Rush LLC et at, vs. City of Los Angeles, 606 F.3d 676 (9th Cir. 2010).
The phrase “viewed primarily from” shall mean that the message may be seen with reasonable clarity for the 

greater distance by a person traveling on the main traveled roadway of a freeway or on-ramp/off ramp than by a 
person traveling on the street adjacent to the sign. Sign Ordinance, Los Angeles Building Code, Chapter 62 § 
91.6205.5

74

75

Page 24 of 2 5



UNIDAD appeal to City Council of CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR
September 26, 2016

In sum, whether the Project goes forward with the new Sign District approved by the 
City Planning Commission (but not analyzed in the FEIR), or the original proposed Sign District, 
the FEIR’s conclusions regarding a Sign District are unsupported.

XII. Conclusion

For the reasons stated above and those presented during the public hearing for this 
appeal, the City Council should grant this appeal and overturn the Planning Commission’s 
approvals and recommendations relating to CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX- 
ZV-SPR.
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Los Angeles City Planning Commission
200 N. Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, California, 90012, (213) 078-1300

httD://cltvPlannlng,lacitv,oTay

Letter of Determination Mailing Pate:

CASE NO.: CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP- 
CUX-ZV-SPR - - - /■

CEQA: ENV-2014-1773-EIR 
Related Cases: VTT-72914J CPC-2014-1772-DA;

Applicant:
Representative: Edgar Khalatian, Mayer Brown, LLP

••• i.

Location: 1900 South Broadway 
Council District 0- Curren D. Price, Jr. 
Plan Area:
Requests:

Southeast Los Angeles 
Approval of a General Plan

PHR LA MART, LLC

Conditlonal Usefor a Major 
Development, Master Conditional 
Use for Alcohol, Master 
Conditional Use for Live 
Entertainment, Special Permission 
for the Reduction of Off-Street 
Parking, Variance for a Reduction 
Of On-Site Trees, Variance for 
Alternative Bicycle Stall Siting, 
and Site Plan Review.

At its meeting on August 11,2016, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission took tha following action:
1 Found that the project was assessed In the Reef FEIR, ENV-2014-1773-EIR (SCH Mo. 2014071054) (“Reef FEIR").
2. Approved a General Plan Amendment from Limited Manufacturing to Community Commercial for the subject 

oroperty and modification of Footnote No. 1 to read as follows: "Height District 1. The provisions of this Footnote shall 
not apply to the property located at 233 W. Washington Blvd., as Identified per City Wanning Case No. CPC-2008r 
598-GPA-ZC-SPR or the property located at 1900 S. Broadway, as Identified per City Planning Case No. CPC-2014- 
1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR."

3. Approved a Zone Changafrom [QJM1-2-0 and M1-2-G to [T]lQ]C2-2-0-SN. ■ : .7, V
4 Approved the creation of a Supplemental Use Sign District (SN).
5. Approved a Conditional Use for a Major Development Project for the addition of more than 100,000 square feet of 

norwesldentlai floor area in the C2 sons.
6 Approved a Master Conditional Use to allow the on-site sale, dispensing and consumption of a full line of alcoholic 

beverages for up to eighteen (18) establishments and the sato of a foil line of alcoholic beverages for off-site 
consumption for up to two (2) establishments. , ' 7 '

7. Approved a Master Conditional Use to allow live entertainment and/or patron dancing for up to five (5) 
establishments.
Approved Special Permission for the Reduction of Off-Street Parking to allow a 10 percent parking reduction for 
commercial uses located within 1,500 feet of a transit facility.

9. Approved a Variance to allow 289 on-site trees in lieu of the otherwise required 361 trees.
10 Dismissed a Variance to allow outdoor dining above the ground floor In the C2 zone.
1i! Approved a Variance to allow alternative short-term and long-term bicycle stall siting, including a complimentary 

valet service for the hotel component ■
12 Approved a Site Plan Review for a project that would result in an increase of more than 50 dwelling units and more 

than 50,000 gross squarefeet of non-residential floor
13. Adopted the attached modified Conditions of Approval;
14 Adopted the attached amended Findings.
15 Advised the Applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City shall

* monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained throughout the life of the 
□reject and the City may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of such monitoring; and

16 Advised the Applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City shall
* monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained throughout the life of the 

Droiect and the City may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of such monitoring; and, that pursuant to the 
State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game and/or Certificate of Game Exemption Is now required to 
be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or concurrent with the Environmental Notices and Determination (NOD)

8.

filing.



Case No, CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR

RECOMMENDATION TO errY COUNCIL: .............................
1. Recommend that the City Council find that the project was assessed In die Reef FEIR, ENV-2014-1773-ElrtfSCH

No: 2014071064) fReef FEIR*). ^
2. Recommend that the City Council adopt a General Plan Amendment (Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan) 

from Limited Manufacturing to Community Commercial for die subject property and modfflcatTorjof Footnote No. 1 to 
read as fOHdws: "Height District 1.. The provisions of this Footnote shall not apply to the property located at 233 W. 
Washington Blvd., as Identified par City Planning Case No. CPC-2008-598-GPA-ZC-SPR & W property located at 
1900 S. Sroadway, as Identified per City Planning Case No. CPO2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-

3. Recommend that the city council adopt a zone change from [qjmi-z-o and mi-z-o to m[QlC2-2-o-s
4. RecommendthattheClty Council adopt the creation of a Supplemental Use Sign Dtetrlct(SN).

V

N.

6. Recommend diat the Clty Council adopt die attached amended Findings.

Fiscal impact Statemeinb There h no General Fund Impact as administrative costs are recovered through fees.

This action was tafcenby ths following vote:

Moved:
Seconded:
Ayes:
Absent:

• i - V

.Ambrai’i- v- ■ :." ,,v V'-v.
Perlman : o. ■ ■ ■ ■■■. • • ■' . ■ ■ •;
Ahn, Choe. Mack, Miliman, Padllla-Campos, Dake-Wllson
Katz

t -1Vote:

Executive Assistant II
City Planning Cfcmmh

wtms The action of the Los Angeles City PlannlngCommlssIon will be final within 16 rttnm from themalllno 
unless an appeal is filed within that time to the dty Council. The GeneralPlan Amendment Zone Chai 
Sign Dtetrictare not further appealable by anyparty. An appeals shall be filed on forms provided at the Planning 

Department's Public Counters at 201N, Figueroa Street Fourth Floor, Los Angeles, CA 80012, or at 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard. Suite 
251, Van Nuys, CA 91401. - » ’ ™

FINAL APPEAL DATE: SEP 2 5 2016
If you 8eekjudl^d review of iany daemon of the City pursuant fo California Code of CMI Procedure Secthm ihm r _
of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the dat^ ^icS cKdBrSfnn rS^ 
puj^rttoCa'Ifomla coda of Civil Procedure Section 1084.0. There may beother fima limits

City Planner: Sarah Molina Pearson ' ' ' -' • . ' ' ■ ; '■ ' . . ’
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Coda Section 12.32 G, the *T Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Department of City Planning for attachment to the 
subject City Plan Case.' ' V—' v.- ' -:C v';-. ■./ '•: ■

Dedications and Improvements ■'

Prior to the .issuance of any building permit, public improvements and dedications for streets 
and other rights of way adjoining the subject property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of 
the Bureau of Engineering, Department of Transportation, Are Department (and other 
responsible City, regional and federal government agencies, as may be necessary), including 
the following: ’ ■ ■ '■■■/" "0,;; V-/ 7-, 77.7-; : -T;'-;•

A. Responsibilfties/Giiarantees ■ ■ 7, ■■

As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, the applicant/ 
developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure that any necessary dedications 
and improvements are specifically acknowledged by the applicant/developer.

Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project permits by the 
Department of City Planning, the appiicant/deveioper shall provide written verification to the 
Department of City Planning from the responsible agency acknowledging the agency's 
consultation with the appiicant/deveioper. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design required by a public 
agency shall be documented In writing and submitted for review by the Department of City 
Planning.

1. Street Dedications

a. That a 5-foot wide strip Of land be dedicated along Washington Boulevard adjoining
toe tract except where there are existing structures to remain (between 
Broadway and Hill Street) to complete a 55-foot wide half right-of-way in accordance 
with BOULEVARD It of LA MOBILITY PLAN. This dedication shall be limited to 
the depth of 10-feet measured from below die finished sidewalk grade. In 
addition 15-foot by 15-foot property line cut comers be dedicated at the intersections 
with Broadway and Main Street limited to elevations measured 14-feet from 
above the finished sidewalk grades. '

b. That 15-foot by 15-foot property line cut comers be dedicated along 21st Street 
adjoining the tract with intersections with Hill Street Broadway and Main Street 
limited to elevations measured 14-feet from above toe finished sidewalk grades.

Merger and Other Conditions

a. That portion of Main Street adjoining the tract in variable width from approximately 
7-feet to approximately 8-feet from toe depth of 10-feet and as shown on toe revised 
vesting tentative map stamp dated June 23,2016 be permitted to be merged with the 
remainder of the tract map pursuant to Section 66499.20.2 of the State Government

2.
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Code, and in addition, the following conditions be executed by the applicant and 
administered by die dlty Engineer. ’

Thai consents to the street being merged and waivers of any damages that may 
accrue as a result of such mergers be obtained from ail property owners who 
might have certain rights in the area being merged.: , : r >

Thai satisfactory arrangements bet made with all publfc' utility agencies 
maintaining existing facilities; within the area being merged.

That a certified survey map be submitted for during the final map check showing 
the dimensions and areas being merged with this map satisfactory to the City 
Engineer. " . . . ■. • - :

i.

K.

iii.

b

c. That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded satisfactory to the City Engineer
binding the subdMder and all successors to the following; _

—That the owners shall be required to maintain all elements ofthe structures below 
the limited Washington Boulevard rights-of-wav and meroer area below Main 
Street in a safe and usabie condition to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The 
City shall be given reasonable access to the structures within and adjacent to the 
limited street rights-of-wayareasfor any necessary Inspection, upon request 
during normal business hours. The City may request the owners tp repair or 
replace damaged, defective or unsafe structural elements or to correct 
unacceptable conditions at the owner's expense if owner elects not to do so. 
Owner shall grant reasonable access to City’s contractor to make said repairs.

ii. The owner shall be required to limit use end occupancy of the structures below 
the limited street rights-of-way for parking use only. No combustible material 
shall be stored in the merger area.

iii. The owners shall obtain a B-permit from theCity Engineer for any substantial 
structural modification below the street right-of-way area and for any structural 
modification areas and for any structural element outside said areas which 
provides lateral or vertical support to structures within the areas..

d. That the subdivider execute and record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer to waive any right to make or prosecute any claims or demands against the 
City for any damage that may occur to the proposed structures underneath the 
limited dedication and merger of public sheet as stated herein in connection with the 
use and maintenance operations within said sheet easement.

e. That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of tile Bureau of 
. Engineering to determine the capacity of the existing sewers in this area.

f. That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer showing
the followings: '

i. Plan view at different elevations.
ii. Isometric views.
iii. Elevation views.
iv. Section cuts at all locations where air space lot boundaries

i.



Case No. CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR T-3

g. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City

egfess purposes to serve proposed airspace tots to use upon the sale of the 
respective lots and they Will maintain the private easements free and clear of 
obstructions and In safe conditions for use at all times ................

3. Street Improvements s

The following Improvements must be either constructed prior to recordation of the final

• •-

Improve Washington Boulevard being dedicated and adjoining Vie tract by the 
construction of an additional concrete sidewalk within the newly dedicated area to 
complete a full-width concrete sidewalk with tree wells including any necessary 
removal and reconstruction of the existing improvements " ~
Engineer

b. Improve all the dedicated comer cuts by placing additional concrete for sidewalk 
area purposes Including any necessary removal and reconstruction of the existing 
Improvements satisfactory to the City Engineer. ^

a,

to the City

B. Sewer ■ : : ■. ; ; ' ; ■

the Bureau of Sanitation has reviewed the sewer/storm drain lines senring the subject 
tracts/areas and found no potential problems to structures or potential maintenance 
problems. Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Bureau of Sanitation 
Wastewater Collection Systems Division for compliance with its sewer system review and 
requirements. Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements, the Bureau of 
Sanitation, Wastewater Collection Systems Division will forward the necessary clearances to 
the Bureau of Engineering.

C. Department of Transportation, Prior to recordation of the final map satisfactory 
arrangements shall be made with the Department of Transportation to assure:

a. Parking stalls shall be designed so that a vehicle is not required to back into or out of 
any public street or sidewalk, pursuant to LAMC 12.21-A,5(i)a.

b. A parking area and driveway plan be submitted to the Citywide Planning Coordination 
Section of the Department of Transportation for approval prior to submittal of building 
permit plans for plan check by the Department of Building and Safety. Transportation 
approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa Street Suite 550.

c. That a fee in the amount of $205 be paid for the Department of Transportation 
required per Ordinance No. 183,270 and LAMC Section 19.15 prior to recordation of the 
final map. Note: the applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees 
per this new ordinance.

d. A minimum of 60-foot and 40-foot reservoir space(s) be provided between any ingress 
security gate(s) and the property line when driveway is serving more than 300 and 100 
parking spaces respectively. A minimum of 20-foot reservoir space be provided between 
any security gate(s) and the property line when driveway is serving less than 100 
parking spaces.

as
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e. The applicant shall comply with the project requirements and mitigation measures as 
stated In the June 19, 2015 DOT Traffic Study Assessment letter tc the Department of 
City Planning. /Ml subsequent revisions and modifications shall remain In effect A copy 
of die letter is located in ttie case file, v --y

D. Fire Department Prior to the recordation of the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be 
made satisfactory to the Fire Department, binding the subdivider and ell successors to the
following:;- - ; y y:.\_y; , .

Submit plot plans for Fire Department approval and review prior to recordation of Tract 
Action.. . ■ ' v. .■' ■■ ■: ■ . _ . • . ; ■ - y . ,1 ■' ... .. - . .

b. Construction of public or private roadway in the proposed development Shall not exceed
15 percent in grade. ; - ■ '.

c. During demolition, the Fire Department access will remain clear and unobstructed.

d. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one or two 
family- dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway of an 
improved street, access road, or designated fire lane.

e. Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Firs Department 
apparatus, overhead clearance shall not be less than 14 feet. '

f. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along path of travel.

Any roof elevation changes in excess of 3 feet may require the installation of ships 
ladders,' :y.: -. ■/- V y....- '■ '

Note: The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact regarding these 
conditions must be with the Hydrant and Access Unit. This would indude darification, 
verification of condition compliance and plans or building permit applications, etc., and 
shall be accomplished BY APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to assure that you receive 
service with a minimum amount of waiting please call (213) .482-6504. You should 
advise any consultant representing you of tills requirement as well,

E. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the streets 
which adjoin the subject property, ^ ^

F. Covenant Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded by the 
property owner in the County Recorder’s Office. The agreement shall am with the land and 
shall be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or assigns. Further, the agreement must 
be submitted to the Department of City Planning's Development Services Center for 
approval before being recorded. After recordation, a copy bearing the Recorder's number 
and date must be given to the Development Services Center for attachment to the subject 
file. ■ ' .

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject property will not be issued by the City
until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, etc.), as 
required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

a.

9-
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Pursuant to Section 12.32 of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the “Q" Qualified classification.

A. Entitlement Conditions

1. Site Development Except as modified herein, the project shall be in Substantial 
conformance with the plans and materials stamped “Exhibit A* and dated July 27,2016, 
and attached to the subject case file. No change to the plans will be made without prior 
review by the Department of City Planning, and written approval by the Director of 
Planning, with each change being identified and justified in wilting. Minor deviations may 
be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the Municipal Code, the subject 
conditions, and the Intent of the sul^e(Apermttauthori^on. •

a. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, plans shall be submitted to the Major 
Projects staff for signature and inclusion In the case file that shall incorporate the 
following design elements:

i) Gates preventing access to pedestrians and/or bicycles from the pubiicaily 
accessible outdoor areas are prohibited.

ii) Planters shall provide a minimum soil depth of 24 inches for shrubs and 30
inches for small trees. " \

iii) Dog waste stations and trash receptacles shall be provided around the perimeter 
of the project and in toe residential and pubiicaily accessible outdoor areas.

iv) A building, including balconies, may project over toe required sidewalk easement 
at a height of 40 feet and above to accommodate street trees. Projections 
permitted in the public right-of-way must comply with LAMC regulations or obtain 
a revocable permit from Department of Public Works.

Provide a minimum 6-foot continuous path of travel at ail sidewalks.

vi) Provide continuous landscaped parkways, except adjacent to bus stops and in 
other locations determined by staff to be inappropriate for parkways.

vii) if trees are not planted in continuous landscaped parkways, they shall be planted 
in large tree wells that are at least 10 feet long and a minimum of 7 feet wide 
where the required sidewalk widtfi is 15 feet or more; 6 feet wide where the 
required sidewalk width is more than 10 feet but less than 15 feet* and 4 feet 
wide where the required sidewalk width is 10 feet

viii) Helipads shall be removed from rooftops as permitted by Code.

ix) All rooftop equipment shall be fully screened from view of any abutting properties 
and from adjacent surface sheets.

x) To the extent feasible, community street vendors shall be permitted to sell goods 
and food within the "Exchange” courtyard, as permitted by the LAMC.

v)
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xl) To the extant feasible, provide a publlcally accessible outdoor area for use as a 
community garden.

xii)Blke share locations shall be shown on the site plan.

2. Development Services Center. Prior to sion-off on building permits bv the Department 
of City Planning's Development Services Center for the Project, the Department of City 
Planning’s Major Projects Section shall confirm, via signature, that the project's building 
plane substantially conform to the conceptual plans stamped as Exhibit "A”, as approved 
by the CityPlannlng Commission. ■ -

■ v*.
Note to Development Services Center: The plans presented to, and approved by, the 
City Planning Commission (CPC) included specific architectural details that were 
significant to the approval of the project Plane submitted at plan check for condition 
clearance shall include a signature and date from Major Projects Section planning staff 
to ensure plans are consistent with those presented at CPC.

,468 square feet.3. Floor Area.

4. Height The height Of the project shall be limited to the following:

• Reef building addition = 193 feet 10 inches to top of parapet
• Hotel« 240 feet to top of parapet
• ParkingGarage on west block'*88 feet to top of
» Residential building on west block = 85 feet to top of mechanical screen 
® Residential Tower (south) = 420 feet to top of parapet
• Residential Tower (north) = 385 feet to top of parapet
» Residential buildings on east block a 85 feet to top of mechanical screen

5. Setbacks. Hie setbacks for the proposed office building shall be in conformance with 
Section 12.16-A of the LAMC and the Creator Downtown Incentive Area, and shall be in 
substantial conformance with the site plan labeled as Exhibit "A” stamped, dated July 27, 
2016. ; '

6. Residential Density* The project shall be limited to a maximum of 1,444 residential
, units. •/.. : ;v . . . ;' .. ■

7. Residential Parking. A minimum of 1,324 parking spaces for residential uses shall be 
provided in compliance with LAMC Section 12.21-A,4.

8. Commercial Parking. A minimum of 1,188 parking for commercial uses shall be 
provided In compliance with LAMC Sections 12.21-A,4 and 12.24-Y.

9. Above Grade Parking. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the project proponent
shall submit a detailed parking structure screening and podium parking screening plan to 
the Major Projects staff for signature and inclusion in the case fife. The Department of 
City Planning’s Major Projects Section shall confirm, via signature, that the parking 
structure and podium parking screening substantially satisfies the intent of the City 
Planning Commission's actions on this matter. . . ^

a. The parking structure on the west block shall be limited to eight levels above grade. 
Podium parking on the east block shall be limited to no more than two parking levels 
above grade. : ; ■ '■ ■ ■

... J..
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___  . grade parking levels shall have an external screen, Integrated into die
architecture, designed to improve the building's appearance over the basic concrete 
structure, and designed to adequately screen headlights from view, pursuant to

b. Above

Parking structures shall integrate sustainable design features such as photovoltaic 
panels (especially on the top parking deck), renewable materials with proven
longevity, arto stormwater treatment v^erever possible. r

d. Interior garage lighting shall not produce glaring sources towards adjacent residential 
units while providing safe and adequate lighting levels pursuant to LAMC 
requirements. \

Signage and wayfinding shall be integrated with the architecture of the parking 

structure. ;/-y. '■ /.-Vy- • .

10 Bicycle Parking. The project shall provide bicycle parking spaces pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.21-A,16, except where alternative stall siting has been approved In 
substantial conformance with the site plan labeled as Exhibit “A" stamped and dated

. July27,2016. y y:;y.'X,;.;yV;.y ' : ; V-. y X '

11 Bicycle Valet. The project la permitted to provide a minimum of 10 long-term and 10
' short bicycle parking spaces to be served by a complimentary 24-hour attendant/valet
service for the hotel. " ,■:

12 Landscape Plan. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the project proponent shall
* submit a detailed landscape plan prepared by a licensed landscape architect for all 

landscaped areas of the project site. The landscape plan shall include specific plant 
types and maintenance Information. The landscape plan shall be submitted to the Major
Projects staff for signature and inclusion in the case file. ,. y

13 Land Use Equivalency Program. In the event the applicant or subsequent applicants
* should choose to utilize the Land Use Equivalency Program, the subsequent phase(s) of 

the project shall be subject to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 16.05 (Site 
Plan Review). The procedures set forth in LAMC Section 16.05 shall apply with the 
following provisions:

a LAMC Sections 16.05-D and 16.05-1 shall not be applicable; 
b In addition to the provisions of LAMC Section 16.04-E.4, a ‘Supplemental EIR", an 

* "Addendum", or a “Subsequent EIR" shall be acceptable to satisfy the requirements 
ofCEQA;

c. In addition to the findings identified in LAMC Section 16.05-F, the City shall also find 
that the proposed phase of the project is consistent with the approved Land Use 
Equivalency Program;

d Appeals shall be heard by the City Planning Commission, the original decision-maker 
’ the Land Use Equivalency, In lieu of the Area Planning Commission as otherwise

specified in LAMC Section 16.05-H.1; and
e. No single phase shall consist of less than 50 dwelling units or 50,000 square feet of 

non-residentiai floor area.

14 Development Agreement Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Department of
* Building and Safety shall confirm that the public benefits, as identified in Case No. 

CPC-2014-1773-DA, have been satisfied.

c.

- e,

on
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15. Maintenance. The subject property, Including associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
landscaped parkways and planters, shall be. maintained In an attractive condition and 
shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located throughout the
site#• .

16. Community Relations. A 24-hoUr “hot-llne^ phone number for the receipt of 
construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to Immediate 
neighbors and toe tobai neighborhood association, if any? The applicant shall be 
required to respond within 24-hours to any qomptatotereoetod on this hotlines

17. Posting of ConetnictlOrk Activities. The adjacent residents shall be given regular
notification of major construction activities and their duration. A visible and readable 
sign (at a distance of 50 feet) shall be posted on the construction site identifying a 
telephone number for inquiring about toe construction process and to register 
complaints........... ..........................

B, Administrative Conditions v? • .'.r?;-/?.'- ■■ ,

16. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals? guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by toe 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file .

19. Code Compliance. Area, height and use regulations of toe zone ^Sssiflcatfon of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary.

20. Covenant Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, art agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
arty subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning Development Services Center tor approval before being 
recorded. After recordation, a copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be

• ■*

21. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or _ 
shall mean those agencies, public offices, legislation or their successors, designees or 
amendment to any legislation.

22. Enforcement Compliance with these conditions and toe Intent of these conditions shall
be to toe satisfaction of the Department of City Planning and any designated agency, or 
the agency's successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any 
amendments thereto. ■,.. :... ■.

23. Building Plans* Page 1 of the grant and ait the conditions of approval shall be printed
on the building plans submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department 
of Building and Safety. ? ^

24. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at ail times with due 
regard for toe character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for toe protection of persons in toe 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property.

referenced in these conditions
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25. Project Plan Modifications. Any corrections and/or modifications to the project plans 
made subsequent to this grant that are deemed necessary by the Department of 
Building and Safety, Fire Department, or other City Agency for Code compliance, and 
which involve a change in site plan, floor area, parking, building height, yards or 
setbacks, building separations, or lot coverage, shall require a referral of the revised
plans back to the . _ _ ....... „.......
Condition No, CM prior to the issuance of any building permit in connection with said 
plans. This process may require additional review and/oractfon by the appropriate 
decision making authority Including the Director of Planning, City Planning Commission, 
Area Planning Commission, or Board. Said modifications may not alter the maximum

26. indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs. Applicant shaii do all of the
K following: . :: V--■ ' .V-V■■■••. •

i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and ail actions against the 
City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City's processing and

• approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, 
challenge, set aside, void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the 
entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of 
subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including from 
inverse condemnation or any other constitutional claim.

ii) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related to or
arising cut of, in whole or in part, the City's processing and approval of the 
entitlement, including but not limited to payment of alt court costs and attorney’s fees, 
costs of any judgments or awards against the City (including an award of attorney’s 
fees), damages, and/or settlement costs. ^

iii) Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ notice 
of tiie City tendering defense to toe Applicant and requesting a deposit. The initial 
deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney's Office, in its sole discretion, 
based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial deposit be 
less than $26,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not relieve 
the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse toe City pursuant to the requirement in 
paragraph (H).

iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by toe City. Supplemental deposits may 
be required in an increased amount from toe initial deposit if found necessary by toe 
City to protect toe City’s interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit 
does not relieve toe Applicant from responsibility to reimburse toe City pursuant to 
the requirement in paragraph (ii).

v) If toe City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an indemnity
and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with the 
requirements of this condition. ' " . ' ■ \

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any 
action and toe City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant 
of any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably 
cooperate in the defense, toe applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, 
indemnify or hold harmless the City.

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s 
office or outside counsel. At its sole discretion, toe City may participate at its own 
expense in the defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the 
applicant of any obligation imposed by this condition. In the event toe Applicant fails to 
comply with this condition, in whole or in part, toe City may withdraw its defense of the
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actiori, void its approval of tfte entitlement, or taka any other action. The CRy retains the 
right to make all decisions with respect to ^ representations in any legal proceeding, 
including Its inherent right to abandon or settle litfgatioii. >

Wrpurpo^ofthtecpnd^n,tfietok^ng definWbrisappiyt-; - ■

“City" shall be defiHed to include the City, its agents, officers, boards! commissions, 
committees, employees, and volunteers, :; ^

“Actidn” Shall be defined to include suite, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions Includes 
actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the

27. Mitigation Monitoring. Prior to the recordation of the find mao, the subdivider shall 
prepare and execute a covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form 
CP-6770) In a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider 
and all SMccesSoreto teatelioWing: f \

This Mitigation Monitoring Rograte (“MMP") has been prepared pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6, which requires a Lead Agency to adopt a "reporting 
or monitoring program for changes to the project or conditions of prelect approval, 
adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment." In addition, 
Section 15097(a) of theState CEQA Guidelines requires that .

In order to ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions 
identified in the EIRor negative declaration are implemented, the public 
agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions 
which it has required in the project and measures it has imposed to 
mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. A public agency may 
delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another public agency 
or to a private entity which accepts the delegation; however, until 
mitigation measures have been completed the lead agency remains 
responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures 
occurs in accordance withthe program, . \

The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the project and therefore is responsible 
for administering and implementing the MMP. Where appropriate, the project's Draft and 
Final ElRs identified mitigation measures and project design features to avoid or to 
mitigate potential impacts identified to a level where no significant impact on the 
environment would occur, or impacts would be reduced to the extent feasible. This MMP 
is designed to monitor implementation of the project’s mftigation measures as well as its 
project design features. ; ^

As shown on tile following pages, each required mitigation measure and proposed 
project design feature for the project is listed and categorized by impact area, with an 
accompanying identification of the following:

Enforcement Agency: The agency with the power to enforce the Mitigation 
Measure/Project Design Feature.
Monitoring Agency: The agency to which reports involving feasibility,

a "
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compliance, Implementation and development are made 
■ Monitoring Phase: The phase of the project during which the Mitigation 

Meaeure/Project Design Feature shall be monitored.
Monitoring Frequency: Thefrequency at which the Mitigation Measure/Projed 
Design Feature shall be monitored.
Action Indicating Compliance: The action of which the Enforcement or 
Monitoring Agency Indicates that compliance with the required Mitigation

. • ■

of tiie project. The projedThe project’s MMP will be in place throughout all 
applicant will be responsible for implementing all mitigation measures Unless otherwise 
noted. The applicant shall also be obligated to provide a certification report to the

with tire required mitigation measure or project design feature has been Implemented. 
The City's existing planning, engineering, review, and inspection processes will be used 
as the basic foundation for the MMP procedures and wilt also serve to provide tire 
documentation for the repotting program. - ■ ^

The certification report shall be submitted to the Major Project's Section at the Los 
Angeles Department of City Planning. Each report will be submitted to the Major 
Project’s Section annually following completion/implementation of the applicable 
mitigation measures and project design features and shall include sufficient 
information and documentation (such as building or demolition permits) to reasonably 
determine whether the intent of the measure has been satisfied. The City, in conjunction 
with tiie applicant, shall assure that project construction and operation occurs in 
accordance with the MMP, ^ ^ ^

After review and approval of the final MMP by tiie City, minor changes and modifications 
to the MMP are permitted, but can only be made by the applicant subject to the approval 
by the City. The City, in conjunction with any appropriate agencies or departments, will 
determine the adequacy of any proposed changes or modification. The flexibility is 
necessary due to the nature of tiie MMP, the need to protect the environment in the 
most efficient manner, and the need to reflect changes in regulatory conditions, such as 
but not limited to changes to building code requirements, updates to LEED “Silver” 
standards, and changes In Secretary of interior Standards. No changes will be permitted 
unless the MMP continues to satisfy the requirements of CEQA, as determined by the 
City.

28. Mitigation Measures And Project Design Features. The development of the project site is 
hereby bound to the following Mitigation Measures and Project Design Features, which are 
conditions of approval for the project

AestheticsATIsual Quality

Mitigation Measure

All new sidewalks along the project's street frontages shall be paved 
with pervious (permeable) concrete or interlocking pavers to create a 
distinctive pedestrian environment and to increase the opportunity for 
stormwater infiltration on the site.

MM-AES-1:

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, Construction and Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning
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MonlMng AgehdysDepai^ent of City Planning .;
Monitoring Frequency: Reid inspection(s) following construction 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field Inspection sign-off

Aesthetlcs/Lloht and Glare ’v l O.'-" •'■'v'-

Project Design Featuresr-

PDF-AES-1; The proposed lighting displays (at all leyels) shall have a wattage draw 
\ not to exceed 12 watte/square feet to meet Title 24 2013 requirements.

Monitoring phase: Pre-oOnstfuctiori, Construction and Occupancy
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety .......
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Rahnlng // >
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

PDF-AES-2:
controlled by a programmable timer so that luminance levels may be 
adjustedaccordingtothstimeofday; ....

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, Construction and Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

PDF-AES-3: Theproposed lighting displays (at all levels) Shall have a maximum
lumen output that does not exceed the maximum levels as shown in 
Table 1V.B-2* ,: "

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, Construction and Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safely 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: issuance of building permits -

Table IV.B-2 Summary Calculations of Allowable Sign luminance to Achieve 
Standard of 2.0 Foot-Candles at Sensitive Receptors
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Light emitting diodes on signs shall be oriented down towards the 
street, rather than up towards the sky, or signs should be provided with 
a method of shielding diodes so that lighting is not wasted shining into 
the night sky.

PDF-AES-4:

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, Construction and Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: issuance of building permits

The proposed displays shall transition smoothly at a consistent rate of 
speed from the daytime brightness to tee permitted nighttime brightness 
levels, beginning at 45 minutes prior to sunset and concluding the 
transition to nighttime brightness 45 minutes after sunset Where 
applicable, they shall also transition smoothly at a consistent rate of 
speed from the permitted nighttime brightness to the permitted daytime

PDF-AES-5:
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brightness levels, beginning 45 minutes prior to sunrise and concluding 
the transition to daytime brightness 45 minutes after sunrise.

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construcUon, Construction and Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building end Safety 
RtonltoringAgeni^DepartmerrtofCity^yifrfr^
Monitoring Frequency: ReidInspeGtion(s) following construction 
Action Indicating Compliance; Reid inspection sigrHbff

Mitigation Measure ' • : V- •/ '

Operating hours for lighted Umipd Animation I and Controlled Refresh I 
signage within Vertical Sign Zbne 3 shall be limited to 7:00 a,m. to 

— 10:00 p.m, -• .......^................. _.............

MM-AES-2:

Monitoring Phase: Pre-constructforf, Construction arid Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning :.i ;>:■
Monitoring Frequency: Reid (nspection(s) following construction 
Action Indicating Compliance: Reid Inspection sign-off .

Air Quality v.-'V V-.; fV '

Project Design Features

Tiie project will use low-emission Tier 3 off-road construction 
; equipment. ■ \ ■ . :

PDF-AQ-1

Monitoring Phase: Construction ;
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning ./v'.7 '■
Monitoring Frequency; Construction bid document verification and periodic 
field inspections during construction ^
Action indicating Compliance: Construction bid document sign off; Compliance 
Certification report by project contractor

The project will include watering of active construction areas at least 
three times daily to minimize fugitive dust emissions.

PDF-AQ-2

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspections)
Action Indicating Compliance: Reid inspection sign-off

The project will not indude any fireplaces (i.e., hearths) in the 
residential land uses.

PDF-AQ-3:

Monitoring Phase: Construction
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety
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Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning v ^
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: issuance of building permits

Mitigation Measures ;

MM-AQ-1: The project shall install a sealed HVAC system in conjunction with
MERV13 or higher rated filters tor ail residential development within the 
project site, The sealed air system will be designed so that all ambient 
air introduced into the interior living space would be filtered through 
MERV 13 or higher rated filters to remove diesel particulate matter 
(DPM) and other particulate matter, The owner/property manager shall 
maintain and replace MERV 13 or greater filters In accordance with the 
manufacturer's recommendations. .:.'V.V' ".'''v' /:

Monitoring PhaserConstruction, Operations '
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Prior to issuance of building permits: Periodic field
inspections during operations ; V
Action indicating Compliance: issuance of building permits; Reid inspection
sign off : ' ■y--/ ■ ■;

MM-AQ-2; The project shall locate open space areas (courtyards, patios, 
recreation areas) in locations that are screened from the freeway by 
project buildings to the maximum extent feasible.

. Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Prior to issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan review sign-off

MM-AQ-3: The project shall plant vegetation between receptors and freeway 
sources in those locations where open space areas are not already 
screened from the freeway by buildings.

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Reid inspection(s) following construction 
Action Indicating Compliance: Reid inspection sign-off

MM-AQ-4: To the extent allowed by Code, the project will minimize operable 
windows facing the freeway.

Monitoring Phase: Construction
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Prior to issuance of building permits
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Action indicating Compliance: Plan rwlewslgh-cff;^

The project shall locate air intakes for ventilation equipment as far from 
freeway sources as possible. ^

MM-AQ-5:

Monitoring Phase: Construction n 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Pfenning , .
Monitoring Frequency; Prior to issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: Pfeh revtew sigivcff;

Mitigation Measures

If any paleontological materials areencountered during the course of 
the earth-moving activities, the project shall be halted or the work shall 
be diverted to avoid the potential paleontological resources in order to 
altow tiie resources arid their significance to be assessed. The services

...................... be secured by contacting the Center for Public
Paleontology at the University of Southern California; University of 
California, LOS Angeles; California State University, Long Beach; or the 
Los Angeles County Natural History Museum to assess foe resources 
and evaluate the impact Copies of the paleontological survey, study, or 
report shall be submitted to foe Los Angeles County Natural History 
MuSeutn. If paleontological resources are identified and determined to 
bS significant, foe paleontologist shall formulate a mitigation plan to 
mitigate impacts,, which may include, removing and preserving the 
paleontological resources lh an appropriate manner. A covenant and 
agreement shall be recorded prior to obtaining a grading permit

MM-CUL-1

of a Dal

Monitoring Phase: ConstructionV-'^ V '
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning •
Monitoring Frequency: At time of resource discovery, should It occur 
Action Indicating Compliance: Submittal of report by a qualified paleontologist

MM-CUL-2: The project's construction superintendent shall be instructed by a 
paleontologist or other qualified paleontological monitor regarding 
identification of conditions whereby potential paleontological resources 
could occur. The construction superintendent shaU be sufficiently 
informed that he or she will be able to recognize when paleontological 
resources have been uncovered and require that grading be temporarily 
diverted around the resource site until the monitor Has evaluated and, if 
warranted, recovered the resources. Other contractor personnel shall 
be briefed by the superintendent or other trained personnel on 
procedures to be followed in the event that paleontological resources or 
previously unrecorded resources are encountered by earth-moving 
activities. The briefing shall be presented to new contractor personnel 
as necessary. The name and telephone number of the paleontological 
monitor shall be provided to appropriate contractor personnel. Similarly, 
and if necessary, tiie monitor shall be empowered to temporarily divert
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grading around an exposed fossil specimen to facilitate evaluation and, 
If warranted, recovery. ^ :.■/ - .

Monitoring Pitas*:v’ 
EnforcementAg6ncy:DepartmentofCHy Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Prior to issuance of grading permits, periodic during 

, excavation ■
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of grading permits

MM-CUL-3: Ail significant fossil specimens recovered at the project site as a result 
oHRe mitigation program“sfiaTBe preparedT fdenfifledr'curaleB. ^anir “ 
catalogued In accordance with designated museum repository 
requirements. ' V," . ■ v .

Monitoring Phase: Construction ,
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: At time of resource discovery, should it occur 
Action Indicating Compliance: Submittal of report by a qualified paleontologist

Greenhouse Gases ^

Project Design Features -

The project will not include any fireplaces (i.e., hearths) in the 
residential land uses.

PDF-GHG-1:

Monitoring Phase: Construction ‘ •'. .: ' ■■' • ' "
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: issuance of building permits

PDF-GHG-2: Where appliances are offered by builders. Energy Star appliances will
be installed in the residential and non-residential buildings.

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

PDF-GHG-3: Where lighting is provided by builders, high efficiency light bulbs and 
lighting fixtures wilt be installed in residential and non-residential 
buildings.

Monitoring Phase: Construction
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
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Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits " '

PDF-GHG-4: The project wilt reduce potable water use by 20 percent compared to .
baseline water use levels through the use of water saving fixtures and 
or flow restrictors consisted! with the California Green Building 

. Standards. • ■'

Monitoring Phase: C6nstruc8on: ; \ - ^ ^ • <
Enforcement Agency: Department of Water and Power 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning; V 
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of bulidl 
Action Indicating Compliance: issuance Of building pei

' tfazards and Hazardbus WIateriais ~1~4 —"

Mitigation Measure’

Prior to Construction, soils at thd project site shall be tested fdr the 
presence and levels of radon. Testing shall be conducted by a Radon 
Tester who is certified In accordance with California Health and Safety 
Code Sections 108750-106795. If radon levels of over 4-0 pCi/L era 
encountered within or immediately adjacent to the project site, a 
mitigation program shall be designed by a Certified Radon Mitigator, 
and incorporated into the design of the project, subject to the review 
and approval of LADBS.

MM-HAZ-1

Monitoring Phase: Construction; ' ^
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Once prior to construction; prior to issuance of building 
Permits, If elevated levels of radon are found ;
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of radon i 
of radon mitigation program by LADBS, if warranted

approval

Noise

Mitigation Measures

The project applicant, or successor in interest, shall install a temporary 
noise control barrier in the northern area of the East Block construction 
site. The noise control barrier shall be designed to reduce construction- 
related noise levels at the adjacent multi-family residential structure (on 
Washington Boulevard across the project site) by minimum 5 dBA.

MM-NOI-1

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection^)
Action Indicating Compliance: Reid Inspection sign-off; compliance 
certification report submitted by project contractor
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All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled 
according to nianufactumm^speciflcatibna. 711$ project contractor shall 
use power Construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding 
and muffling devices and shall Include the use of plug-in electrical or 
solar-powered generators only. ^

MM-NOI-2

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Periodic Held inspection(s) ■
Action Indicating Compliance: Reid inspection sign-off; compliance 
certification report submitted by project contractor

MM-NOI-3: Construction activities whose specific location on the project site may 
be flexible (e.g,, operation of compressors and generators, cement

.................................. shall be conducted as far as possible from
the nearest noise-sensitive land uses, and natural and/or manmade 
barriers (e.g., intervening construction trailers) shall be used to screen 
such activities from these land uses to the maximum extent possible.

truck

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection^)
Action Indicating Compliance: Reid inspection sign-off; compliance . - 
certification report submitted by project contractor .

MM-NOI-4: Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid 
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes 
high noise levels. Examples include the use of drills and jackhammers.

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspectionfs)
Action indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; compliance 
certification report submitted by project contractor

Public Services/Fire Protection

Project Design Feature

PDF-PS-1: The project shall be equipped with a sprinkler system meeting the 
requirements of LAMC Section 57.09.07(A).

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits 
Action indicating Compliance: issuance of building permits
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Public Servlcas/Poilce Protection 

Mitigation Measures•/ ; ; - v;

the project shall comply with the desigri guidelines outlined in the LAPD 
Design Out Crime Guidelines, which recommend Using natural 
surveillance to maximize visibility, natural access control that restricts or 
encourages appropriatesiteand building access, and territorial 
reinforcement to deflne ownershlp and separate public and private 

: space. $paciflcaily;th6p^^ . ■

MM-PS-1:

whose duties shall. include> Provide on-site security persoi 
—butnotfaellmitedtathefollowing^

•' •>

and

* Install security industry standard security lighting at recommended 
locations Including parking structures, pathway options, and curbside 
queulngareas; v.v-;.:--v ■ ;■ .

■ Install closed-circuit television at select ideations Including (but not
limited to) drtf^ and exit points, loading docks,public plazas and 
parking areas; ^ ' ,

- Provide adequate lighting of parking structures, elevators, and lobbies 
to reduce areas of concealment; ^

■ Provide lighting, of building entries, pedestrian Walkways, and public 
open spaces to provide pedestrian orientation and to clearly Identify a 
secure route between parking areas and points of entry into buildings;

■ Design public spaces to be easily patrolled and accessed by safety
personnel; ■■ , .

» Design entrances to, and exits from buildings, open spaces around 
buildings, and pedestrian walkways to be open and in view of 
surrounding sites; and ^ ^

- Limit visually obstructed and infrequently accessed "dead zones.”

Monftoring Phase: Construction
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Police Department
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits
Action Indicating Compliance: LAPD sign off on reviewed plans; issuance
of building permits

MM-PS-2: Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for each construction 
phase and on-going during operations, the applicant shall develop an 
Emergency Procedures Plan to address emergency concerns and 
practices. The plan shall be subject to review by LAPD.

Monitoring Phase: Construction, Operations
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Police Department
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Prior to issuance of building permits; periodic field
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inspections
Action Indicating Compliance: LAPD sign off on reviewed plans; field 
Inspection sign off r1'' ■ ;:\y: ■ '■ ; ■- - .

Transportation "' :-v'y v 'y, y'y vyW ' :y ' .. ■ ? ;

Project Design Feature

PDF-TR-1
facilities and to provide a safe and walkable pedestrian environment, to 
increase the number of walking trips, and provide for on-site facilities to 
reduce the need to make vehicle trips off-site.

« Provide sidewalks fronting the site according to the Downtown Street 
Standards. .yi-yyy:'y:'■' .
improve sidewalks adjacent to and within the project according to the 
Downtown Design Guide. ;
Add pedestrian amenities such as; shade, benches, pedestrian-scale 
lighting, etc. .
Provide mid-block paseos, pedestrian plazas/courtyards, and elevated 
terrace walkways as detailed in the Project Description.
Provide a variety of land uses (mixed use) within the project, as set 
forth in the Project Description.

■ Provide pedestrian-scale retail commercial uses along street
' " \ . frontages. V

■ Provide on-site facilities such as ATM machines, cafeterias, and 
convenience shopping. ; y

• install additional safety measures (such as caution signage for 
bicyclists and pedestrians) near driveways and access points.

■ Provide a bike valet at the hotel to serve ail project visitors.

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Prior to issuance of building permits 
Action indicating Compliance: Plan review sign-off

Mitigation Measures

. m

■ ■

Hill Street, Existing: Hill Street is currently a Modified Secondary and 
has a 31’ half roadway width in a 46’ right-of-way, with 15’ sidewalk. 
There are two travel lanes in each direction, with left turn lanes at 
intersections, and on-street parking. There is no midbiock central turn 
lane. Proposed: No changes are proposed to either the right-of-way or 
roadway curb to curb widths for this stretch of Hill Street, as the 
standard is currently exceeded by 1’. However the roadway 
configuration would be changed to accommodate a central turn Jane 
and the bike lanes planned by the City. (The City's Bicycle Plan 
identifies bike lanes on Hill Street, but there are currently no design 
plans available as the improvement is not yet scheduled). On-street 
parking could not be allowed on either side of Hill Street adjacent to the 
project.

MM-TR-1:
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Current Roadway Standards: City standards require a 35’ half roadway 
in a 45’ half right-of-way with 10' sidewalk. The proposed half roadway 
would remain at 31' so would fall short of the half roadway standard by 
4\The proposed sidewalk of l6' would exceed the standards by 5',The 
proposed half right-of-way would exceed the half right-of-way standard 
by 1’, Updated Mobility Element Standards: The hew City Standards for 
an Avenue II roadway (on adoption of the Updated Mobility Element) 
will require a 28’ half roadway width, In a 43’ half right of way with 1$ 
sidewalk. The proposed configuration would meet or exceed all these 
stanaaras*

i

V

Monitoring Phase: Construction of Adjacent Parcels . 
EnforcementAgencyfLosArigelesDepartmentotTrar 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning;

Action Indicating Compliance; Field Inspection sign-off and compliance 
certification report submitted by project contractor^ ^

MM-TR-2:
\

Broadway, Existing: Broadway currently has a 60* roadway width in a 
90' right-of-way, vvtth 15* sidewalks. There are two travel lanes in each 
direction;: with left tern lanes' at intersections* and on-street parking. 
There is no mldblock central turn lane. Proposed: No changes are 
proposed for this stretch of Broadway. Reducing sidewalk widths would 
be inconsistent with the project’s goals of enhancing the pedestrian 
environment arid supporting a transit corridor for Broadway adjacent to 
the project. In support of these goals, curb extensions are proposed ter 
midblock (around an enhancement of the existing signalized mid-block 
pedestrian crossing) and at 21st Street. These would be 7* sidewalk 
extensions - which would provide a 22’ sidewalk and leave a 13’ travel 
lane adjacent to the curb. Qn-street parking would remain at other 
locations - which would provide a buffer between travel lanes and 
sidewalks as wall as convenient short-stay parking. Bus stops are also 
proposed along this stretch of Broadway - locations to be determined. 
A proposed subterranean parking garage would extend under the public 
sidewalk by 7’from the property line (to 8* from the existing roadway 
curb). : •' , ■' ■ : '

Current Roadway Standards: Broadway meets current right-of-way 
requirements, but is 5’ less than tire half roadway curb-curb standards. 
Widening the roadway by 5’ to meet standards would require reducing 
sidewalk widths by 5’ from 15’ to 10’. .

Updated Mobility Element Standards: Hie new City standards for an 
Avenue II roadway (on adoption of the Updated Mobility Element) will 
require a 28’ half roadway width, in a 43’ half right of way with 15’ 
sidewalk. The proposed configuration would meet or exceed ail these 
standards.

Monitoring Phase: Construction of Adjacent Parcels
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT)
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Once prior to occupancy
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Action Indicating Compliance: Reid Inspection sign-off and compliance 
certification report submitted to LADOT by project contractor

MM-TR-3: Main Street Existing; Main Street currently has a $5’ half roadway width
In a 60’half right-of-way, with 15* sidewalk. There are two travel lanesin 
each direction with left turn lanes at Intersections and a central turn lane 
midblock, Qn sheet parking Is allowed. Proposed; No roadway changes 
arepropcsed for thisstretch of Main Street Reducing sidewalk widths 
would be inconsistent with the project's goals of ehhahclrig the 
pedestrian environment On-street parking would remain - which would 
provide a buffer between travel lanes and sidewalks as well as 
convenient short-stay parking. Some curb space would be allocated to 
passenger loading zones for the residential buildings. A proposed 
subterranean parking garage would extend under the ptiblic sidewalk by 
9’ from the new property line (to 8* from the existing roadway curb).

Current Roadway Standards: Current City standards require a 40' half 
roadway in a 52' half right-of-way with 12’ sidewalk. Widening the 
roadway by 5' to meet roadway standards would require reducing the 
sidewalk width by 3’ from 15' to 12’. Updated Mobility Element 
Standards: The new City standards tor an Avenue I roadway (on 
adoption of the Updated Mobility Element) will require a 35’ half 
roadway width, in a 50' half right of way with 15' sidewalk.

The standards.

Monitoring Phase: Construction of Adjacent Parcels 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 

. Monitoring Frequency: Once prior to occupancy
Action Indicating Compliance: Reid inspection sign-off and compliance 
certification report submitted to LADOT by project contractor

Washington Boulevard, Existing: Washington Boulevard currently has 
an 84' roadway wjdtti in a 100’ right-of-way. It includes a 26* foot 
“median* for the Blue Line light rail line - which results in a 29* half 
roadway and 8* sidewalk in a 50' half right-of-way. There are two travel 
lanes in each direction, with left turn lanes at intersections, and no on
street parking. Proposed: No changes are proposed to the roadway 
curb-curb section (the required roadway section for a Major Highway 
Class II cannot be achieved because of the Blue Line). The project 
cannot meet the right-of-way dedication on the West Block due to the 
existing Reef building. The project will provide a 5* dedication on the 
East Block, for a 15' sidewalk and 57* half right-of-way. (The Proposed 
Updated South East Los Angeles Community Plan (SELACP) 
anticipates a 5* easement requirement for a 15’ sidewalk). A proposed 
subterranean parking garage would extend under the public sidewalk by 
T from the new property line (to 3* from the roadway curb).

MM-TR-4:

Current Roadway Standards: City standards currently require a 40' 
roadway in a 52' right-of-way with 12’ sidewalk. The half roadway width 
standard cannot be met because of the LRT line. A 2-foot dedication
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Vtfduld be required to meet did 52* half rlght-of-waystandard. Hie 
proposed 5' dedication would result In a 15’ sidewalk which would meet 
requirements and a 57* half right of way which would exceed 
requirements. Updated Mobility Element Standards: The new City 
standards for a Boulevard II roadway (on adoption of the Updated 
liilbqillty Element) will require a 40’ half roadway width, in a 55* half right 
of way with 15’ sidewaik. The proposed configuration would be unable 
to meettheroadway standard blcauSS of the rail line, but would meat

‘ V
Monitoring Phisei CbntocHOn of Adjacent f%mels>
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT)
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning ^ 
MbnhoringFfeqUehcyidhceprtorto occupancy :: ■. •• ;
Action I ndlcatlng^CompllartceLHeld lDS 
certification report submitted to LADOT bj

MM-TR-5: 21st Street, Existing: 21* Str&ei;currently has a 20* half roadway width in
> a 30’ right-of-way, with 10* sidewalk, whichmeets City standards. There

Is one travel laris in each direction, with no left turn lanes at 
intersections, and on-street parking Is allowed. Project Mitigation: No 
changes afe proposed to 21st Street On-street parking shall remain 

; ;where;possib^:;;-%\; ■ '

Current Roadway Standards: Current City standards for a 
Noncontinuous Local Street require ah 18* half roaidway in a 27* half 
right-of-way with 9’ sidewalk. The current roadway exceeds all these 
standards. Updated Mobility Element Standards: The new City 

’ standards for a Noncontinuous Local Street (on adoption of the
Updated Mobility Element) will require a 15* half roadway width, in a 25* 
half right of way with 10’ sidewalk. The proposed configuration would . 
meet or exceed all these standards.

Monitoring Phase: Construction of Adjacent Parcels
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT)
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Once prior to occupancy
Action Indicating Compliance: Reid inspection sign-off and compliance
certification report submitted to LADOT by project contractor

Prior to the Issuance of certificate of occupancy, the project applicant 
shall implement new traffic signals, subject to LADOT approval, at the 
following locations adjacent to the project

sian-off and compliance....■ERi.WI

MM-TR-8:

■ Main Street & Protect Garage Driveway
■ Main Street & 21* Street
■ Broadway & 21* Street
■ Hill Street & 21st Street

Monitoring Phase: Construction
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT)
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Orice prior to occupancy
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Action Indicating Compliance: Field Inspection sign-off and compliance 
certification report submitted to LADOT by project contractor ^

Feasible mitigation Improvements were Identified at a number of 
locations; which shall be implemented when enough project 
development has occuned to reach 55% of the total project PM peak 
hour tiips. The project applicant shall Implement the following physical 
mitigation measures to enhance intersection levels of service: '

■ The 17th Street Corridor Between Lbs Angeles Street and Grand 
Avenue: This mitigation measure would enhance the capacity of 17th 
Street, lire project shall restripe 171" Street from the existing two 
lanes to three lanes between Los Angeles Street and Grand Avenue.

MM-TR-7:

The current curb-to-curb right of way along 17th Street is wide enough 
to accommodate an additional thru lane in the westbound direction. 
This improvement would require that on-street parking, located along 
the southern edge of the roadway, either be permanently removed or 
restricted during peak periods from Lo$ Angeles Street to Grand

.. ^■Avenue./^>^;v^^.o;?^•,y\;^;^;'^vsV.A'■,•,'. ..'v..' .

This measure would require the removal (temporary or permanent) of 
15 metered parking spaces and 7 non-metared spaces along 17th 
Street. An analysis (per LADOT guidelines, and summarized in Traffic 
Study Appendix E) showed that there are sufficient unoccupied 
parking spaces in the adjacent area (within two blocks and for the 
majority of spaces within one block) to accommodate the loss.of these 
on-street parking spaces, so this measure would cause less than 
significant impacts on parking in this corridor.

Specific improvements included under this Mitigation Measure are as 
described below. These improvements have been included in the 
mitigation analysis. Except where identified, these measures could be 
implemented within the existing curb-to-curb roadway widths and 
within existing rights-of-way. Improvement concept plans are shown in 
The Traffic Study, Appendix F (Figure F.1 and Figure F.2) which is 
located in Appendix IV.N of this EIR.

■ Main Sheet at17,h Street Intersection: The project shall restripe the 
westbound approach on 17th Street to add an additional thru lane. 
This would modify the existing configuration of one shared left-thru 
lane and one shared thru-right lane, to a configuration of one shared 
left-thru lane, one thru lane and one shared thru-right lane.

■ Broadway at if0* Street Intersection: The project shall restripe the 
westbound approach on 17th Street to add an additional thru lane. 
This would modify the existing configuration of one shared left-thru 
(ane and one shared thru-right lane, to a configuration of one shared 
left-thru lane, one thru lane and one shared thru-right lane.
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Hill Street at 17* Street IntersedfomThe project shall restripe the 
westbound approach on 17th Sheet to add an additional thru lane. 
Tills woulct modify the existing configuration of one shared left-thru 
lane and one shared thru-right lane, to a configuration of one shared 
left-thru tone, one thru lane and one shared thru-right lane

■ Olive Street ait f|*"s4ief Intersection: The proposed mitigation 
measure at this Intersection is to restripe the westbound approach on 
17th Street to add an additional thru lane. This would modify the 
existing configuration of. one thru lane and one shared thru-right lane, 
to a conflguratioh of two thru lanes and one shared tiiru-right lane.

' a Grand Avenue at 17* Street Intersection: The project shall restripe
____________ _ the-westboundapproach on17“LStreet tQ Sdd an additional thru lane

This would/modify the existing configuration of one shared left-thru 
lane and bnethru lane, to a configuration of one shared left-thru lane 

/./ ' andtiaothrulanes.;.'/v/'/'/' ^ /.. ' /■■••■■ . .

Monitoring Phase: Coristructibn of EastTercel when enough prefect 
development has occurred to reach 55% of the total project PM peak hour tripe 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
MonitoringAgeriCyt l&pie^errtrtfCifyf^^
Monitoring Frequency: Once prior to occupancy .
Action lndicating Compliance: Field Inspection sign-off and compliance

f ' ■ ;

*1

Two additional roadway improvement measures shall be implemented 
by the project applicant on the IS* Street corridor, at Hfii and at 
Broadway, to provide an additional eastbound through lane, when 
enough project development has occurred to reach 70% of the total 
project PM peak hbur trips, as follows:

MM-TR-8:

■ Hill Street at f8* Street Intersection: The project shall restripe the 
eastbound approach on 18*Street to add an additional thru lane. This 
would modify the existing configuration of one left turn lane, one thru 
lane and one shared thru-right lane, to a configuration of one shared 
left-thru lane, one thru lane, and one shared thru-right lane.

Broadway at 18? Street Intersection: The project shall restripe the 
eastbound approach on 18* Sheet to add an additional thru lane. This 
would modify the existing configuration of one left tom lane, one thru 
lane and one shared thru-right lane, to a configuration of one shared 
left-thru lane, one thru lane, and one shared thru-right lane.

Monitoring Phase: Construction of East Parcel when enough project
development has occurred to reach 70% of the total project PM peak hour trips
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT)
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Once prior to occupancy
Action Indicating Compliance: Reid Inspection sign-off and compliance
certification report submitted to LADOT by project contractor



Case NO. CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR Q-23

Intersection Traffic Signal Upgrades: The traffic signal controllers at 
some study intersections are currently older mode) Type 170 
Controllers. Where possible, the City Is implementing upgrades to 
newer Type 2070 Controllers which provides for enhanced real time 
operation of traffic signal timing. The newer controllers allow LADOT to 
respond to real time traffic situations by making immediate adjustments 
to an intersection's signal timing and providing for more efficient traffic

’ flows. . . ;v;\ y:'V
• The project shall fund the upgrade of the signal controllers at the 

following intersection locations: ^':v.

MM-TR-9;

Intersection No. 14: Main Street AIT"1 Street 
Intersection No, 15: Los Angeles Street & 17* Street 
Intersection No. 61: Los Angeles Street &16th Street

Monitoring Phase: Construction
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning .
Monitoring Frequency: Once prior to occupancy
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off and compliance
certification report submitted to LADOT by project contractor

MM-TR-10: Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) Cameras: An integral part of the
City's ATSAC/ATCS traffic signal control system is CCTV cameras at 

■ ’ key intersection locations. These provide visual information to the City’s
ATSAC Traffic Control Center, and allow LADOT to monitor traffic 
operations and respond in real time to traffic conditions that delay 
vehicles and transit service.

The project shall fdnd the installation of new CCTV cameras (including 
necessary mounting pojes, fiber optic and electrical connections) at the 
following locations:

■ Intersection No. 13: Broadway & 17th Street
* Intersection No. 37: Adams Boulevard & Figueroa Street
■ Intersection No. 41: Adams Boulevard & Broadway
■ Intersection No. 57: Venice Boulevard & Figueroa Street .
* Intersection No. 59: Venice Boulevard & Grand Avenue

Monitoring Phase: Construction
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT)
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Once prior to occupancy
Action Indicating Compliance: Reid inspection sign-off and compliance
certification report submitted to LADOT by project contractor

System Detection Loops: Another integral part of the City’s 
ATSAC/ATCS traffic signal control system is system detection loops at 
key intersection locations. These provide real-time information to the 
City’s ATSAC Traffic Control Center, and allow LADOT to monitor traffic 
operations and respond in real time to traffic conditions that delay 
vehicles and transit service.

m

MM-TR-11:
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Theprojectwould fiirid the installation of hew system detection loops 
(including necessary fiber optic and electrical connections) at the 
following locations: > : V ^ v v -; , •• . " :

Intersection No. 21: Los Angeles Street & 18* Street 
■ intersection No. 61: LoS Angeles Street & 16* Street:

v

The locations for traffic signal upgrades, CCTV cameras, and system 
detector loops helve been agreed to by LADOT. The applicant will either 
install the upgrades or pay LADOT a fixed amount of $210,000 to 
provide for LADOT to design and Install the improvements.

Monitoring Phaset Construction

Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Once prior to occupancy; ,■ > ! •v
Action Indkcatlriig Compliance; Reid inspection signtofFand compliance 
certification report submitted 10 LADOT by project contractor ..............

Vehicle trip reduction measures are proposed to encourage the use of 
non-auto modes and reduce vehicle trips. These measures shall be 
impiemented as each parcel of the project site is developed. The 
financial contribution to LADOT for the Mobility Hub shall be 
implemented when project development has occurred to reach 40% of 
the total project PM peak hour trips. The financial contribution to the 
City's Bicycle Trust Fund should be implemented when project 
development has occurred to reach 50% of foe total project PM peak 
hour trips. These measures indude the following

MM-TR-12< '

• . •

■ Provide sidewalk bike racks on the project site, including areas near 
bus stops.

■ Coordinate with LADOT to provide the physical space (approximately
1,000 square feet rent free in a strategic location visible to the public) 
tor a Mobility Hub/Bikeshare Station at the project site that could 
indude space fon ■ ,

• secure, long-term parking:
• maintenance and repair, and/or potential small Bicycle 

Store; and/or ,
• area for bike share.

> Make a one-time fihanciaj contribution of $250,000 to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation, the monies to be used in toe 
implementation of the Mobility Hub on toe site of the project

" Make a one-time financial contribution of $250,000 to toe City's 
Bicycle Trust Fund, the monies to be used to improve bicycle facilities 
in toe area of toe project

■ Participate in a Car-Share Program, and provide a minimum of 10 
(ten) off-street car share parking spaces in toe project's parking 
garage.

> Facilitate rideshare through an on-site transportation coordinator.
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students, etc., .

Provide on-site facility with information oh car-sharing, vanpools, taxis 
(e„g. kiosk, concierge, or transportation office).
Provide emergency or late-night ride homes for transit users or 
carpodlers who reasonably and unexpectedly leave work early or late 
and can’t take busArain/carpool.

by providing locations for carpool andvanpool parking.

Monitoring Phaser Construction of Individual Parcels; At 40% of Total PM Peak 
Hour Trips; At 50 % of Total PM Peak Hour Trips 
Enforcement /Agency: Los Armeies Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning "
Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspections
Action Indicating Compliance: Field Inspection sign-off "

MM-TR-13; The project shall incorporate the following mitigation measures to 
encourage the use of transit and reduce vehicle trips. These measures 
shall be implemented as each parcel of the project site Is developed, 
the financial contribution to LADOT for the DASH Bus shall be

on the East Block of
the project

■ Provide transit information center/concierge/store/kiosks on-site
(include sale of transit passes). . .

• Provide bus shelters In area of the project site, as determined by 
■ '.. Metro. .. 'v-v-.v : ■: ■ ■ : .

■ Unbundle parking from housing cost.
" Implement parking cash-out programs for project land uses as 

appropriate.
■ Make a one-time financial contribution of $500,000 to LADOT for the 

purchase of one DASH bus, to facilitate modifying slightly the route of 
Route D to Include the project site. LADOT to pay for the operating 
costs of the vehicle.

Monitoring Phase: Construction of Individual Parcels; At Occupancy of East 
Block
Enforcement Agency: Los.Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspections 
Action indicating Compliance: Reid inspection sign-off

The project shall install a new traffic signal on Main Street at the main 
project driveway midblock between Washington Boulevard and 21st 
Street Installation of a signal at this location would also entail 
modifications to the driveways for the Sports Museum on the east side 
of Main Street, opposite the project site. The Sports Museum currently 
has two driveways on Main Street The northernmost of the two 
driveways is presently configured for inbound traffic, and the 
southernmost driveway is presently configured for outbound traffic. The 
existing south driveway of the Sports Museum would be closed, and a 
new driveway would be provided as the east leg of the new traffic 
signal, with full turning movements provided to access both the project 
and the Sports Museum. The existing north Sports Museum driveway

MM-TR-14:
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oti Mam Street Wburd hot be modified by the prefect, and coufd remain 
as a right tum-ln driveway. The existing Sports Museum driveway on 
Washington Boulevard would not be modified by the project, and would 
remain as a right turn-out driveway

Monitoring Phase: Construction
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Once prior to occupancy

Action indfeatirii Compliance: Field inspection i

•i

4,
\
'> *

\

\ : ■

•.
, *

litilities/Sewer :ii
v.. . ;•

Project Design Feature ■'\ :• * •i'
r ••J ‘ •!';• ■ -i ■; •5

The project shall implement the water-conserving project design 
features listed in Section IV.0.2 of this EIR, which will also reduce

PDF-UT-1;

I.

Monitoring Phase;Constructionv/'; -V
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

UtHIties/Water •''' ■' •‘-V; \ • .

Project Design Features

The project would implement the following Project Design Features 
(PDFs) to reduce water consumption. These measures are in addition 
to those required by axles and ordinances that would be applicable to 
the project:

* High Efficiency Toilets with flush volume of 1.0 gallons of water per
flush ’ ' ' •,.■ . •/ .

» Kitchen Faucets With flaw rate of 1.5 gallons per minute or less
* High Efficiency Clothes Washers (Residential) - water factor of 4.0 or

less, :.■ : \ ' ■
■ Waterless Urinals
■ Showerheads with flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute or less .
■ Rotating Sprinkler Nozzles for Landscape irrigation - 0.5 gallons per

minute :;,v■ -
» Drought Tolerant Plants - 70% of total landscaping
« High Efficiency Clothes Washers (Commercial) - water factor of 4.5 or 

. less -V ' :■ ' . 7.' .. . . . ■
»- Cooling Tower Conductivity Controllers or Cooling Tower pH 

Conductivity Controllers . .
■ Water-Saving Pool Filter
* Leak Detection System for swimming pools and Jacuzzi
* Drip/ Subsurface irrigation (Micro-Irrigation)

PDF-UT-2:
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Micro-Spray

together)? 
Zoned litigation

0.7 plant factor)■* •

Monitor!ngPhase: fonstmction \ v ;
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to Issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

PDF-UT-3 The project applicant shall complete a LEED Checklist and submit to 
the Department of City Planning for review, prior to issuance of building 
permits. /’/‘•o' ;v •. ’. . . ..

Monitoring Phase: Construction
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits
Action Indicating Compliance: Department of City Planning sign off of
reviewed checklist

Utilities/Solid Waste

Project Design Feature

PDF-UT-4: During occupancy and operations, the project shall have a solid waste 
diversion rate target of 50 percent of non-hazardous materials.

Monitoring Phase: Operations 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Field inspectionfe) following construction 
Action Indicating Compliance: Reid inspection sign-off

UtSiities/Electricitv

Project Design Feature

The project applicant shall complete a LEED Checklist, and submit to 
the Department of City Planning for review, prior to issuance of building 
permits.

PDF-UT-5:

Monitoring Phase: Construction
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits
Action Indicating Compliance: DCP sign off of reviewed checklist
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Utllitles/Natural Gas

Project Design Features

PDF-UT-6: Thepn

The applicant snail comply with State Energy Conservation Standards 
for New Residential and Non-Resldential Buildings (title 24, Part 6, 
Article 2, C&iifbtoia Administrative Code, 2008) and exceed Title 24, 
Part 9, Article 2, California Administrative Code, 2008 by 15 percent 
The applicant shall jhslali energy efficient heating and cooling 
systems, appliances (e-9- Energy Star®), equipment and control

...... . . _ .reducing
water consumption and water heating fUel (natural gas)

. • The applicant shall use energy-efficient pumps and motors for, waste
and storm water conveyance, tire water, and domestic water.

It •

Monitoring Phase: Construction ^ ' ^
EnforcementAgency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City 
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits .

The project applicant shall complete a LEED Checklist, and submit to 
the Department of City Planning for review, prior to Issuance of building 
permits.

PDF-UT-7:

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to Issuance of building permits 
Action Indicating Compliance: DCP sign off of reviewed checklist

29. Construction Mitigation Conditions. Prior to the issuance of a grading or building 
permit, or the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute a 
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner 
satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the 
following:

CM-1. That a sign be required on site clearly stating a contact/complaint telephone 
number that provides contact to a live voice, not a recording or voice mail, 
during all hours of construction, the construction site address, and the tract 
map number. YOU ARE REQUIRED TO POST THE SIGN 7 DAYS BEFORE 
CONSTRUCTION IS TO BEGIN.

Locate the sign in a conspicuous place on the subject site or 
structure (if developed) so that the public can easily read it. The sign 
must be sturdily attached tb a wooden post if it will be freestanding.

Regardless of who posts the site, it is always the responsibility of 
the applicant to assure that the notice is firmly attached,' legible, and

a.

b.
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c. If (he case involves more than one street frontage, post a sign on 
each street frontage involved. If a site exceeds five (5) acres in size, a 
separate notice of posting will berequiredforeach five (5) acres, or

' portion thereof. Each sign must be posted in a prominent location.

CM-2. All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least twice 
daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be 
used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAOMD District Rule 403. Wetting 
could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 50 percent v :

CM-3. The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened 
to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. ^

CM-4. Ail loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to 
prevent spillage and dust. ^ \

CM-5. All materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or securely 
covered to prevent excessive amount of dust ■ " ' ■ '; - ' , ‘

CM-6. All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued during 
periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive 
amounts of dust .

CM-7. General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so as 
to minimize exhaust emissions.

CM-8. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance Nos. 
144,331 and 161,574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the 
emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless 
technically infeasible. .

CM-9. Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00 
pm Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday.

CM-10. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid 
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high 
noise levels.

CM-11. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of- 
the-art noise shielding and muffling devices.

CM-12. The project sponsor shall comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of Title 
24 of the California Code Regulations, which insure an acceptable interior 
noise environment.

CM-13. Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather 
periods. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
construct diversion dikes to channel runoff around the site. Line channels with 
grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity.



Case No. CPC-2014-1771-GPA^VZC-SN-VCU-MGUP-CUX-ZV-SPR Q-30

CM-14. h^rifiorateiipjproprrate erosion control and drainage devices to the satisfaction 
of the Building and Safety Department shall be Incorporated, such as 
interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as 
specified by Sectfon 91.70l3 of the Buildlng Cpcrei Jncfuding planting fast

. growing annual and perennial Ipiieeses Tn arees.'Where construction is not 
immediately planned, These will shield and bind the soil; > ;

CM-15. Stockpiles arid excavated soil shall be cohered with secured tarps or plastic 
, ,/• sheeting 'h-b- ;.v.v; S ;; ' V . .

of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling 
bins to recycle construction materials including: solvents, vyater-based paints, 
vehicle ftuids, broken asphalt and concrete. wood. and vegetatfon. Non 

;V, recyclable rriaterials/wastes must be taken to ah appropriate landfill. Toxic
wastes must be discarded at a Ilcensed regulated dlspoSai site.

CM-17. Clean up leaks, drips arid spills immediately to prevent contaminated soil on

CM-16. All waste shall be

CM-18. Do not hose down pavement at material spills. Usd dty cleanup methods 
whenever possible* ,

CM-19. Cover and maintain dumpsters: Place uncovered dumpsters under a roof or 
cover with tarps or plastic sheeting,

CM-20. Use gravel approaches where truck traffic is frequent to reduce soil compaction 
and limit the tracking of sediment into streets. ’

CM-21. Conduct all vehjcle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing away from 
storm drains. Ail major repairs are to be conducted off-site. Use drip pans or 
drop cloths to catch drips and spills. •
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.

A. Entitlement Conditions v ^ V > '': ■ /V;

1. 12.24-Y Special Permission for a Redaction of Off-streetParking. The project shall be 
granted a 10 percent reduction in the required number of parking spaces, for commercial 
uses within 1,500 feet from a fixed transit station (Grand/LATTC Metro Blue Line).

2. Site Plan Review & Major Project Development. The project shall be granted a Site Plan 
Review and Major Project Development for a project that creates an increase of SO or more 
dwelling units and an increase of more than 100,000 square feet of non-resideritial floor 
area, which in this case is 1,444 residential units and approximately 124,065 square feet of 
corhmercial space.

3. Unified Development Covenant Prior to the Issuance of any building permits, the
applicant shall file a covenant running with the land With the Department of Suilding and 
SSfely: (1) guaranteeing to continue the operation and maintenance of the development as 
a unified development; (2) indicating the floor area and, if applicable, density used on each 
parcel and the floor area and, if applicable, density potential, if any, that would remain; (3) 
guaranteeing the continued maintenance cf tire unifying design elemenis; and (4) specifying 
an individual or entity to be responsible and accountable for this maintenance and the fee 
for the annual inspection of compliance by the Department of Building and Safety, required 
pursuant to Section 19,11. The agreement shall run with the (and and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. ^

4. Prior to the issuance of the building permit, a copy of the VTT-72914 shall be submitted to
the satisfaction of the Development Services Center: _

5. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant 
and Agreement to comply with the South Los Angeles Alcohol Sales Specific Plan.

6. Electric Vehicle Parking. The project shall include at least twenty percent (20%) of the total 
Code-required parking spaces provided for ail types of parking facilities, but in no case less 
than one location, shall be capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment 
(EVSE). Plans shall indicate the proposed type and location(s) of EVSE and also include 
raceway method(s), wiring schematics and electrical calculations to verity that the electrical 
system has sufficient capacity to simultaneously charge all electric vehicles at all designated 
EV charging locations at their full rated amperage. Plan design shall be based upon Level 2 
or greater EVSE at its maximum operating capacity. Of the 20% EV Ready, five (5)% of the 
total Code-required parking spaces shall be further provided with EV chargers to 
immediately accommodate electric vehicles within the parking areas. When the application 
of either the 20% or 5% results in a fractional space, round up to tile next whole number. A 
label stating "EVCAPABLE” shall be posted in a conspicuous place at the service panel or 
subpanel and next to the raceway termination point

7. Solar Panels. Solar panels shall be installed on the project’s rooftop space and/or
equipment, in substantial conformance with the site plan labeled as Exhibit "A” stamped and 
dated July 27,2016. .

8. Graffiti Removal. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color 
of the surface to which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence.

9. Aesthetics. The structure, or portions thereof shall be maintained in a safe and sanitary 
condition and good repair and free of graffiti, trash, overgrown vegetation, or similar 
material, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 91,8104. All open areas not used for 
buildings, driveways, parking areas, recreational facilities or walks shall be attractively 
landscaped and maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, including an automatic
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irrigation plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect to the satisfaction of the decision 
maker. .'7" 7 < ■' •• ' .: .7--.' ■

10. Ml
I •- v

a. Grant, the Master Conditional Use authorization herein to allow the on-site sale, 
dispensing and consumption of a full ifne of alcoholic beverages sfcail be limited to tiie 
following: eight(8) resfeurant/bar eatablfsiinftentaon the 7east block; five (5} 
establishments wdthin theReef building iHduding thCfooftop restaurant, bsslsiirtein^ lobby 
restaurant, level 2 and level 11; and five (5) establishments inconjunctionwithths hotel 
including the hotel rooms, gallery,groundfloor restaurant arid pcfpi de^k The Master

for off-slte: consumption shall; be limited to two (2) retail spaces on tiie east block 
Including the grocery store and pharmacy. The Master Conditional USe authorization 
herein to allow live entertalnment and/or patron dancing shall be nrnitSd to five (5) 
establishments including the hotel gallery; hotel pbot deck, Reef building rooftop 
restaurant, Reef building feVef 2 and Reef building level 11. 7 7c 7 7^7

b. Sidewalk dining. Estebilshmentsseeklng to serve food and alcohol within tiie public
right-of-way shall secure a revocable permit from Department of Public Works prior to 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy;";;..7'7 7 7 ; 7 7 7

c. Hotel Pool Deck. The hotel pool deck hours shall be limited from 8:00 a m. to 10:00
p.m.,daily. :.7';7'\-' 7 ■. 7-'-7-

d. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a plan approval(s) with the 
Department of City Planning pursuant to Section 12.24-M of the LAMC prior to the 
utilization of any grant made herein pursuant to the sale of alcoholic beverages. The 
plan approvals) shall be accompanied by tiie payment of appropriate toes; pursuant to 
Section19.01,C of the Municipal Code, and must be accepted as Complete by the 
Department of City Planning. Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all 
abutting property owners. The applicant shall submit an overall security plan for the 
Project Site which shall be prepared inconsultation with the Los Angeles Police 
Department and which addresses security measures for tiie protection of visitors and 
employees. The project shall include appropriate security design features for semi-public 
and private spaces, which may Include, but shall not be limited to: access control to 
buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key security; lobbies, corridors, 
and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; wetl-HIuminated semi-public 
space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate areas of concealment; and 
location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot traffic areas. In reviewing the 
plan approval(s) for alcohol sales, the Zoning Administrator may consider Conditions, as 
applicable^ on the following: time period of the grant; hours and days of operation; 
primary use(s); security plans; matfmum seating capacity; maximum floor area; noise; 
mode, character and nature of the operation; food service and age limits. The plan 
approval review application is for the purpose of evaluating the effectiveness of ail 
conditions, associated with the sale of alcoholic beverages of this granted action, as to 
whether additional conditions are necessary or whether conditions may be deleted.

Modifications to these Conditions of Approval shall require that the applicant file a plan 
approvals) with the Department of City Planning. The plan approval(s) shall be 
accompanied by the payment of appropriate fees, and must be accepted as complete by
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the Department of City Planning. Mailing labels shall be provided by die applicant for all 
abutting property owners. Mitigation Measures and/or Project Design Features shall not 
be changed. modified. or removed using the plan approval process.

e. Within six months of tiie effective data of this action, all employees Involved with the sale
of alcoholic beverages shall enroll in tiie Los Angeles Police Department “Standardized 
Training for Alcohol Retailers" (STAR) program. Upon completion of such training, the 
applicant shall request the Police Department to Issue a letter identifying which 
employees completed the training. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the letter from 
the Police Department tp tiie Condition Compliance Unit as evidence of compliance, in 
the event there is a change In the licensee, within one year of such change, this training 
program shall be required for all new staff. All employees who serve alcoholic beverages 
shall attend follow-up STAR classes eveiy 24 months. The STAR training shall be 
conductedforallnewhlres within 2 months of their employment ^ i V

f. Prior to the utilization of this grant, surveillance cameras shall be Installed which cover
all common areas of the venues, including ail high-risk areas* entrances and exits to 
each tenant space, Including cameras that provide a view of the street The camera 
installation plan shall also be reviewed by tiie Police Department individually or as part 
of the security plan. The applicant shall maintain a one-month tape library and such 
tapes shall be made available to Police ' ‘

g. There shall be no use of the subject premises which involves Section 12.70 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code uses (Adult Entertainment).

h. The applicant shall maintain on tiie premises and present upon request to the Police or 
other enforcement agency, a copy of the Business Permit, insurance Information, and 
valid emergency contact phone number for any Valet Service utilized and for any 
Security Company Sendee employed.

i. The applicant shall Identify a contact person and provide a 24-hour “hot tine” telephone 
number for any inquiries or complaints from the community regarding tile subject facility. 
Prior to the utilization of this grant, the phone number shall be posted on the site so that 
is readily visible to any interested party. Hie hot tine shall be:

• posted at the entry, and the cashier or customer service desk,
• responded to within 24-hours of any complaints/inquiries received on this hot 

line, and
• the phone number shall connect directly to the responsible person and not to an 

answering machine.

j. The operator of each venue shall be responsible for maintaining the area adjacent to the 
premises under his/her control free of litter.

k. The applicant and tenants shall monitor the areas under their control to prevent loitering 
of persons around their venues.

l. There shall be no cover charge required at any time at any venue on the premise.

m. No after-hour use of a venue in the complex is permitted. This includes but is not limited 
to private or promotional events, excluding any activities which are issued film permits by 
the City.
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Theauthorlzed use shall ba condUctedatall times with due regard forth© character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to tiie Department of City Planning to 
Impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the Department of City 
Planning that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the

n

b. if at any time during the* period of the grant, should documented evidence bp submitted 
showing continued violatioh(s) Of aiiy condition(s) of the grant, resulting fri d disruption or 
ihterferencewith the peacefulenjoymentoftheadjolnfngand neighboring prbpertles,the 
Department of Clty Planning will have the right to requirethe Petitioner(s) to file for a 
Plan Approval application together with the associated fees and tb hold a pubiic hearing 
to review' the Petitioners) cojfipltdrice with and the effectiveiiess of the conditions of the 
grantThe Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary;and supporting documentation of how

p. The operator shall install aridmaiotairi surveiilariee cameras in allareas oftherestaurant 
premises, including any butdoof dining arid arid a 30-day video library that covers all 
common areas of such business, including ail high-risk areas ahd en&ances of exits.

. t

q. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shell be 

. incorporated into the lease. PUrihemhdre, Slf vendorsofalcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. . . .

If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violations) of any conditions) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the

r.

City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioners) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with tiie associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioners) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant The petitioners) shalj submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained.:

A copy of tills grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. • ;

CONDITIONS IDENTIFIED FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT 
OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL RELATIVE TO THE SALE AND 
DISTRIBUTION OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES

In approving the instant grant the City Planning Commission has not imposed 
Conditions specific to the sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages, even if such 
Conditions have been volunteered or negotiated by the applicant in that the City 
Planning Commission has no direct authority to regulate or enforce Conditions assigned 
to alcohol sales or distribution.

The City Planning Commission has identified a set of Conditions related to alcohol sales 
and distribution for further consideration by the State of California Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC). In identifying these conditions, the City Planning

s.
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Commission acknowledges the ABC as the responsible agency for establishing and 
enforcing Conditions specific to alcohol sates and distribution. The Conditions identified 
below are based on testimony and/or other evidence established In the administrative 
record, and provide the ABC an opportunity to address the specific conduct of alcohol 
sales and distribution In association with the Conditional Use granted herein by the City 

^ Planning Commission. • ■ ;.v. ■?77.x:;vy; 7'■ :,;h : -,7--
V ' '

• There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type promoting alcoholic
: products..': '" "' ' ; ■' "" "

the alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for “public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. 
“Public Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or 
service of alcoholic beverages to thepublicfor consumption on foe premises, and in 
which food is rtot sold to the public as a bona fide eating place, *

• No alcohol shall be allowed to be consumed on any adjacent property under the
control of the applicant . '7' ■;.:: \ .

• There shall be no advertising of any alcoholic beverages visible from the exterior of 
the premises from the food and beverage areas within the museum, promoting 
indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages.

• Alcohol sales and dispensing for on-site consumption shall only be served by
employees. ..... .■ •. . . 7.7 ■■ ;. 7-.... . 7.. - ■ '

• Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law 
prohibits the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. “No 
loitering or Public Drinking* signs shall be posted outside the subject facility.

• The venue operator, owner and the venue personnel shall at all times maintain a 
policy of not serving to obviously intoxicated patrons and shall take preventative 
measures to help avert intoxication-related problems.

• No person under the age of 21 years shall sell or deliver alcoholic beverages.
• The sale of distilled spirits by the bottle for same day or future consumption is

prohibited. ■/'
• There shall not be a requirement to purchase a minimum number of drinks.
• There shall be no portable self-service barfs) at either location. A wait

or

person or
bartender shall conduct all alcoholic beverage service, which may be from a portable 
bar.

• In the off-site venue, there shall not be any sale of single cans or bottles of beer, 
wine coolers, or malt liquor from pre-packaged 6- or 4- packs. The sale of individual . 
cans or bottles of craft beer from 15+ fluid ounce containers is permissible.

• No sale of alcohol shall be permitted at any self-service, automated check-out station 
(checkout conducted primarily by the customer, with assistance by a store monitor) if 
such are available on the site, All sales of alcohol shall be conducted at a full- 
service checkout station directly attended by a cashier/checkout clerk specifically 
assigned solely to that station.

B. Administrative Conditions

1. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies, of any approvals, guarantees _ 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in the 
subject file. •

or

2. Code Compliance. Area, height and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary.
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3. Covenant. Prior to the Issuahde of any permits relative to this matter; ah agreement 
concerning all the Information contained In these conditions shall be recorded In the County 
Recorder’s Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on any

. : iiui^e^uciirll?'prcpeir^;di^^ heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to the 
Department of City Planning Development Services Center for approval before being 
recorded. After recordation, a copy bearing die Recorder's number and date shall be 
provided to the Department of City Planning for attachment to the file., • ; /

4. Definitibrir. Any agencies,, public officials or legisiattibn referenced in these conditions shall 
mean those agencies, public offices, legislation or their successors, designees or

. ■ amendment to any legislation; •;•:•;/■*■]• [ ;;v-4; A • v'> A. >; AAv A :’VAA; A A•;.
‘ ■ **.'’V'-AvAAAA*>-AA
5. Enforcement* dor . 

to the satisfaction of tiie Department of City Planning and any designated agency, or the 
agencyV successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any

■ amendmentsthereto, A ’ /A A AAA A; A-AA - AA •, .. ' ■ -
6. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall b& printed on

the building plans submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety* .'A-'-'A. A-A- A-A v,' ■ ■

7. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at ail timi^ with due regard
for the character of the surrounding; district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning 
Commission, pr the Director of Planning, pursuant id Section 12.27.1 of the Municipal Code, 
to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers opinion, such actions 
are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood or occupants of 
adjacent property.; \ r : : AAA. . A-A A/A AAA' .A ■

8. Project Plan Modtflcatlone. Any corrections and/or modifications to the project plans made 
subsequent to this grant that are deemed necessary by the Department of Building and 
Safety, Fire Department, or other City Agency tor Code compliance, and which involve a • 
change in site plan, floor area, parking* building height, yards or setbacks, building 
separations, or lot coverage, shall require a referral of the revised plans back to the 
Department of City Planning for additional review and final sign-off prior to the issuance of 
any building permit in connection with said plans. This process may require additional 
review and/or action by the appropriate decision making authority including tiie Director of 
Planning, City Planning Commission, Area Planning Commission, or Board.

9. indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs. Applicant shall do all of the
' following: .■ ./ ■

i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against the 
City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and 
approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, 
challenge, set aside, void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the 
entitlement, tiie environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of 
subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including from 
inverse condemnation or any other constitutional daimA

ii) Reimburse the City for any and ail costs Incurred in defense of an action related to or
arising out of, in whole or in part, the City's processing and approval of the 
entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney's fees, 
costs of any judgments or awards against the City (including an award of attorney’s 
fees), damages, and/or settlement costs. ^

conditions shall be
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iii) Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation hosts to the City within 10 days’ notice 
of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. The Initial 
deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole discretion, 
based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall tiie initial deposit be 
less than $25,000. Hie City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not relieve 
the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to therequirement In

. paragraph(ii)..'V;a: ava':!a:Aa-.'Aa" 'r ’.■
iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits may

be required in an increased amount from .the initial, deposit if found necessary by the 
City to protect the City’s interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit 
does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to 
the requirement in paragraph (ii). ^ v ^ ^

v) If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an indemnity
and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with the 
requirements of flits condition. ^ .

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any 
action and the City shall cooperate in the defense, if the City fails to notify the applicant of 
any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably 
cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, 
indemnity or hold harmless the City. . v ...v A;

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s office or 
outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense In the 
defense of any action, but such participation shaH not relieve the applicant of any obligation 
imposed by this condition, in the event the Applicant fails to comply with this condition, in 
whole or in part, the City may withdrew its defense of the action, void its approval of the 
entitlement, or take any other action. The City retains the right to make all decisions with 
respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon 
or settle litigation.

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:

‘City* shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, commissions, 
committees, employees, and volunteers.

"Action" shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes actions, 
as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local law.

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the City 
or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition.
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- ,FINDINGS\

Legislative Flndinas/General Plan/Chartar RncUirtds . .

1. General Plan Land Use •':;r^;'^./^;j:-.v.v.'-5.'. ■ ■ v ■ .

The subject property is located within the Southeast Los Angelas ComrriiTnity Plari area 
(effectiVeMarcb 22,2000), which designates the property as Limited Manufacturing with the 
corresponding zones of CM.' MR1 and M1 , the project site's Current zones are [Q]M1 -2-0 
and the M1-2-0. the rettommended General flap Amendment will change the land use 
deslgnation to Community Commercial with the (^rtesponding zbhes of CR, C2, C4 and 
RAS3. In addition, the General Plan Amendment will allpvir tor themodification of Footnote 1 
to state tfis# tfte project site is hot subject to the height limitations of Height District 1, 
Generally, Height Districts in the Ozone allbwsunlirnitedheightwifh anFAR of 6.0:1.

Approval of a General Plan Amendment Is necessary to unify the project sito under the 
Community Commercial land iise designation, consistent with other properties to the west 
artd east along Washington Boulevard. ih addition, Ore proposed Zone Change will unify the 
entire project site under the C2 zona white maintaining the Height and FAR restrictions of '

......HeightDistrictNoi2.Themixed-useprojectis notconsistentwiththecurrentGoutHeastLos................
Angeles Community Plan land use because the Limited Manufacturing land use does not 
allow residential uses. However, with approval of the General Plan Amendment from Light 
Manufacturing to Community Commercial arid modification of Footnote NO; 1, the project will 
be consistent witii the land use designation. The corresponding C2 zone allows the 
construction of 1,444 residential units in conjunction with commercial uses.

In addition, the Draft Southeast Los Angelas Community Plan update seeks to amend the 
community plan map. As part of the plan update, a General Plan Amendment is required to 
create consistency among existing/future developments and designated land uses. The 
Draft Plan seeks to change the project site, including all of the properties fronting 
Washington Boulevard to the north and south between Hill Street and San Pedro Street, 
from "Limited Manufacturing* to "Community Commercial" land use, thus, creating a unified 
pattern of zoning and corresponding land use designation along Washington Boulevard. The 
proposed change to Community Commercial is based on the determination of the Industrial 
Land Use Policy that identities the area as a transition district as well as input from 
community members, stakeholders and representatives from Council District 9. Transition 
Districts are areas where the viability of industrial uses have been compromised by 
significant conversions and where the transition to other uses should continue. Identified 
Transition Districts are areas where alternate policies such as specific plans, Transit 
Oriented Districts (TOD) and other planning efforts are anticipated or are in process. Unlike 
"Industrial Mixed-Use Districts,” stand-alone housing or mixed-use developments containing 
housing and commercial uses may be appropriate in "Transition Districts." The Southeast 
Los Angeles Community Plan is expected to be adopted in mid-2017.

2. General Plan Text

a. Southeast Los Anaeies Community Plan: The mixed-use project is consistent with 
several goals, objectives, and polices of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan. 
The plan text includes the following relevant residential and commercial land use goals, 
objectives and policies:

A safe, secure, and high quality residential environment for all economic, age, 
and ethnic segments of the Community.

Goal 1,
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To provide for the preservation of existing housing and for the 
development of now housing to meet the diverse economic and

Objective 1-1;

of
' ' the Plan area to die year 2010. ■ • ■ v ■■: ■

Policy 1-1*1: Designate specific lands to provide for adequate multi-family 
residential development. v/;:.

. . Objective 1-2: To locate new housing in a manner which reduces vehicular trips 
.... and makes It accessible to services and facilities.

Policy 1-2.1: Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers, light 
mass transit stations, and major bus routes where public sendee 

:■' . facilities, utilities, and topography will accommodate this
■; development :.; ;v ■- .

Objective 1-6: To promote and ensure the provision of adequate housing for all 
persons regardless of income, age, or ethnic background.

Policy 1-5.1: Promote greater individual choice in type, qualify, price, and 
location of housing.

Policy 1-5.2: Ensure that new housing opportunities minimizes displacement of 
the residents. • : ' ' ' - ' . .

Policy 1-5.3: Provide for development of townhouses and other similar 
condominium type housing units to Increase home ownership 

■ ; ■ options, ' ' \

Goal 2: A strong and competitive commercial sector which best serves the needs of
the community through maximum efficiency and accessibility whUe preserving 
the historic commercial and cultural character of the district.

Objective 2-1: To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development

Policy 2-1.3: Commercial areas should be consolidated and deepened to 
stimulate existing businesses, create opportunities for new 
development and off-sheet parking, expand the variety of goods 
and services, and improve shopping convenience as well as offer 
local employment

Policy 2-1.5: Require that projects be designed and developed to achieve a 
high level of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with 
existing uses and development

Objective 2-4: To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to 
identify Pedestrian Oriented Districts (POD’s).

Policy 2-4.2: New development should add to and enhance the existing 
pedestrian street activity.

Policy 2-4.3: Ensure that commercial infill projects achieve harmony with the 
best of existing development
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Policy 2-4.5: Identify pedestrian-oriented areas as preferred locations for 
. mixed-use projects, . . ^ :

Policy 2-4.6: Required'that mixed-use projects and development In Pedestrian 
Oriented Districts be designed and developed to achieve a high 
level of quality* distinctive character, and compatibility with

Policy 2-4-7: Require that the first floor street frontageof structures, including 
mixed-use projectsand parking structures located In Pedestrian 

^ Oriented Districts, incorporate commercial uses.:. . \

Policy 2-4.6: Require that mixed-use projects be designed to mitigate potential 
cxmfliets between the commercial and residential uses (e.g., noise, 
lighting, security, truck and automobile access, etc.) and provide 
adequate amenities for residential occupants^, ,

Policy 2-4.10: Promote mixed-Use projects in proximity to transit stations, along 
^ transit corridors, and in appropriate commercial areas.

Objective 2-5:

Policy 2-5.1: Improve the appearance and landscaping of commercial 
’ properties. / ■ . • • '

Policy 2-5.2: Preserve community character, scale and architectural diversity.

GoalS: A community with sufficient open space in balance with new development to 
serve the recreational, environmental, health and safety needs of the community 
and to protect environmental and aesthetic resources;

Objective 5-1: To preserve existing open space resources and where possible 
develop new open space.

Policy 5-1.3: Requke development in major opportunity sites to provide public 
open space.

The project is a mixed-use development consisting of: 549 apartment units, including 21 
live/work unite, and 895 residential condominiums (or up to 1,444 residential 
condominiums); a 208-key hotel; 67,702 square feet of retail/restaurant uses; a 29,355 
square-foot grocery store; a 17,507 square-foot gallery; and a 7,879 square-foot fitness 
studio. The existing Reef building will be maintained and indudes an 8,000 square-foot 
rooftop restaurant addition. The project will contain approximately 2,541,468 square feet 
of floor area upon foil build but , ^ T

The mixed-use project replaces surface parking lots ih an area characterized by office, 
civic, educational, light manufacturing, retail and multi-family residential uses that are in 
close proximity to several public transit options, including the Metro Blue Line. The 
project provides much-needed housing (for rent and sale) and jobs to the Southeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan area, indudihg neighborhood serving retail and restaurant 
uses, a hotel, publically accessible open space and pedestrian improvements that 
support this area of Southeast Los Angeles as an emerging transit-oriented commerdal
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center for population growth, employment, retail servlces, restaurant options and open 
spacq for recreation. -V'. ^ s' 7’.: '7 v ;'7:;..v:7 -•

As with the current plan, the Draft Southeast Us Angeles Community Plan identities 
several goals, policies, implementation programs and design guidelines to help achieve 
the community’s vision. As part of the plan update, a General Plan Amendment is 
required to create consistency among existirigftiiture developments and designated land . .
uses. Specifically, the project site's land use, as well as all of the properties fronting 
Washington Boulevard to the north and south between Hill Street and San Pedro Street, 
will be changed from “limited Manufacturingr to ,,Community Commercial.’' The 
proposedchangeto Community Commercialls based on the determination of the 
Industrial Land Use Policy that identities the area as a transition district as well as input 
from community members, stakeholders and representatives from Council District 9. The 
project site will also be located within a designated Transit Oriented District

The Draft Plan also includes a Community Plan Implementation Overlay, The Draft 
Southeast Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) was updated and released 
for public review on March 18, 2015, The Draft CPIO designated the project site as a 
Regional Center Transit Oriented District (Subarea H.2). The "H" Regional Subarea 
allows for greater intensity of development and provides development incentives for non- 
residential, Jobs-produCing uses such as office, research and development, and other 
job-intensive land uses that are well suited for this Downtown-adjacent enclave.

The Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Southeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan Update was issued on October 20, 2008 and two public . 
scoping meetings were held, one on November 6, 2008 and the other on November 13, 
2008. Adoption of the Southeast Community Plan update is anticipated in mid-2017 
following the retease of the Draft EIR (anticipated in the Fall of 2016), a 90-day public 
comment period and a public hearing before the City Planning Commission.

b. Framework Land Use Chapter The Framework Element's Land Use chapter seeks to 
support Hie viability of the City's residential neighborhoods and commercial districts, and 
to encourage sustainable growth in higher-intensity commercial and mixed-use districts, 
particularly in proximity to transportation corridors and transit stations.

The General Plan Framework identities Limited Manufacturing (referred to as Industrial- 
Transit) areas as a function of the Industrial Land Use chapter. The Framework seeks to 
"preserve industrial lands for the retention and expansion of existing and attraction of 
new industrial uses that provide job opportunities for the City's residents." However, as 
indicated in the Economic Development chapter of the Framework Element, "some 
existing industrially zoned lands may be inappropriate for new industries and should be 
converted for other land uses." The Framework identifies the Industrial-Transit land use 
with the corresponding CM, M1, M2 and C2 zones while the corresponding zones for 
Community Commercial (referred to as Community Centers) land use are CR, C4 and 
[Q]C2. The General Plan Framework identifies the two types of Community Centers as 
either a "multi-use, non-residential center that encourages the development of 
professional offices, hotels, cultural and entertainment facilities" or a “mixed-use center 
that encourages the development of housing in concert with the multi-use commercial 
uses." The corresponding CR, C2 and [Q]C2 zones "accommodate the development of 
community-serving commercial uses and services and residential dwelling units.”

The project supports and will be generally consistent with the General Plan Framework 
Land Use Chapter as it will contribute to the needs of future residents, employees, and
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visitors. Specifically, the project will comply with the Community Centers following goal 
objective and policies set forth In the General Plan Framework Land Use Chapter .

Goal 3E: Pedestrian-oriented, high activity, multi- andmixed-use centers that support 
and provide Identity for Los Angeles* communities,

9 .

V.y

Objective 3.9: Reinforce existing and; encourage new community centers, which 
: accommodate a broad range of uses that serve the needs of

‘ adjacent residents, promote neighborhood and community activity, 
y. aire compatible with adjacent neighborhoods, and era developed to 

'■'* s in which to live, work and visit; both in daytimebe desfrable £ 
and nighttime.

Policy 3.9.1 :Ac6orrimodate the development pf pommunify-servlng dommercial 
used arid services arid residential dwelling units in areas designated 
a$ "Community Center*. The ranges and densities/intensities of 

I . uses permitted In any area strall be Identified in the community 
y:;. plans.;;;.yyy.v.- e-v.y ;;>/ y ■ •

Policy 3.9.3: Determine the appropriateness of centralized and shared parking 
structures; and where suitable, and feasible, ericourage their 

\y . development. •. v^- a, S'.y -y a ■.-a-.v/ "■ . ■

Policy 3.9.4: Ptorriote the development of para-transit or other local shuttle 
system and bicycle amenities that provide access-tor residents of 
adjacent neighborhoods, where appropriate and feasible.

Policy 3.9.7: Provide tor the development of public streetscape improvements,
■ . . where appropriate. .

Policy 3.9.8: Support the development of public and private recreation and small 
parks by incorporating pedestrian-oriented plazas, benches, other 
streetscape amenities and, where appropriate, landscaped play 

■ . ' - ' areas. , ■ ; •v, y. ■ ' ' ,.. .... y.y-.-Vy; ■'. ■' y ■

Policy 3.9.9: Require that outdoor areas of developments, parks, and plazas 
located in community centers be lighted tor night use, safety, and 
comfort commensurate with their intended nighttime use, where 

'■ ■ appropriate* ; ■: .• ' y: • •; '

The General Plan Framework Element encourages Community Centers to be identifiable 
focal points and activity centers for surrounding groups of residential neighborhoods, 
serving a population Of 25,000 to 100,000. They differ from neighborhood districts in 
their size and intensity of business and social activity. They contain a diversity of uses 
such as small offices, overnight accommodations, cultural and entertainment facilities, 
schools and libraries in addition to neighborhood-oriented uses. The project is consistent 
with die Community Centers that is defined as *a mixed-use center that encourages the 
development of housing in concert with the multi-use commercial uses* in that the 
project provides housing in conjunction with retail, restaurant, office, hotel and open 
space uses. . ' . . - ; . . ■. , . . ■ ■ ’

The project is located an area of Southeast Los Angeles consisting of Limited 
Manufacturing, Public Facilities, Community Commercial and Low Medium ll Residential 
land uses. The variety Of uses is evident in the patchwork of development that includes
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creative, office and limited manufacturing Jobs; retail arid restaurant establishments; civic 
and educational uses and muitt-ferriity residential uses contained in structures ranging 
from low-rise to mid-rise buildings, the project site's proposed Community Commercial 
land use designation supports the area’s diversity of uses. consistent with the 
Community Commercial’s, identity as a focal point of activity for surrounding groups. The 
project will enliven the Immediate area by replacing surface parking lots with a mixed- 
use project containing residential, retail, restaurant, hotel and pubjipsily accessible open 
space, as well as foe retention of the Reef bullding foat houses space for wholesale, 
design, cr6atidn, and exhibition of new productsi, Tip addition of foe project will thereby 
enhance the existing diversity of jobs, services, arid housing fo ari urban area that is 
well-served by public infrastructure and transit, Including the Metro Blue Line.

In addition, as encouraged by foe General Plan Framework In Commercial Centers, the 
mixed-use nature of foe project wi# Increase opportunities for employees to live near 
their Jobs and residents to live near retail and restaurant establishments. As such, foe 
length arid number of vehicular trips will decrease while transit, pedestrian and bicycle 
activity will increase. ■ ■;/. y.;; . 'ly

c. Housing Element: 2013-2021 Housing Element, foe Housing Element of foe General 
Plan, is foe City’s blueprint for meeting housing and growth challenges. The Housing 
Element identities the City’s housing conditions and needs, identifies goals, objectives, 
arid policies that are foe foundation of the City's housing and growth strategy, and 
provides an array of programs foe City has committed to in order to implement and 
create sustainable, mixed-income neighborhoods across Los Angeles. The project is 
consistent with foe following goals, objectives and policies of foe Housing Element:

Goal 1:Houslng Production and Preservation: A City where housing production and 
preservation result in an adequate supply of ownership and rental housing thatis 
safe, healthy and affordable to peopla of all income levels, races, ages, and 
suitable for their various needs,

Objective 1.1: Produce an adequate supply of rental and ownership housing in order 
to meet current and projected needs.

Policy 1.1.3: Facilitate new construction and preservation of a range of different 
housing types that address the particular needs of the city’s 
households. . ’' . ... ..

Policy 1.1.4: Expand opportunities for residential development, particularly in 
designated Centers, Transit Oriented Districts and along Mixed- 
Use Boulevards.

The project includes 1,444 residential units in a range of housing types and sizes, 
including 895 condominiums and 549 apartments (including 21 live/work units). 
Residential units are offered in live/work, studio, and one-, two- and three-bedroom 
configurations. The variety in dwelling unit types will accommodate a variety of family 
sizes within a mixed-use development The project’s 1,444 residential units will help 
further achieve the Mayor’s goal of producing 100,000 dwelling units by 2021.

Goal 2:Safa, Livable and Sustainable Neighborhoods
■ ■ . » ,

Objective 2.2: Promote sustainable neighborhoods that have mixed-income housing,
jobs, amenities services and transit



Case No. CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR F-7

Policy 2.2.1: Provide Incentives to ericbufage die Integration of housing with 
V-other compatible land uses;; c ^t ^ '

Policy 2.2.2: Provide incentives and flexibility to generate mtir multi-family 
housing hear iransit and centers, In accordance with the General 

. v Plan Framework element, as reffected in Map ES. 1. ? ; :

Objective 2.3: Promote sustainable buildings, Which minimize adverse effects on the

Policy 2.3.2: PrOrnoiearidfacilitatereductioriofwatercohsumpiiOnih 
• Existing housing. ; ^ 1 ■ -

hew and

Policy 2.3,3: Promote and facilitate reduction of energy consumption In 
. and existing housing .............

Policy 2.3.4: PrOmOte andfacilitate reduction of waste iri constnictien and 
. • . ■ building op erations. , , ;-v.

Objective 2.4: Prorijote livable neighborhoods with a mtx of housing types, quality 
> : . design and a scale and character that respects unique residential

■ neighborhoods in theCity- ;• ■■ -

new

Policy 2.4.3: fjevelbp arid implement Sustainable design standards in public 
end private open space and street rightsof-way. Increase access 

’ • to open space, parks and green spaces. ; '

The mixed-use project wilt replace existing parking iotsi creating a safe and livable 
environment adjacent to existing employment and several public transportation lines. 
The project also includes several amenities for residents, employees and vtsitore 
including a grocery store, pharmacy, retail and restaurant establishments and pubiically 
accessible open space. In addition, the project wiH comply with all state, regional, local 
and LAMC requirements for Water and energy conservation and waste reduction. The 
project will be constructed to LEED Silver certification standards. Hie project also 
includes EV ready parking spaces, solar panels and 162,255 square feet of open space, 
including landscaped courtyards and pathways that will be pubiically accessible.

d. Health and Wellness Element: Plan fbr a Healthy Los Angeles, the Health and Wellness 
Element of the General Plan, seeks the promotion of a healthy built environment in a 
manner that enhances opportunities for improved health and well-being, and which 
promotes healthy living and working conditions. As further analyzed in the EIR and 
herein, the project is consistent with the following policies;

Policy 2.2: Healthy building design and construction

"Promote a healthy butit environment by encouraging the design and 
rehabilitation of buildings and sites fbr healthy living and working 
conditions, Including promoting enhanced pedestriarHiriented circulation, 
lighting, attractive and open stabs, healthy building materials and 
universal accessibility using existing tools, practices, and programs. *

The project includes retention of the existing Reef building and construction of 1,444 
residential dwelling units, 97,057 square feet of retail and restaurant space and other 
commercial spaces, including a gallery. New construction will comply with all LAMC
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regulations, Including the Green Building Code, and will pursue LEED Sliver certification 
standards. The project also includes 162,255 square feet of open space, including 
landscaped courtyards and pathways that will be pubiically accessible. The project's 
location, near several public transportation lines, and the inclusion of live/work units, 
retail and restaurant uses at ground level, will encourage pedestrian circulation.

Policy 2.6:

"Work proactively with residents to identify and remove barters to 
leverage and repurpose vacant and underutilized spaces as a strategy to
improve community healths

The project will convert surface parking lots into a mixed-use project with open space 
and community amenities that will be accessible to the public.

Active spaces ^ ^ ^Policy 3.8:

"Support public, private, and nonprofit partners in the ongoing 
development of new and innovative active spaces and strategies to 
increase the number of Angelenos who engage in physical activityacross 
ages and level of abilities."

The project includes 162,255 square feet of open space, including landscaped 
courtyards and pathways that will be pubiically accessible. Public active spaces include 
an outdoor event and performance space with an amphitheater. Active spaces for the 
residents include a recreation room, fitness center, multiple swimming pools, yoga lawn 
and several landscaped recreational areas.

Policy 4.3: Farmers markets

. "Promote targeted efforts to increase access to fanners markets in 
neighborhoods that have reduced access to affordable, fresh, and healthv 
food."

The outdoor open space between the existing Reef building and tile hotel, known as the 
Exchange, will accommodate a farmers market upon build out of the project

Policy 4.4: Equitable access to healthy food outlets

"Pursue funding, public, private, and nonprofit partnerships, and develop 
financial, land use and similar incentives and programs to encourage the 
equitable availability of healthy, affordable food outlets within close 
proximity of all residences."

The project includes a 29,355 square-foot space for a grocery store to serve the 
residents and employees of the project as well as the surrounding community.

Policy 5.1: Air pollution and respiratory health

*Reduce air pollution from stationary and mobile sources; protect human 
health and welfare and promote improved respiratory health."

The project is located within walking distance of several public transportation lines and is 
adjacent to designated bicycle routes and lanes. Project residents, employees and
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. visitors will be within walking distance of retail, restiUirahite and jobs. In addition, the 
project provides 1,906 total bicycle parking spaced’ and EVready parking spaces, to 
encourage alternative means of transportation, thus reducing air pollution from vehicles. 
The project also provides HVAC systems for all residential Unite with minimum MERV13 
rated titters to improve the health and Welfare of project residents and prohibits the use 
of fireplaces within residential units^ Vv; . : v v / . v. ; . V;,; .:

' Policy S.7: Land use planning fbr public health and GHG emission reduction
V -

"Promote land rise policies test Lettuce pet capita greenhouse gas 
emissions, result in improved air quality and decreased air pollution, 
especially for children, seniors and others susceptible to respiratory

... ..... . ....' diseases.* * -\-.‘2.^

As discussed above, the project includes bicycle parking and EV ready spaces to help 
reduce GHG emissions during operation of the project; ; . /

. Mobility Element Mobility Plan 2035, the Mobility Element of the Generai Plan, will not 
be negatively affected by the recommended action herein. The project is consistent with 
the five goals of the plan to provide: , ; :

1. Safety First : V ‘
2. World GlassinfrasffUcture;.:/v l.\. ; 1
3. Access for All Angelenos; ! - v v ." ;• . ,
4. Collaboration, Communication and Informed Choices
5. Clean Environments & Healthy Communities , ^

Pursuant to Mobility Plan 2035, the designations of the project’s adjacent streets are: 
Main Street, ad|oining the project site to the east, is designated an Avenue I and has a 
100-foot right-of-way; Broadway, bisecting the two blocks, is designated an Avenue II 
and has a 90-foot right-of-way; Hill Street; adjoining the project site to the west, is 
designated an Avenue II and has a 92-foot right-of-way; and 21st Street, adjoining the 
project site to the south, is designated a Local Street and has a 60-foot right-of-way. The 
project includes project design features (PDF-TR-1) and mitigation measures (MM-TR-1 
through MM-TR-14) aimed at addressing transportation-related impacts associated with 
the proposed project Moreover, the Bureau of Engineering has required dedications and 
improvements on Washington Boulevard and improvements at all the dedicated comer 
cuts by placing additional concrete for sidewalk area purposes including any necessary 
removal and reconstruction of the existing improvements..

The applicant is requesting approval of a Variance to allow a 10 percent reduction of the 
required off-street parking spaces for commercial uses because the project site is 
located within 1,500 feet of a transit facility. Blue Line ridership has increased by almost
175,000 boardings, including weekdays and weekends, in the month of June 2016 as 
compared to June 2015. The project site is well-served by public transportation, 
including the following regional and local bus lines: , :■. - •'. ■. ■ ■ ■ ■

« Metro Blue Line Grand/LATTC station is located at the comer of Washington 
Boulevard and Olive Street, one block northwest of the project site, and runs along 
Washington Boulevard;

• Metro Regional/Local Lines: :
o Metro Local Lines 40 and 45 runs north-south along Broadway; 
o Metro Rapid Line 745 runs north-south along Broadway

e
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Metro Local Linas 35 and 38 run east-west along Washington Boulevard; 
o Metro Local Line 48runs north-southalong Main Street; I ; k 
o Metre Local Line 14 runs north-south along Olive Street, one block west of 

the project site;
Metro Local Lines 37, 38, 65, 355 arid Metro Shuttle Line 603 run along 
Grand Avenue.twoblocks west of the project site; '

LADOT Dash D Line runs north-south along Olive Street, One block west of the 
project site. The project includes the contribution of funds to LADOT to purchase an 
additional bus to facilitate a slight modification of Route D to pass by the project site.

In addition, Washington Boulevard Is a designated Backbone Bikeway Network, Main 
Street is a designated Bicycle Route, Broadway Is a designated Neighborhood Bikeway 
Network, and Hilt Street Is a designated Bike Lane in the City's Bicycle Plan. The project 
includes 1,906 total , bicycle parking spaces for residential and commercial uses. For 
non-residential uses, 160 long-term and 157 short-term bicycle parking spaces are. 
provided to meet the LAMC requirement for commercial development and 1,444 long
term and 145 short-term bicycle parkingSpaces are provided to meet the LAMC 

‘ requirement for residential uses. Short and long-term bicycle parking spaces are located
throughout the project site. The project also includes , a bicycle hub with JoCker and 
shower facilities. The short-term bicycle spaces are located in direct proximity to the 
street, with designated access and signage intended to promote awareness and reduce 
conflicts with pedestrians and vehicles. However, the applicant Is requesting approval of 
S Variance to allow alternative locations for stall siting and to allow a complimentary 
valet sendee for the hotel component \

f. Seweraoe Facilities Element Improvements may be required for the construction or 
improvement of sewer facilities to serve the subject project and complete the City sewer 
system for tile health and safely of City inhabitants, which will assure compliance with 
the goals of this General Plan Element V ■ ^

3. Charter Compliance - City Charter Section 555 (General Plan Amendment). The 
proposed General Plan Amendment compiles with the procedures as specified in Section 
555 of the Charter, including:

v O

' •

a. Amendment in Whole or In Part The General Plan Amendment before the City 
Planning Commission represents an Amendment in Part of the Southeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan, representing a change to the social, physical and economic identity of 
project site, which is currently designated as Limited Manufacturing and zoned 
[QJM1-2-0 and M1-2-0. The General Plan Amendment to Community Commercial is 
consistent with the Community Commercial land use designation of other properties 
fronting Washington Boulevard to the east and west In addition, the modification of 
Footnote No. 1 to allow the project to comply with the regulations of Height District 2 is 
consistent with a recently approved General Plan Amendment for a property located 
northwest of the project site along Washington Boulevard. Currently, the project vicinity 
is a patchwork of land use designations and zoning. The instant request provides the 
City an opportunity to create consistency along Washington Boulevard while 
simultaneously developing an underutilized site in a manner consistent with the goals, 
objectives and policies of the General Plan Framework for Community Centers.

The subject property has significant social, physical and economic identity when viewed
with development in the immediate area. The immediate vicinity is a transit-oriented area
with the availability of several transit lines and bicycle networks. An increased reliance
on public transportation creates a social environment where people are walking to and
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from work and homo, thus encouraging infeed-use projects that wilt result in a reduction 
of vehicular trips. Inaddition* because of the transit-ariShfed nature of the vicinity, this 
portion of Washington Boulevard, from Hill Street to San Pedro Sheet, is undergoing a 
physical transition from retail and office use to mlxed-use commercial and residential 
development with the approval of projects over the past few years, the project vicinity 
has undergone two General Plan Amendments to Community Commercial to allow two 
transit-oriented, mfeed-use cornrinerclal and residential projects located On Washington 
Boulevard. TheprojectWill alsocontribute to a growth ln houslng andjn the overall 

\ population of theprojsct dclnitydhd ah Increase In jobs aiidf visitors, thus contributing to 
■ the economic vitality of tile ^ecfarea^V^A:';:;/,j .v-

>: Thus,; tNiv Cjty ; Concludes that approval of the Plan Arhendment to Community
CoiTtmSrcfal i^'''rhc!iitfii^ isnecessary for the vision of the
Southeast ’iibi •crajatiyand important social,
physical and apohomid Identity fpr thif area; W|th thfrednsdi^oh of the mixed-use 
project It will a|tpW underutilised parking lots to be Inriproyed wlth rnuch-needed housing 

. and nelghborhood coihnlercial uses. in Conjunt^on v^ an existing empIbyment center
(the Reef), in a tfansitrprlehted ares where mixed-use projects araencouraged

As previously rnentioned, the Southeast Los Angeles CCmmuhlty Plan Is currently 
undergoing ah update.The draft Plan identifies several goals, policies, implementation 
programs .ihd design guMefln®® toi wshldtMa. thyawnniunity’s vision, As part of the 
plan update; a GSriefal Plah Amendment: is propdsedto^c^ among
exlsting/future developmente and designated iand uses. Specifically; the project site’s 
lahd use, as well as all of the properties fronting Washington Boulevard to the north and 
south between Hill Street and San Pedro Street, will be:. changed from ‘Limited 
Manufacturing" to "Community Commercial." The proposed change to Community 
Commercial is based on the determination of the Industrial Lend Odd Policy that 
identifies the area as a transition district as well as input from Community members, 
stakeholders and representatives from Council District 9. Transition Districts are areas 
where the viability of industrial uses have been compromised by significant conversions 
and where the transition to other uses should Continue. Identified Transition Districts are 
areas where alternate policies such as specific plans, Transit Oriented Districts (TOD) 
and other planning efforts are anticipated or are in process. Unlike 'Industrial Mixed-Use 
Districts,” stand-alone housing or mixed-use developments containing housing and 
commercial uses may be appropriate in “Transition Districts.”

The Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Southeast Los 
Angeles Community Ran Update was issued on October 20, 2008 and two public 
scoping meetings were held, one on November 6,2008 and the other on November 13, 
2008. Adoption of the Southeast Community Plan update In anticipated in mid-2017 
following the release of the Draft EIR (anticipated In the Fall of 2016), a 90-day public 
comment period and a public hearing before the City Planning Commission.

b. Initiation of Amendments. In compliance with this sub-section, the Director of Planning
proposed the amendment to the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan (General Plan 
Land Use Element), pursuant to Council instructions to the Department of City Planning 
in a motion by Councilmember Curren Price on May 13, 2014 (Council File No. 
14-0620). — V .

c. Commission and Mayoral Recommendations. The noticing and hearing requirements 
of the General Plan Amendment were satisfied, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32-C.3. 
The hearing was scheduled, duly noticed, and held in City Hall on June 21,2016. The 
City Planning Commission shall make its recommendation to the Mayor upon a

*»
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recommendation of approval,' or' .'tff thi City Council and the Mayor upon a 
recommendation of disapproval. ■

This action

d. Council Action, The Council shall conduct a public hearing before taking action on a 
proposedamendment to the General Plan. If the Council proposes any modification to 
the amendment approved by the City Planning Commission, that proposed modification 
shah bp referred to the City Planning Commisslon and the M&yor for their 
recommendations. The City Planning Commission and the Mayor shall review any 
modification made by the Council and shall make their recommendation on the 
modification to the Council in accordance with subsection (c) above. If no modifications 
are proposed by tiie Council, or after receipt of the Mayor's and City Planning 
Commission's recommendations on any proposed modification; or the expiration of their 
time to act. the Council shall adopt or reject tire proposed amendment by resolution 
within the time specified by ordinance.

e. Votes Necessary for Adoption, if both the CHy Planning Commission and the Mayor 
recommend approval of a proposed amendment, the Council may adopt the amendment 
by a majority vote. If either the City Planning Commission or the Mayor recommends the 
disapproval of a proposed amendment; the Council may adopt the amendment only by a 
two-thirds vote. If both the City Planning Commission and the Mayor recommend the 
disapproval of a proposed amendment, the Council may adopt the amendment only by a 
three-fourths vote. If the Council proposes a modification of an amendment, the 
recommendations of the Commission and the Mayor on the modification shall affect only 
that modification."

4. Charter Findings - C

The proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 556 and 558 in that the 
plan amendment promotes an intensity and pattern of development that is consistent 
with the area's proposed General Plan Framework designation that encourages density in 
commercial centers, transit use, reduced vehicle dependency, and improved air quality. 
Moreover, the framework further promotes the development of commercial uses near transit 
and in a manner that enhances the pedestrian environment The General Plan Amendment 
will change the land use designation from Limited Manufacturing to Community Commercial 
and allow a modification of Footnote No. 1, promoting many of the City’s land use policies 
and addressing the City’s need to accommodate job and housing growth in established 
employment and multi-family residential areas. The Community Commercial land use 
designation will provide consistency in the existing and future planned zoning and land use 
pattern for this portion of Washington Boulevard. The requested amendment will help 
promote the general welfare and reflects good zoning practices by supporting many of the 
land use policies and objectives identified in the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, 
including locating jobs and housing in established employment areas.

The project replaces surface parking lots until commercial and residential uses, which are 
compatible with other developments and improvements in the immediate vicinity. The 
Genera! Plan Amendment unit unify land use and zoning with adjacent and future planned 
land use patterns. Moreover, it would allow for redevelopment of the site, reflecting the 
existing scale of development in the surrounding area, white providing neighborhood-serving 
retail, restaurants, a hotel, open space and housing in the Southeast Los Angeles area to 
accommodate a growing population in the surrounding area.

>•
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5. Redevelopment Plan (CRA- Council District 9 Redevelopment Project Ana) -
Ehactedon June 2d, 2b1l, Assembly Bill 1x-26 (AEt. 26) revised' provisions of the 
Community Redevelopment Law. of the State of California, to dissolve all redevelopment 

, agencies and community development agenclee in existence and designate Successor 
agencies, as defined, as successor entities  ̂Among the revisions, the amendments to the 
tew withdrew all authority to transact business or authorize powers previously granted under 

* the Community Redevelopment Law (Section 34172&2), and Vested siiccesspr Agencies 
with aii authority. rights^ powers, duties and obligations previously Vested with the former

(Section 34172.b). The CRA/LA, is the Designated LocaTAiithbrity, 
andsuqcessor agency to the CRA., '^

The project site is located within the boundaries of the Council District 9' Redevelopment 
Project Plan area, where fend use regulations are superseded by the land use designations 
airicf regulations of the Southeast^ Los Angeles CommunityPlan. AS siich/ consistency with 
the Redevelopment Plan goals and objectives must be examined together with the land use 
policies of the Southeast Los Angeles (Community Plan. The Redevelopment Pteh does not 
require additional findings be made iri conjunction with a General Plan Amendment. To that 
end, the Southeast LoS AngelesCommunityPlaopermits approval of a General Plan 
Amendment from Umited Mahufacturing to Community Commercial pursuant to City Charter 
Sections.555,556 and 5(58,with City Planning Commission approvaL> v :} ■ /.. -V.: .

In addition, tfid project Is riot proposing a floor area bonus pursuant to the Greater 
DowntbWnIncentive Area.arid therefore does net require the GRA to make a determination 
of compliance with any applicable Urban Design Standards and Guidelines approved by the 
City Planning Commission. •':.v . '

Moreover, the City Planning Commission, acting on the discretionary actions in this case, 
serves as the implementing authority of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan and in 
determining conformity With tiie Redevelopment Plan as it does with all applicable specific 
plans, policies and zoning provisions. , ^ ^

Entitlement Findings

1. Zone Change Findings .

a. Pursuant to LAM.C. Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action Is deemed consistent with the General Plan and is in 
conformity with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning.

The project includes a Zone Change for the entire project site from [Q]M1-2-0 and M1-2-0 
to (T)(Q)C2-2-0-SN. Approval of the Zone Change will create a unified site composed of 
two City blocks that is consistent and compatible with the nearby commercially zoned 
properties. The project's proposed land use and zoning will be consistent with existing and 
future planned mixed-use projects along Washington Boulevard. The project includes the 
conversion of existing surface parking lots into a mixed-use residential and commercial 
development that is Consistent with other transit-oriented mixed-use projects in the vicinity. 
The project will further contribute to the concentration of similar tend uses In tiie vicinity. In

is pk
with the corresponding zones of CR, C2, C4 and RAS3, as designated in the Southeast Los 
Angeles Community Pten update. Approval of the Zone Change will provide consistency 
between the land use designation and the zoning of the project site.

to be changed from Limited Manufacturing to Community Commercial tend use
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The surrounding properties are improved with a mix of low- to hlgh-intensity commercial, 
civic, educational and residential uses. Nearby buildings include; the Panama Travel 
Agency, Sports Museum arid Santee Education Complex to the east; a furniture store, 12- 
story creative office building, arid avarfety of retall stores to the north; the Los Angeles 
Municipal Court building and DMV vehicle inspection site, to tbewestjandavarietyqf retail 
arid commercial supply stores to the south. The surroundlhguseswere developed over a 
span of dicades and feature a variety of building types and architeeturai styles. Many of the 
properties: in the area are underutilized, as evidenced by several: surface paiking tots and 
undeveloped parceiS 'in the area. Furthermore, much of the easting development In the 
area is sparsely landscaped and lades pedestrian amenities. As with tiie project, many of 
the proposed projects throughput tiie Southeast LosAngeies community Plan area and in 
the project vicinity Include replacing existing surface parking lots and other undeveloped

Based on the analysis above, the City finds that the project is consistent with tiie General 
Plan and is in conformity with the public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good 

: zoning. ■■■/• ’^ 5- 'v;:- /’

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS FOR A’ Q’ QUALIFIED CLASSIFICATION:

b. The project will protect tiie best interests of and assure a development , more
compatible with the surrounding property or neighborhood. ^

The project is a development consisting of two City blocks. The project is located an area of 
Southeast Los Angeles consisting of Limited Manufacturing, Public Facilities, Community 
Cornmerdai and Low Medium II Residential land uses. The variety of uses is evident in the 
patchwork of development that includes creative, office and limited manufacturing jobs; retail 
and restaurant establishments; civic and educational uses and multi-family residential uses 
contained in structures ranging from low-rise to mid-rise buildings. The mfxed-iise project 
will be compatible and complementary with the commercial buildings in the vicinity, such as
the building located-across- Washingtorr Boulevard..to the-north and the Los Angeles
Municipal Court building across Hill Street to the west.

The project will convert an underutilized industrial site with much-needed housing and 
employment opportunities, as well as a mix of retail, restaurant, hotel and open space 
amenities along a major transit corridor that is within 0.2 miles of the Metro Blue Line 
Grand/LATTC Station and adjacent to several Metro Local, Rapid and D Dash bus stops.

The “Q” Conditions will ensure that the project is constructed as approved herein and 
subject to the mitigation measures and project design features identified in the E1R.

c. The project will secure anappropriate development in harmony with the 
objectives of the General Plan.

The project promotes an intensity and pattern of development that is consistent with the 
proposed Community Commercial (referred to as Community Centers) General Plan 
Framework designation that encourages these areas to be identifiable focal points and 
activity centers for surrounding groups of residential neighborhoods, serving a population of
25,000 to 100,000. These areas differ from neighborhood districts in their size and intensity 
of business and social activity and contain a diversity of uses such as small offices, 
overnight accommodations, cultural and entertainment facilities, schools and libraries in 
addition to neighborhood-oriented uses. Community Centers are defined as "a mixed-use 
center that encourages the development of housing in concert with the multi-use commercial
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■

uses." The project will serve as a transit-oriented, pedestrian friendly development that 
supports the Framework Element's pear of encouraging high activity, multi- and mixed-use 
centers. Moreover, the framework further promotes the development of new projects that 
accommodate a broad range of uses that serve the' needs of adjacent residents; promote 
neighborhood and community activity, are compatible with adjacent neighborhoods, and are 
developed to be desirable places 10 live, work and visit, during the day and night' The 
project, as conditioned, will also create consistency between the currenf and proposed land 
usesand zoning in the area. ■ ' ' - •

The project will provide an appropriate development that Is in harmony with the General 
Plan by supporting many of the land use goale, objectives and policies identified in the 
Sbutheast Los Ahgeies Community Plan. The project willr reduce vehibuiar trips and 
corigestlcm bydeveioptrig new housing In proximity to adequate servlcea arid facilities; 
locate higher residential densities hear commercial centers, light mass transit stations and 
major bus routeswhere public service facilities and infrastructure will support the 
development;prifyide cdhdominfum housing units tb increase home ownership options; 
create opportunities for new development and off-street parking; and Improve shopping 
convenience as well as offer local employment* '

.

d. The project will prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the
zone change*

■ : •. • •• .r,.• • ; v,’' -.1 ■ •. t.. i ■ WV ' V
The project has been conditioned herein to comply with all project design features, 
mitigation measures and the mitigation monitoring program of environmental impact report, 
CSse No. ENV-2014-1773-EIR (SCH No. 2014071054), which are hereby identified as 
Condition No. Q-25. . 7-v

2. Sign District Findings -v:V'%
a. The proposed Sigh District is In conformance with the purposes, Intent 

and provisions ofthe Cltyof Los Angeles General Plan. ; ^ ; .
The project Includes maintaining and Improving the existing Reef building In conjunction with 
a new mixed-use development and creation of a Sign District The Reef serves a unique 
purpose for the wholesale and creative office industry. The 12-story Reef building is 861,162 
square feet irr size and is approximately 193 feet 10 inches in height. The Reef building was 
constructed in 1958 as a display showroom for wholesale sales of gift items, decorative 
accessories, furniture, art, and related interior design products. The LA Mart building was 
renamed The Reef in 2013, and has evolved from a wholesale operation to one that also 
supports the design, creation, and exhibition of new products, lire businesses operating 
within the Reef employ hundreds of people who have the option to travel to work using 
various modes of transportation including vehicles, bicycles and public transit

The Sign District supports the vision ofthe immediate area along Washington Boulevard as 
a transit-oriented, mixed-use district. The project includes 1,444 residential units, a hotel, 
retail and restaurant uses and open space. The Sign District include^ project identify, hotel 
identify, retail identify and static signage. The large-scale signage focuses on the transit- 
oriented nature of the site, with signs being visible primarily to transit riders along 
Washington Boulevard, the project and hotel identify signage is integrated with the fagade 
of the buildings and is compatible with the contemporary design of the project The creation 
of the Sign District, in conjunction with the new mix of uses, will transform the project site 
from a mere place of employment to a destination for employees, residents, tourists, and 
nearby community members during the day and night.
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The applicant’s original application proposed eight animated digital signs, referred to as 
‘Project Identity” signage. However, after several meetings with City Planning staff, the 
applicant reduced the number of proposed Project Identity signs to four, including: two wrap
around sjgns, on the northwest and northeast comers of the easting Reef building, the north 
facade of the north residential tower, and the north facade of the south residential tower. In 
addition, the hotel building Includes digital tenant identification signage on all four sides of 
the building at the upper two levels. All of the remaining proposed tenant signage complies 
with current LAMC regulations and is also included In the Sign District ^

Although the applicant reduced the amount of proposed signage, the recommended signage 
program is significant^ reduced from the original proposal by limiting the number, size and 
types of project Identity signs as follows: ,

Project Identify signs are limited to: (1) the north fagade (along Washington) of the north 
residential tower; (2) the north facade (along Washington) of the existing Reef building; 
and (3) the east facade (along Broadway) of the existing Reef building;

• Project Identify signs on the south residential tower are prohibited;
• Project Identify signs on the west facade (along Broadway) of the existing Reef building

are prohibited; \ ;
• The Project Identify sign on the north residential tower shall be static, in lieu of the

proposed animated sign; . ^
• The maximum height of the Project Identify sign on the north facade (along Washington) 

of the north residential tower is limited to 150 feet to the top of sign, in lieu of 308 feet
. . ' proposed; -. .

• The maximum height of the two Project Identify signs on the existing Reef building is 
limited to the top of existing parapet, approximately 153 feet to the top of sign, In lieu of 
193 feet proposed;

• Digital, supergraphic, and roof signs are prohibited;
• All sign types require Project Permit Compliance;
• Project Design Features PDF-AES-1 through PDF-AES-5 and Mitigation Measure 

MM-AES-1 from the Environmental Impact Report are included as ’Conditions" for the 
approval of all signs; and

• Design standards for specific types of signs were revised to comply with current LAMC 
regulations and the Broadway Sign District

The Sign District establishes the requirements governing the type, location, maximum 
height and maximum allowable area for new signage. Signage includes large-scale static 
signs designed to convey a business, institution, profession, service, event, brand, 
changeable copy signs, or any other message commercial or otherwise. The Sign District 
also identifies permitted location end sign types, including all signs permitted by LAMC 
Section 14.4.2. The Sign District prohibits all digital signs including aerial view signs, 
architectural ledge signs, banner signs, building identification signs, channel letter signs, 
freeway edge signs, and wall murals.

The project is located within the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, with a 
proposed Community Commercial land use designation. This area of the community plan is 
envisioned as a pedestrian friendly, transit-oriented district The Sign District is consistent 
with applicable Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan objective and policy:

Objective 2-5: To enhance the appearance .of commercial districts.

Policy 2-5.1: Improve the appearance and landscaping of commercial 
properties.

•■
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. t .
The Sign District Is afsb consistent with signage guidelines of Chapter 5, Urban Design, of 
the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan. It Is the Intent of the Uriah Design chapter to 
establish a set of guidelines that serve to Improve) the environment, both aesfoetlcally and 
physically, as opportunities In the Southeast Community Plan area occur that involve public

1. Establish a consistent design for all public signage. Including fixture type, fettering, 
colors, symbols, and fimgpta Ibr i^peidtflp'cuaMis

2. Provide for; diStlricUVe ; signage; which'' iclehtfifles^ prihcipal entrles to unique 
neighborhoods, historic structures and districta, and public buildings and paries, ', • ’.

: 3. Ensure that public Signage complements; and does not detract irorn adjacent
commercial and residential Uses;.; <..

4. cultural Or historic
areas in the Plan Area..;..

program for the project as Well as specific locations for each sign. In addition, the signage is 
desighed to be physicafty integrated" with the building tagade end complement the 

. contemporary architecture of the project The large-scale signage is purposely oriented 
towards. Washington Boulevard where the major transit lines travel and away from existing 
residential neighborhoods. As such, the Sign District is in conformance with the purposes, 
intent and provisions of the General Plan, . - : v :

Additionally, the mixed-use project and Sign District are consistent with the project 
site’s proposed Community Commercial land use designation. The project site is a centrally 
located, highly urbanized area of the City. The Sign District further promotes and enhances 
the identity of the area along Washington Boulevard as a transit-oriented district, visually 
connecting the two City blocks that comprise the entire development. Because the mix of 
uses are unique to the project site, sign district regulations will assure appropriate intensity 
and design, while recognizing the regional significance of the transit-oriented district to the 
character and economic vitality of the City; ^ :

b. The proposed Sign District would conform to public: necessity,
convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice.

The new Sign District supports tHe. vision of the Immediate area along Washington 
Boulevard as a transit-oriented, mixed-use district The Sign District includes project identity, 
hotel identity, retail identity and static signage. The large-scale signage focuses on the 
transit-oriented nature of the site; with signs being visible primarily to transit riders along 
Washington Boulevard. The project and hotel identity signage Is integrated with the fagade 
ofthe buildings and is compatible with the contemporary design ofthe project The creation 
of the Sign District, in conjunction with the new mix of uses, will transform the project site 
from a mere place of employment to a destination for employees, residents, tourists, and 
nearby community members during the day and night.
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In addition. the Sign District Is expected to attract visiters to adjacent institutions, 
businesses, retail establishments and restaurants In the surrounding area. The Sigh District 
reinforces the project vicinity's Identity asatransit-ortentedareawhlla reinforcing the 
pedestrian-oriented character of the streets surrounding the project site. The Sign District 
will enhance the environment by complementing .the existing uses !rt the area while 
incorporating the existing Reef building through the re-introduction of the, ground floor. 
storefront windows and tenant signage L

The Sign District reflects good zoning practice because if is consistent with the character 
and sign regulations of comparable mixed-use, transit-oriented developments. The Sign 
District establishes the requirements governing the type, location, maximum height, and
maximum allowable area for new signage. Signage includes laige-scale static signs 
designed to convey a business, institution, profession, service, event, brand, changeable 
copy signs, or any other message commercial or otherwise. The Sign District also identifies 
permitted location and sign type$ including all signs'permitted by LAMC Section 14.4.2. The 
signage is designed to be physically integrated with the building fegade and complement tiie 
contemporary architecture of the project In addition, the large-scale signage is purposely 
oriented towards Washington Boulevard where the major transit lines travel and away from 
existing residential neighborhoods.

Under Section 13.11-C, a Sign District may be adopted within a supplemental use district, 
provided it does not supersede its regulations. The Sign District wilt not supersede any 
regulations of the 'O’ Oil Drilling District. Additionally, the project site is not subject to any 
conditions pursuant to the Oil Drilling District '

The signage program is consistent with various guidelines and standards applicable to the 
project site related to complementary uses and integration of signage with the design of the 
buildings, thereby ensuring consistency across the project site.

The enabling language for the establishment of sign districts, pursuant to LAMC Section 
13.11-B requires that the following findings be made:

(A) Each "SN" Sign District shall include only properties in the C or M Zones,
except that R5 Zone properties may be included in a "SN" Sign District 
provided that the R5 zoned lot is located within an area designated 
an adopted community . plan as "Regional Center* ‘Regional
Commercial," or "High Intensity Commercial," or within
redevelopment project area.

The Sign District is located in the proposed C zone with a proposed Community Commercial 
land use designation within the adopted Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area.

(B) No "SN" Sign District shall contain less than one block or three acres in
area, whichever is smaller. ’

The Sign District, is 9.7 acres in size and consists of two City blocks. •

(C) The total acreage in the district shall include contiguous parcels of land 
which may only be separated by public streets, ways or alleys, or other 
physical features, or as set forth in the rules approved by the Director 
Planning.

' T
» ■ ■.
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. V

(0) Precise boundaries are required at the time of application for or initiation
'/, ' of an individual dtetrict ^ ^ •••;, v1 vv:- r\ •7.:

The Sign district application submitted at the time of filing Snciudee a radiue map and legal 
' description ofthe entire project site. •

c. The Proposed Sign District Would Directly Advance' the Purposes of 
-V Aesthetics and Traffic Safety. V ^•.' y.-' y7jy..y• •••.•v-: ■ yy.:‘ V-'

The establishment of the Sigh district provides an exception to the City wide Sign regulations 
as is typicai fbr other sign, districts within the City in cases where there are aesthetic and 
other benefits that will result from a sign district The ben and otHer provisions willContinue 
todirebtlyadvanee tilepurpbseSofaesthetidSandtrafffcsafetydespite toisexceptiorjAny 
aesthetic of traffic safety harm resulting from signs that will otherwise be prohibited or 
restricted Ify tof; Cffywiddst^^ b&lhe.' ihtprdviShsmte to

. aesthetics and traffic safety resulting from the develbprneht eif a trarisit-oriented pfoject, 
- • which will be supported by the Sign Distrtot,-'::';^^-.y;.. / ' \ ^ yH-7 ' '

The
a new mixed-use development and creatioh of a Slgn District The mixed-use project 
includes 1,444 residential units; a hotels retail arid restaurantusesand bpen sjpace. The 
Sigh district supports the vision of the immediatei area along Washington Boulevard as a 
transit-oriented, mixed-use district The Sign district includes project identify, hotel identify, 

^ retail identify and static signage. The large-scale signage focuses on the transit-oriented 
nature of the site, with signs being visible primarily to transit riders along Washington 
Boulevard. The project and hotel identify signage is integrated with the fagade of the

The creation of the Sign District, in conjunction with toe new mix of uses, will transform the 
project site from a mere place of employment to a destination for employees, residents, 
tourists, and nearby community members during the day and night The Sign District 
reinforces toe transit-oriented character of Washington Boulevard, north of toe project site, 
as well as the surrounding neighborhood. The project includes various streetscape and 
sidewalk improvements as well as publically accessible open spaces. Sidewalks will be 
activated with implementation of ground floor retail and restaurant uses. The improvements 
to the project site will facilitate activity on the adjacent streets and sidewalks, encouraging 
pedestrian and bicycle travel arid promoting the walkability of and around the project Vicinity. 
Project elements, including pedestrian level tenant signage, wilf create strong connections 
between toe project uses; Additionally, toe project site's dose proximity to transit stops and 
stations support toe project site as a significant mixed-use development to the area, as a 
destination for residents, employees, tourists and nearby neighborhoods. Therefore, the 
Sign District is appropriate for the transit-oriented project. '

The Sign District is also supportive of toe ongoing programming of the Reef for events and 
exhibitions. Given the unique significance of toe Reef as a wholesale and creative office 
center for the City, the Reef and new mix of uses will attract visitors both locally and from 
around the world. The use and purpose of toe Reef provides a substantial benefit to the 
people of Los Angeles.
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ho
to permitted signs under the Sign District will occur. Signs are arranged and regulated in 
manner that will not pose hazards to traffic or pedestrian safety. As such, the project is 
subject to conditions of approval, as well es project design features and mitigation 
measures, to minimize any adverse effects due to traffic. Specifically, mitigation measures 
MM-TR-12 and MM-TR-13, include vehicle trip reduction measures to encourage the use of 
transit and reduce vehicle trips, thereby minimizing potential operational parking and traffic 
impacts on the surrounding street system to the maximum extent feasible. In addition, any 
signage that is visible fromtheSanta Monica 1-10 Freeway, exceeds 660 feet from the MO 
rfgfff^viiky. therefore, the project Is not subject to the regulationts of the Outdoor 
Advertising Act.

A lighting analysis technical report, was prepared for the proposed sign district and all of the 
proposed signage was analyzed In the EIR. Twotypes of analyseswerepreparedfor the 
sign district. First, the Technical Report identifies the maximum luminance allowable on the 
signage so that light intensity levels do not excised 2.0 footcandlei at any residential 
property line outside of the pfojebt site. Second. the Technical Report identifies whether 
drivers on the freeways will be faced with tight from the project that will exceed brightness 
standards identified In the California Vehicle Code, in order to satisfy the LAMC 
requirements, each sign was examined from the viewpoint of the nearby sensitive receptors 
to ensure that no sign will provide more than 2.0 vertical or horizontal footcandles at the 
property, line of the receptors. To comply with Section 21466.5 of the California Vehicle 
Code, the project site waS studied in tandem with the route of the two nearby freeways 
(Interstates 10 and 110) to determine if the project’s signage fell within ten degrees of the 
line of sight ■ v v.-.;- / - '■'■■■'• - • '-.V . "

Although approval of the project prohibits digital signage, the EIR analyzed the worst-case 
scenario for potential light trespass of animated signs. Based on the analysis in the Lighting * 
Analysis Technical Report and the EIR, the proposed signage will not result in any lighting 
and glare impacts to the sensitive uses, The following mitigation measure was included in 
the EIR to address lighting impacts associated with significant impacts from the Vertical 
Zone 3 signage:

MM-AES-2: Operating hours for lighted Limited Animation I and Controlled Refresh I
signage within Vertical Sign Zone 3 shall be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.

The EIR analyzed the worst-case scenario for the number of signs on all street frontages. 
Significant impacts associated with concentration of signage on the Reef building in Vertical 
Zones 1,2, and 3 are related to the number and size of signs that will be permitted in these 
locations. Other than reduction of signage and/or limitation of animation, there 
feasible mitigation measures available to address this impacL Although impacts related to 
the concentration of signage in the worst-case scenario will be significant and unavoidable, 
a significantly reduced signage program was approved. Remaining impacts related to 
artificial light and glare as a result of the project will be less than significant.

The EIR determined that with incorporation of regulatory requirements, project design 
features PDF-AE-1 through PDF-AES-5, mitigation measure MM-AES-2 and by placing 
limitation on the maximum luminance produced by the signs and facade glazing, the overall 
brightness will produce less than 2 footcandles at the property line of any of the sensitive 
receptors. In the worst-case scenario, significant impacts to the residential neighborhood to 
the north will be avoided by limiting the luminance of the signage areas to 55 
candela/square meter. These values are an average luminance across the whole signage

a

are no
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area, so portions could bs substantially brightelr, so long ds the sutti did hot exceed these 
values. Therefore, Impacts related to Vertibaf Zone 3 signage will be reduced to a less than 
significant level. Remaining Impacts related to artificial light and glare as a result of the 
prb|ddvdl| be less than significant Although' “ ' - — - -
lh the worst-case scenario were Identified 

signage program was approved,,
. .....................................

To lessen the aesthetic imgibtsfdue to the cdhqshtratton of signagd on the existing Reef - 
‘ building, the apprdvaiof the Sign District herein Includes a reduction in the number of 

Project Identic signs, a prehlbftioH <%ltal signs, and e redUotibh In the height limit to e 
maximum Of 153 feet. in addition; despite the unavoidable aesthetic impacts cfabsed by 
siaiteflei tiie deetetoh-mto^ haa, their abllity^td: adopt a. Statement q£ Overriding 

inconjunctionwiththeapproval ofthe project CEQA Guidelines Section

as significant and unavoidable, a significant^
reducedi •• V ' ... %>v.iV , V'i 4i x'{•\ ,vj

:f;iA0,'V:*\V \

or
other ^benefits; ftfoKtolnigt rig^tvw^de: oit;erindrbitinheiTtel benefite, of a proposed 
project against Ite unavoidable em^mental risks when determining whether to approve 
the prolectf Therefore, the project includes a Statement of Overriding Considerations that 
outlines project benefits that (bay butweigh and Override the significant unavoidable impacts

<-
?v

■ v •:•«

3. Conditional Use Findings

The prpject wiil enhance the built eiivirdnnrient In the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that Is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city, or region, ^ ^

Mator Development l ' " ;V ’

The sufToundihgaireais flight urttenteed and imprbvedf with a mix of tow to high-iritensity 
commercial, civic, educational and residential uses. The buildings include: the Panama 
Travel Agency, Sports Museum and Santee Education Complex to the east? a furniture 
store, 12-story creative office building, and a variety of retail stores to the north; the Los 
Angeles Municipal Court building and DMV vehicle inspection site to the west; and a variety 
of retail and commercial supply stores to the south. The Santa Monica Freeway is located 
one block north of the project site. The surrounding uses were developed over a span of 
decades and feature a variety of building types and architectural styles. Furthermore, much 
of the existing development in the area is spateely landscaped and lacks pedestrian 
amenities. As with the project, many of the proposed projects throughout the Southeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan area and In the project vicinity include replacing existing surface 
parking lots and other undeveloped parcels withmixed-use buildings of varying heights.

The project includes the development of two City blocks that are bisected by Broadway. The 
west block is improved with the existing Reef building on the northern portion of the site. As 
part of the project, the 861,162 square-foot Reef building will undergo a renovation of the 
ground floor with the conversion of existing space to include approximately 20,000 square 
feet of retail space and approximately 10,000 square feet of restaurant space. The Reef 
building also Includes the addition of an 8,000 square-foot restaurant and additional outdoor 
space to accommodate events on the rooftop. New construction on the southern portion of 
the west lot includes a new eight-level parking structure with ground floor micro-retail 
spaces, seven live-work and 100 apartment units along Broadway and an Integrated 
ig-stoiy hotel. A publlcally accessible outdoor space Is located between the Reef building 
and the new construction. ^

r*
a.
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The east block includes several mixed-use buildings, including two high-rise towers, one on 
the north end and one on the south end of the block, The north tower is 385 feet in height 
(32 stories) and includes 432 residential condominiums.The south tower is 420 feet (35 
Stories) in height to the tog of parapet and includes 463 residential condominiums. The 
lower scale buildings range In height from 77 to 35 feet arid include 425 rental units. The 
east block also Includes several retail and restaurant spaces, a grocery store, mobility 
hub/bikeshare station and several outdoor spaces. -

the project provides much needed housing, retail and restaurant establishments, a grocery 
store, hotel and publically accessible outdoor space; uses that will benefit the immediate 
area. Therefore, the project will provide a service that Is essential and beneficial fo the 
community, "" ' -Kv7;vV::v ■ '

Floor Area Ratio Averaging ' • • ■ XXX X;\ XXX;v />/"'X^XX”'5^ X'v X ..

The project site is located just south of downtown Los Angeles and one block south of the 
Santo Monica Freeway. The land uses within the general vicinity of the project site are 
characterized by a mix of low- to high-intensity commercial, civic, educational and residential 
uses, that vary widely in building style and period of construction. The project indudes a 
General Plan Amendment to Change the project site’s land use from Limited Manufacturing 
to Community Commercial in conformance with the draft Southeast Los Angeles Community 
Plan update that proposes to designate the project site as Community Commercial and 
identifies the project site as transit-oriented. ‘ ^

The project site is comprised of two City blocks that are approximately the same size totaling 
9.7 acres. The existing permitted floor area ratio (FAR) for the project site is 6.0:1, therefore, 
the project site allows the development of approximately 2,542,524 total square feet The 
General Plan Amendment to modify Footnote No. 1 allows the project to maintain the 
existing 6.0:1 FAR and will not increase the maximum permitted density or the maximum 
permitted height ■ ■ -•/; / X: ^ ^

The project includes development of two City blocks with 1,444 residential units, including 
21 live/work units; a 208-key hotel; 67,702 square feet of retoil/reslaurant uses; a 29,355 
square-foot grocery store; a 17,507 square-foot gallery; and a 7,879 square-foot fitness studio.
The existing Reef building will be maintained and includes an 8,000 square-toot rooftop 
restaurant addition. The project also includes 2,512 vehicle parking spaces and 1,906 bicycle 
parking spaces. The project's total square footage, including the existing Reef building, is 
approximately 2,541,468 square feet with an FAR of just below 6.0:1. The total square- 
footage on the west block is 1,121,975 square feet and 1,419,493 square feet the east 
block. The east block includes 1,337 residential units, including the turn high-rise towers, 
therefore more square-footage is required to accommodate the residential uses and the 
associated residential amenities on the east block, thus requiring the Conditional Use for 
FAR averaging.. .

The development of the project, including the employment, community serving and 
residential uses near transit, will enhance the built environment in the surrounding 
neighborhood and will perform a function and provide a service that is essential or beneficial 
to the community, city or region.
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Master Conditional Use ton- and off-site alcohol sales, live entertainment and patron 
dancing)....  v,••; .... ••••■ ■ ■

Theapplicantrequestedtheapprovalof 21 on-and/or-off site licenses for the sale of a full- 
Rite of alcoholic beverages for restaurant and' retail esteblishmen^ and td allow 11 
establishments to offer live entertainment ancf/pr p^i^pirt dancing. However, based on die 

< dbplfcaffori and plans 'submitted (Exhibit A)* the Master Conditional Use Jo ajloW fKe oil-site
sale.dfspenslngandconsumption ofaftjll irneofalcoholIcbeverage& lairmltedto the .

■ - elghfeen (18) establishments Including the following:, eight’ (8) restaunant/bar establishments 
onthe block; .’flite ttte i
restaurant basement, lobby restaurant, level 2 and level11; and five (5) establishments In , 

' 5ota!l' |H»' ;Kolief[ j^ialMwyf
pooldepk. the Master cehdltlpnal oee to allCwthe saleof a full line of aldohollc beverages 
for off-sfte consumption Is limited to two (2) retell establishment, on the east blpck including 
the grodery sfori aridpharmacy. The Master Conditional Usd to aildw liW entertalnfiient 
and/or patron dancing Is limited to five (8)establishments Including the hotel gallery, hotel 
pool deck, Reef building rooftop restaurant.Reefbuilding level 2 and Reef building IdVeM 1.
Each individualestablishment IS required to file an Approval of Plans, as conditioned by this 
grant < - -

The mlxed-use project Includes multtple retail uses, restaurants. and a grocery store to 
encourage residents and employees to remain on-site to meet their retail end restaurant 
needs.. In addition, due project is located in an urban area where nearby residents and
employees that are withfowaft^^ able„to take advantage- of the....

....... neighborhoodservices included in the project. : /

The availability of aicoholic beverages in conjunction with the project's restaurants, hotel, 
event venues and retail establishments is a customary and incidental component of these 
uses. Restaurant patrons expect the ability to older alcoholic beverages in conjunction with 
food service; Irt addition, the ability to offer alcoholic beverages to patrons is esseritiaiin 
attracting top quality dining establishments to the project The restaurants will serve as an 
attraction for visitors and neighbors in the area and will reduce the need for local residents 
to travel to other areas for dining experiences. Customers expect that a toll-service grocery 
store and Other retail establishments will offer a toll line of alcoholic beverages for purchase 
and consumption off thd premises. Further, live entertainment and patmn dancing Is also 
essential for the udeS stated above. None of the approved uses will function as a nightclub 
or after-hours establishment and will be further conditioned as part of the Approval of Plans.

' process. > ■/. ■■■• y y ;v:- .

The Master Conditional Use permit provides an umbrella entitlement with conditions that 
apply to all establishments within the project Specific physical and operational conditions 
will be included as part of the Approval of Plans determination required tor each 
establishment pursuant to the Master Conditional Use permit provisions. The proposed 
grocery store, pharmacy, restaurants and retail stores, in conjunction with the imposition of 
operational conditions as part of the Approval of Plans, will provide a service that is 
essential or beneficial to the community. ^ y ..y-v-^y-c-'y.;x /yyy;--’'

Reductfoh of Off-Street Parking within 1.500 feet of a Transit Facility

The project site is surrounded by a variety of uses and mixed-use buildings. The 
surrounding properties are improved with a mix of low- to high-intensity commercial, civic, 
educational and residential uses. The buildings include: the Panama Travel Agency, Sports 
Museum and Santee Education Complex to the east; a furniture store, 12-story creative 
office building, and a variety of retail stores to the north; the Los Angeles Municipal Court
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building and DMV vehicle inspection site to the west; and a variety of retail and commercial 
supply stores to the south.

the existing underutilized parking lots will converted into a contemporary mixed-use 
development to include housing, a hotel, commercial uses and open space. This urban 
project provides much-needed housing and community senring retail and restaurant 
establishments to meet the needs ofthe growing residential population by providing jobs 

V and retail options to the area. The project Includes 2,512 vehicle parking spaces and 1,906 
bicycle, parking spaces for the use of the project, thereby relieving the community of limited 
street parking.

The applicant Is requesting approval of a Variance to allow a 10 percent reduction of the 
required off-street parking spaces for commercial uses because the project site Is located 
within 1,500 feet of a transit facility. Blue Line ridership Has increased by almost 175,000 
boardings, including weekdays and weekends, in the month of June 2016 as compared to 
June 2015. The project site is well-served by public transportation, including the following 
regional and local bus lines: '̂ ’

Metro Blue Line Grand/LATTC station is located at the comer of Washington 
Boulevard and Olive Street,, one block northwest of the project site, and runs along 
Washington Boulevard;
Metro Regionai/Local Lines:

o Metro Local Lines 40 and 45 runs north-south along BroadWay;
Metio Rapid Line 745 runs north-south along Broadway 

o Metro Local Lines 35 and 38 run east-west along Washington Boulevard; 
Metro Local Line 48 runs north-south along Main Street;
Metro Local Line 14 runs north-south along Olive Street, one block west of 
the project site; • ' ; ■ - ■ '• ..V
Meho Local Lines 37, 38, 55, 355 and Metro Shuttle Line 603 run along 
Grand Avenue, two blocks west of the project site; .

• LADOT Dash D Line runs north-south along Olive Street one block west of the 
project site. The project includes the contribution of funds to LADOT to purchase an 
additional bus to facilitate a slight modification of Route D to pass by the project site.

In addition, Washington Boulevard is a designated Backbone Bikeway Network, Main Street 
is a designated Bicycle Route, Broadway is a designated Neighborhood Bikeway Network, 
and Hill Street is a designated Bike Lane in the City’s Bicycle Plan. The project includes 
1,906 total bicycle parking spaces for residential and commercial uses. For non-residential 
uses, 160 long-term and 157 short-term bicycle parking spaces are provided to meet the 
LAMC requirement for commercial development and 1,444 long-term and 145 short-term 
bicycle parking spaces are provided to meet the LAMC requirement for residential uses. 
Short and long-term bicycle parking spaces are located throughout the project site. The 
project also includes a bicycle hub with locker and shower facilities.

The project site is accessible via several modes of public transportation and within walking 
distance of several residential neighborhoods. Therefore, the project will enhance the built 
environment in the surrounding neighborhood by providing a mixed-use building that will 
provide jobs, retail and parking to the community, city, and region.

... ■ •. -
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b. the project's location, size, height operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with arid will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 

' _ ‘ safety. ' ’ ' ' ' ’ " ' " ‘ ' ■ - -./ -
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THe 9.7-acfe project site 1st comprised of two City blocks end is developed with the 12-story - 

" Reef building ahO dppmidmafeiy 7.5 acres of stirfece parking with minimal landscaping, the
mbted-use project provides a vertically integrated mix of uses including 1,444 residential 
units, retail and restaurant space and a hotel, to assist in promoting tee area as a cfenter of 
populatlori, employment, retaiiservi(»sahdent6rtainiipentTheexlsling6ei,1$2sciUare-foot 
Reef building Includes an apprtdmately 8t00^ SCuafe"f0ot iebftqp add 
construction includesapproximately l.eSO.SOesquarefeetof floorarea(lncludingthe Reef

withfe-'*#number of multipie-story buildings^ iricfetfirig a 35-story 
residential tbwir,; a 32-stOry residential tower andal 9-story hotel tower. The two residential 
towers are located bn theeast block, one on the northern portibri of the block and one on 
the southbm portion of the block. The hotel tower is ideated oh the west blocks south of the 
Reef building.v lhe grpiipd flocm of the project include, open spacer retail aiid restaurant 
space and llve-work units. The project’s total square-footage is approximately 2,541,468 .
square feet of floor area. ..................... ...............i

The project includes approximately 162,255 square test of Open spaced including publfcaily 
arroessibljL Cpuitmrda-ph.- the. forest arid eastbfockSrAsubstantialportion~of theproject 
includes landscaped courtyards and pathways arid other Open space features that connect 
the various proposed uses to establish a pedestrian-oriented environment for the 
surrounding neighborhood* At least 25 percent (29,624 square feet) of the common open 
space will be planted with ground cover, shrubs and trees* A minimum of 289 trees will be 
planted throughout tee project site, including tree welts in the parkways along tee perimeter 

■ of tee property* ■ •. ./ , ■ ‘

The surrounding area is highly urbanised and improved with a mix of low- to high-intensity 
commercial, civic, educational and residential uses, The nearby buildings include: the 
Panama Travel Agency, Sports Museum and Santee Education Complex to the east; a 
furniture store, 12-story creative office building, and a variety of retail stores to tee north; the 
Los Angeles Municipal Court building and DMV vehicle inspection site to the west; and a 
variety of retail and commercial supply stores to the south. The Santa Monica Freeway is 
located one block north of tee project site. The surrounding uses were developed over a 
span of decades and feature a variety of building typed and architectural styles. 
Furthermore, much of the existing development in tee area is sparsely landscaped and lacks 
pedestrian amenities, As with the project, many of the proposed projects throughout the 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area and in the project vicinity include replacing 
existing surface parking tote and other undeveloped parcels with mixed-use buildings of 
varying heights. .

Based on the analysis above, the Major Development’s' project location, size, height, 
operations and other significant features will be compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or tee public health, 
welfare, and safety. ' ; ■■ ' . ■' • ■' ■ . ■ . •' '
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Floor Area Ratio Averaging , v ;':;7,7:7"V\ y ’ V;7'-7 '7' 'V 7-. 7':'7 7.'"-'7;

As previously mentioned, the 9.7-acre project site Is comprised of two City blocks and is 
developed with the 12-story Reef building and approximately 7.S acres of surface parking 
with minimal landscaping, the mixednise project provides a vertically integrated mix of 
uses including 1,444 residential units, retail and restaurant space and a hotel.to assist in 
promoting the area as a center of population, employment !- retail services and 
entertainment The existing 861,162* square-foot Reef building includes an approximately
8,000 square-foot rooftop additfonand hew construction includes approximately 1,680,806 
square feet of floor area (including the conteinedv^lnanumber of
muitiple-story buildings, including a 35-story residential tower, a 32-story residential tower 
and a 19-story hotel tower. The two residential towers are located on the east block, one on 
the northern portion of the block arid one On the southern portion of die block, The hotel 
tower is ideated on the west block, south of the Reef building. The ground floors of the 
project include, open space, retail and restaurant space and live-work units. The project's 
total square-footage is dpproximateiy 2,541,458 square feet of floor area

The project will convert underutilized surface parking lots into an Integrated mix of uses to 
assist in promoting the Immediate area as a center of population, employment, retail 
services, and entertainment The project will also enhance the immediate neighborhood by 
providing housing, Jobs, retail and restaurant uses, publically accessible open spaces that 
will foster pedestrian activity and transit ridership. As such, the request for FAR averaging in 
conjunction with the project's location, size, height operations and other significant features 
will be compatible with and wilt not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, 
the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety.

Master Conditional Use (on- and off-site alcohol sales, live entertainment and patron 
dancing) •' . -'7 v 7 . •■■■'7-y 7 7 7 7;y 7,777 7.-.. 7 - .

The project site is located just south of the Santa Monica Freeway and downtown Los .
Angeles. The surrounding properties are improved with a mix of low- to high-intensity ' 
commercial, civic, educational and residential uses. The buildings include: the Panama 
Travel Agency, Sports Museum and Santee Education Complex to the east; a furniture ' 
store, 12-story creative office building, and a variety of retail stores to the north; the Los 
Angeles Municipal Court building and DMV vehicle inspection site to the west; and a variety 
of retail and commercial supply stores to the south. The LA. Live entertainment complex, 
Staples Center and Los Angeles Convention Center are located approximately one mile 
northwest of the property. The project includes 1,444 residential unite, a hotel and 
maintains the existing Reef building that employs hundreds of people.

The sale of alcoholic beverages and the availability of live entertainment and patron dancing 
will be controlled within the bounds of the project site. The ground floor restaurants, grocery 
store, hotel and Reef uses will be desirable to the public convenience and welfare because 
the project is near multi-family residential, civic, educational and commercial uses. Outdoor 
dining areas along Broadway and Washington Boulevard will help activate the sidewalk 
during the day and evening hours. The grocery store, pharmacy and restaurants are in 
convenient locations that residents, visitors, and employees can patronize by walking, biking 
or public transit. In addition, the allowance of live entertainment and patron dancing will be 
further limited to the hotel and Reef building uses on the west block.

As proposed, the use will serve public convenience and welfare and as sited, the location is 
compatible with the surrounding community. Mitigation measures and project design 
features identified in the EIR are imposed herein as conditions of this grant to further

• - >
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»
minimize potentiallmpacte to the suiTOundtng nejghborhood. Th0 gtent alsa Includes 
conditions that are generally' recommended by me Los Angeles Police Department (LAFD). 
In addition; tfiese conditions will be supplemented by more specific conditions designed to 
address the characteristics of each Individual establishment throughran Approvalof Plans 
determlnaUon< TO butane not ilmited to a termgrant,
security measures; houra of operatloni S6atlngf sl2;ei and ariy Otter Conditions that are 
IntendedtcjmlninrilzelmpactsonsuiTOundinguses.UndereachrevreW^theZonlng  
Administrator amt LAPDhave theopportunity & comment and recommend pr$conditions. 
Thesale of alcohol Is regulatedby the State of California through the issuance of ah Alcohol 

. Beveragei Control (ABC) license^ Thusi aS conditlOnedi, cdrhbifiad Withthe enforcement 
authoriiypf ABC and LAPD; thOapproval for the saie of alcoHpf; live entertainment and 
patron dancing wilt not be detrimental to thie public health; safety andWelfare.1

Reduction of Off-Street Parking within 1,500 feet of a Transit Facllitv
1 •f ;»

I•»V

;-.vvi*.y :»*'ia', K' t

The request to allow 10 percent parking reduction for commercial uses located within 1,500 
feet of a transit facility will not adversely affect dr further degrade the adjacent properties or 
public health, weifaraV and sdfety because thi project site id located inatransit-oriented 
area.As previously mentioned,theexistingunderutillzedparkinglotswillconverted Into a. 

•’ ‘ cpri^p^ to friclude housing, a hoteli cornmercial uses and
open space. The project Includes 2,512 vehicle parking spades and 1,900 bicycle perking 
spaces for the use of the project,thereby relieving the community of limited[ street parking.

, i
The projectencourages the iiSe of public transportation and bicycles toarriveat the site by 
providing neighborhood serving commercial uses and short-term bicycle parking spaces at 
the ground level. The ground level uses are accessible directly from the sidewalk, a short 
distance from transit stops. Several modes of public transportation Serve the project site, 
including the Metro Blue Line, several Metro bus lines and the D Dash line, as well as City 
designated bicycle lanes and routes,: ' ;

Based on the analysis above, the project’s location, size, height, operations and other 
significant features will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade 
adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and safety.

c. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
s General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan.

Malor Development - 'j/.

The project is a mixed-use development consisting of: 549 apartment units, including 21 
live/Work units, and 895 residential condominiums (Or up to 1,444 residential condominiums); a 
208-key hotel; 67,702 square feet of retail/restaurant uses; a 29,355 square-foot grocery store; a 
17,507 square-foot gallery; and a 7,879 square-foot fitness studio. The existing Reef building will 
be maintained and Includes an 8,000 square-foot rooftop restaurant addition. The development 
includes several buildings ranging in height from 77 feet up to 420 feet on an approximately 9.7- 
acre properly consisting of two City blocks. The project includes 2,512 vehicle parking spaces 
and 1,908 bicycle parking stalls and wilf contain approximately 2,541,468 square feet of floor 
area upon full build out

The Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, a part of the Land Use Element of the 
General Plan includes the following relevant land use goals, objectives and policies:
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Goat 1 :A safe, secure, and high quality residential environment for ail economic, age,
and ethnic segments of the Community, i -

Objective 1-1: To provide for the preservation of existing housing and for the 
development of new , housing to meet the diverse economic and 

' physical needs of the existing residents and projected population of 
the Plan area to the year 2010. ■:V:r

Policy 1-1.1: Designate, specific lands to provide for adequate multi-family 
residential development. -

Objective 1-2: To locate new housing in a manner which reduces vehicular trips 
and makes ft accessible to services and facilities.

Policy 1-2.1; Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers, light 
mass transit stations, and. major bus routes where public service 
facilities, utilities, and topography will accommodate tills 

\ : . - . development . - • ’ ■

Objective 1-5: To promote and ensure the provision of adequate housing for all 
persons regardless of Income, age, or ethnic background.

Policy 1-5.1: Promote greater individual choice in type, quality, price, and 
location of housing.

Policy 1-5.2: Ensure that new housing opportunities minimizes displacement of 
. the residents.

Policy 1-5.3: Provide for development of townhouses and other similar 
condominium type housing units to increase home ownership 
options.

Goal 2:A strong and competitive commercial sector which best serves the needs of the
community through maximum efficiency and accessibility while preserving the
historic commercial and cultural character of the district

Objective 2-1: To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development.

Policy 2-1.3: Commercial areas should be consolidated and deepened to 
stimulate existing businesses, create opportunities for new 
development and off-street parking, expand the variety of goods 
and services, and improve shopping convenience as well as offer 
local employment

Policy 2-1.5: Require that projects be designed and developed to achieve a 
high level of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with 
existing uses and development

Objective 2-4: To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to 
identify Pedestrian Oriented Districts (POD’s).

Policy 2-4.2: New development should add to and enhance the existing 
pedestrian street activity.
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Policy 2-4.3: Blaiim that oonin[ierc!al Jnfill projects achiave hbrmony with the 
''•. best of existing develbproenL.* |v*'. ■['. I‘-. *.'• *'"77 ■ . ■

. Policy 2-4,5; Identl# pbd^an-Ojrifanted areas'as preferred locations for
•’ •; ‘ tnbqacMjrtBiv^V'.::- *

Policy 2-4.6: Required tfisrt mbrt^-uSkprojicfe Snd development In Pedestrian 
Oriented Districts be designed and developed to achieve a high 

,-/■ ■V-;-;:'r.r 7; fcverof quality, 'dWlncfl^-'ichiteQlw, and compatibility with
■ '7 ""V'■■ 'hv". '■ : •.•7/‘77.";V.v. ....

Poltev2-4,7:- RequIr^thaithd flrst flobF stree^ frCritagd ofStirUctbres^ including 
^TT~~t mixed-use projects and parking structures located In Pedestrian

■, . Oriented Districts, incorporate commercialuses.; ■ 

'"ptofey 2-4&' ' l^ui» Airt 'pdtori»at
conflicts between die commercial and residential uses (e.g., noise, 
lighting, security, track irid automobile access, etc.) arid provide

Policy 2-4.10: Promote mbced-use projects in proximity to transit stations, along 
transit corridors, and in appropriate commercial areas.

Objective 2-5;

Policy 2-5.1: improve the' appearance and .landscaping of commercial
' ' ■ ■. . ' ■ properties.' ■ ,, '■ ■ ' ...

Policy 2-5.2; Preserve community character, scale and architectural diversity.

Goal 5:A community with sufficient open space in balance with new development to 
serve the recreational environmental, health and safety needs of the community 
and to protect environmental and aesthetic resourced.

Objective 5-1: To preserve existing open space resources and where possible 
develop new open space.

Policy 5-1.3: Require development in major opportunity sites to provide public 
open space. .

As with the current plan, the Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan identifies several 
aoals, policies, implementation programs and design guidelines to help achieve the 
community’s vision. As part of the plan update, a General Plan Amendment is required to 
create consistency among existing and future developments and designated land uses. 
Specifically, the project site’s land use, as well as all of the properties fronting Washington 
Boulevard to the north and south between Hill Street and San Pedro Street, will be changed 
from “Limited Manufacturing* to “Community Commercial.* The proposed change to 
Community Commercial is based on the determination of the Industrial Land Use Policy that 
identifies this area as a transition district as well as input from community members, 
stakeholders and representatives from Council District 9. The project site will also be located 
within a designated Transit Oriented District

Pursuant to Ordinance No. 171,681, the project site is located within the South Central 
Alcohol Sales Specific Plan area, effective September 13,1997. The plan specifies that no

* • •
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person shall establish in the area an establishment dispensing, for sale or other 
consideration, alcoholic beverages, Including beer and wine, for off-site consumption, 
without first obtaining Conditional Use approval front the CHy of Los Angeles.

The project site is located within the redevelopment area for the “Council District Nine 
Corridors South of the Santa Monica Freeway* plan, the plan was adopted on December . 
13, 199$, pursuant to Ordinance No. 170,807. The project is consistent with the following, 
objectlvesfortheprojectarea: H :; Vy’; v'yy;,;; ‘ !

Job retention and generation supportingexisting employers and attracting new 
employers; -'y^ y 'y y yy .•'<y ' v‘ Vyy:.■ ’.v ■ ; •
Business expansion and creation of new businesses through public, and private 
funding and business development activities; ^
Consumer retail, shopping and entertainment outlets in the community as a result of 
funding and suitable commercial development sites;
Housing for all income: levels to be provided along with preservation of existing single 
family housing stock; and •' ' ■ '

• ..

The project site is also located within the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area. On 
. September 23, 2007, Ordinance No. 179,076 became effective, establishing the Greater 

Downtown Housing Incentive Area. The project Incorporates the following ordinance 
incentives for projects within the boundaries of the area:

• No, maximum unit per lot area, making allowable density unlimited (within the 
relevant FAR);

• No yard requirements
• Buildable area is the same as lot area; and
• No requirement for percentages of private and common open space, however the

. total per unit open space requirement is provided.

The mbced-use project replaces surface parking lots in an area characterized by office, civic, 
education, light manufacturing, retail and multi-family residential uses that are in close 
proximity to several public transit options. The project provides much-needed housing (for 
rent and sale) and jobs to the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, including 
neighborhood serving retail and restaurant uses, a hotel and publically accessible open 
space that support this area of Southeast Los Angeles as an emerging commercial center 
for population growth, employment, retail services and transit.

With adoption of the General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of the 
project site to Community Commercial and to modify Footnote No. 1, the project will be 
consistent with the applicable objectives and policies set forth in the Southeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan. Based on the above analysis, the project is in substantial conformance 
with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, the Specific Plan and 
applicable Redevelopment Plan.

Floor Area Ratio Averaging

The project, provides much-needed housing, as well as a mix of hotel, retail, restaurant,
office uses and open space, to an otherwise underutilized property located along a major
transit corridor that is within one-quarter mile of several high-capacity transit lines. The
Metro Blue Line runs along Washington Boulevard at the northern edge of the project site,
with a stop less than 0.2 miles northwest of the project site.

I
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. As previously mentioned,- the project supports brainy of the goals, objectives, policies and 
programs specified In the Southeast Los Angeles Community Ran, specifically the following 
objectives: - ; ; ■ :■

; Objective 1-2: to loeatenew housing in a rrianner which reduces vehicular trips and

' ‘S

The ptofect includes 1,444 residential units wlthtn walklng distance of a major transit stop 
and near downtown Los Angeles, the LA Live entertainment complex. Staples Center and 
other major employment centers, services and facilities: The project’s proximity to transit 
and tile aforementioned uses will reduce the project's vehicular tripe arid make it accessible 

■ tos^vk^aridfa^He^^T;^' .•* «•'- .

Objective 2-4: f © enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts arid to Identify 
”;Pedestrian Oriented Pfetrito (POOs^;? ■ a \ v;';’ :' ' '

i. ■

The project wilt enhance thri community commercial, transit-oriented district by adding 
.beneficial commercial uses, and by retaining and improving the existing Reef building: in - 
addition, because the project site is ah identified trSnsit-oriehtedarea in the draft Southeast 
Los Angeles Community Plan, the project provides a significant amount of bicycle parking 
spaces,' sidewaik and street improvements and pedestrian-oriented uses on the ground
floor.4

Objective 2-5; To enhance the appearance of cornmerolal districts. >

The project site is Improved with the 12-story Reef building and approximately 7.5 acres of 
surface parking lots. The project will enhance the appearance of the project site and the 
surrounding community. The project is designed in a contemporary architectural style using 
a variety of materials and colors to create buildings that vary in height, buik and massing. 
The project also includes community-serving retaii aiid restaurant uses at the ground level, 
open space, landscaping and signage to enhance the appearance of the commercial district.

Objective 5-1: To preserve existing open space resources arid, where possible, develop 
. . ■ ; new open space. '

A substantial portion of the project includes landscaped courtyards and pathways and other 
open space features that connect the various uses to establish a pedestrian-oriented 
environment within the project's vicinity. The project includes 162,255 Square feet of open 
space, of which 85 percent is common open space. At least 25 percent (29,624 square feet) 
of the common open space will be planted with ground cover, shrubs or trees, 
publically accessible open space includes courtyards that connect the two blocks.

As mentioned above, the project substantially conforms with the purpose, intents and 
provisions of the General Plan. The request to allow FAR averaging across the entire project 
site complies with the objectives of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan and the 
forthcoming plan update, as discussed above. ... ■/, ■

Master Conditional Use (on- and off-site alcohol sale, live entertainment and natmrt dancing)

There are eleven elements of the General Plan. Each of these Elements establishes policies
that provide for the regulatory environment in managing the City and tor addressing
environmental concerns and problems. The majority of the policies derived from those
Elements are in the form of Code requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The
Land Use Element of the City's General Plan divides the city into 35 Community Plans. The

The



Case No. CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU>MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR F-32

Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Map designates the property for Limited 
Manufacturing land use with the corresponding zones of CM, MR1 end M1. However, with 
approval pf the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change, the project site wiil be 
changed to Community Commercial land use With did (TXQ)C2-2-0-SN zone which Is 
intended to provide for concentrations ofcommercial uses, Inciuding lrestaurants, 

.. entertainment venues, and grocery stores, within mixed-use buildings.. the Southeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan text is silent with regains to alcohol sales, live entertainment and 
patron dancing. In such cases, the decision-maker must interpret the intent of the plan.

pursuant to Ordinance No. 171,681, the project site is also located within the South Central 
Alcohol Sales Specific Plan area, effective September 1$, 1997. The plan specifies that no 
person Shall establish in the area an establishment dispensing, ter ...sale or other 
consideration,''''alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine, for off-site consumption,

The sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with the grocery store, pharmacy, 
restaurants, hotel and Reef building and live entertainment and patron dancing in 
conjunction with the hotel and Reef uses are consistent with the commercial (and use 
discussion of the community plan, including: : .

Policy 2-1.3: Commercial areas should be consolidated and deepened .to stimulate 
existing businesses, create opportunities for new development and off- 
street parking, expand the variety of goods and services, and improve 
shopping convenience as well as offer local employment. ,

The plan encourages new uses that strengthen the economic base of tee community and 
promote transit and pedestrian oriented areas. The request achieves the policies of the 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, which seeks to promote Uses that will address the 
needs of employees, residents, and visitors to the area and complies with the regulations of 
the South Central Alcohol Sales Specific Plan.

Reduction of Off-Street Parking within 1.500 feet of a Transit Facility

The mixed-use project includes 1,444 residential units; a 208-key hotel; 67,702 square feet 
of retaii/restaurant uses; a 29,355 square-foot grocery store; a 17,507 square-teot gallery; 
and a 7,879 square-teot fitness studio. The project includes 2,512 vehicle parking spaces 
and 1,906 bicycle parking stalls to serve the entire project

The Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, a part of the Land Use Element of the 
General Plan, includes the following relevant land use objectives and policies that are 
consistent with the request for a 10 percent reduction of off-street parking for commercial 
uses: ■ ; ■ ■" • ... ; -', ... . '• . ■'

Objective 1-2: To locate new housing in a manner which reduces vehicular trips 
and makes it accessible to services and facilities.

Policy 1-2.1: Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers, light 
mass transit stations, and major bus routes where public service 
facilities, utilities, and topography will accommodate this 
development.

Objective 2-4: To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to 
identify Pedestrian Oriented Districts (POD’s).
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'i ‘
Policy 2-4.10: Promote mixed-usd projects in proximity to transit stations, along 

transttconklors^aridlnappropi^oomimefclalareasiV

in addttibn, Mobility Plan 2035, the Mobility Element of the General Pibri, Will! not be 
negatively affected by the project The project is consistent with the following goals and 
policies of the plan ................................................................. ...............• ii '.V.yI, t•i. i'r r£. *S'

/ Goal 2:: .' World class infirastrucfuro

' Policy 2.3: Pedpstrten Infrastructure. Recognize Walking as a component of every
-‘VT: y Ty-:.V-- trip^ and ensure high quality pedestrian access in all eifeLpiannhi^-and-----------

.V,’:v, put)lic rtght-of-way~modifications to provide a safe arid comfortable 
v-yV^iklrig eri^rimerib^........ ................... . - - ■ - ■

' Policy 2,6: Bicycle Networks. Provide safe, convenient, and comfortable local arid

«

s' 1i-
S'

\\S.

Policy 2.7: VehjcleNetwork, Provide vehicufar access to the regional freewayi

Policy 2.10: Loading Areas, Facilitate the provision of adequate on and off-street 
vT •... loading areas* . :.y-yy .'/ /T'TTr ■.. . y • -T '

Policy 2.15: Allocation of Transportation Funds. Expand funding to improve the built 
environment for people who walk, bike, take transit, and for other 
vulnerable roadway users. J : : V ^

Goal 3: Access for all ArfoeieribSi. V yYy :-..yTVy -

Policy 3.3: Land Use Access and Mix. Promote equitable land use decisions that 
result in fewer vehicle trips by providing greater proximity and access to 
jobs, destinations, and other neighborhood sendees.

Policy 3,4: Transit Services. Provide all residents, workers arid visitors with 
affordable, efficient, convenient, and attractive transit services.

Policy 3.8: Bicycle Parking: Provide bicyclists with convenient, secure and well- 
maintained bicycle parking facilities.

Clean environments and healthy communities

Policy 5.4: Clean Fuels and Vehicles. Continue to encourage the adoption of low 
and zero emission fuel sources, new mobility technologies, and 
supporting infrastructure. \

The project site is in a transit-oriented area, One block south of the Santa Monica freeway, 
that is well-served by several modes of transportation, including the Metro Blue Line, several 
Metro bus lines and the D Dash. The project is required to include EV ready parking spaces* 
loading areas for the commerdal uses, and improvements to the surrounding streets, 
sidewalks and intersections. In addition, the project is subject to project design features and 
mitigation measures to minimize any adverse effects due to parking or traffic congestion. 
Specifically, mitigation measures MM-TR-12 and MM-TR-13, include vehicle trip reduction 
measures to encourage the use of transit and reduce vehicle trips. Based on the above

Goal 5: * .■
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analysis, the project Is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan. ;/vt:’-. - ; '

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS FOR A MAJOR DEVELOPMENT PROJECT:

d. Pursuant to LAM.C. Sectlon12.24 U, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action provides for an arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, 
open spaces and other improvements that are compatible with the scale and

The surrounding area is highly urbanized and includes a mix of low- to high-intensity 
Commerttel, civic, educational and residential uses. The existing buildings Include: the 
Panama TravelAgency, Sports Museum arid Santee Educatibn Complex to tfie east; a 
furniture store, 12-story creative office building, and a variety of retail stores to the north; the 
Los Angeles Municipal Court building and DMV vehicle inspection site, to the west; and a

The following project elements are incorporated into the project design in a manner that is
" ............. ................... ~ ' ‘ ‘ area;

i. Building Design. The project is designed in a contemporary architectural style that 
includes several separate buildings of different heights in a variety of materials and 
colors. The two high-rise residential towers on the east block feature slight stepping to 
create horizontal and vertical articulation and provide visual interest. Materials for the 
towers include metal panels, metal louvere and glass curtein walls. The north tower 
accommodates one static project identity sign on the north facade. Hie lower-scale 
buildings on the east block include fagade layering and a variety of colors to provide 
depth and horizontal lines. Materials include precast concrete, cast-in-place concrete, 
metal panels, metal louvers, fibre cement board, cement plaster and phenolic wood wall 
panels. Hie ground floors of each building are differentiated from the upper levels with 
the use of recessed and angled entries, floor to ceiling glazing, glass doors and metal 
panels. ' '■ . ^ \ ; ■

The west block includes the existing 12-story, concrete Reef building constructed in 
1958. The mid-century modem building Includes improvements such as the re
introduction of openings on the ground floor along Broadway, Washington Boulevard 
and Hill Street to accommodate retail space and an addition of a glass structure on the 
rooftop for restaurant usa. Hie Reef building includes static project identity signage on 
the north and east facades. The southern portion of the west block includes an eight 
level parking structure with ground floor micro-retail units along Hill Street and 21st 
Street, live-work unite and apartment units along Broadway and an integrated 10-story 
hotel. Materials for the parking structure include metal louvers, metal panel screens, 
corrugated metal panels, precast concrete panels and glass. The ground floor micro 
units feature storefront, floor-to-ceiling glazing. The rooftop parking level includes the 
Installation of solar panels. Hie facade fronting Broadway is similar to the lower-scale 
buildings on the east block Incorporating the use of layered, colored fibre cement board, 
cement plaster and cast-in-place concrete as well as corrugated metal panels. The 
ground floor live-work units along Broadway incorporate floor to ceiling glazing, glass 
doors and metal panels. The materials for the hotel include horizontal precast concrete 
panels, metal louvers and horizontal window panes. The two upper floors feature an 
identity sign op all four sides of the building. Accordingly, the project is designed to 
implement the type of high-quality architecture that is compatible with, commercial 
districts within mixed-use urban areas.
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il. Building Orientatfon/Frohtade. The'project includes the development of two blocks that 
. are bisected by Broadway. The West block (includes the existing Reef biiitdlhg, a new 

parking structure, residential units and hotel tower. The east block Includes, several 
mixed-use buildings, including two high-rise towers, one on the north end end brie bn the 
south end of the lot. A majority of the pedestrian activity will be oriented on Broadway 
with most ofthe retail/restaurant entrances, Including; outdoor dlnihg, located along both 

. sides of Broadway firbmthe public sidewalk. Entrances to micro*
rebaljf"spacieis biritfifc Westbtbdfe^are firbrnHill Street and 21stStreetwhilethe additional 
re^ii.resteuranfandgrocery stofeentrancesoii theeast blockarefirbrh Washington 
Boulevard and MSln \.-i'V;y:< v: i; :

—Il^lraildlngs integrate a pedestrian scale at ground level by incorporafion of a variety of 
textures, materials; street furniture and landscaping appropriate to the project site, 
thereby minitpizlhg the effects of buildlng maSs and street walls in relation & street 
#bhtagei.7 At^hhecturiT feattires such ao recessed and; angled entrahcesi storefrOnt 
glazing, tenant signage, and pedestrian-scaled lighting also help to create a pedestrian 
oriented building frontage,; ; ; i ' — ..........................................

The two blocks ate apjwoximately'..706-feet in the; north-south directlon, therefore the 
project includes a publically accessible, mid-blockpassageway extending from the west 
block to the, east block, The Exchange, on the west block is Ideated at grade, while the 
Strand, on the east block, is located approximate^ 22 feet above grade and accessed 
vie a staircase. , , ’ - ■

iii. Hefaht/Bulk. The west block includes the existing 12-story,193-foot, 10 inch tali Reef
building, a new eight level parking structure, an integrated residential building 88-feet in 
height to top of parapet and a hotel tower 240 feet in height to top Of parapet The east 
block includes several mixed-use buildings and two residential towers. The north tower 
is 3$5 feet In height and the south tower is 420 feet in height to the top of parapet The 
lower Scale buildings range in height from 77 to 85 feet , . 7 ■ :

iv. Setbacks; Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.14-C, buildings erected and used for 
commercial purposes in the C2 zone do not require front, side or rear yard setbacks, in
addition, the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area does not require yards for lots in 
the C2 zone. On the west block, the parking garage, residential and hotel buildings are 
built up to the property line along Hill Street and 21* Street and has a variable zero-foot 
to 3-foot, 1 inch setback along Broadway. The hotel Is setback approximately 44 feet 11 
inches from the Reef building at the narrowest dimension. On the east block, the 
buildings at the ground level have a variable setback of 1-foot, 1 inch to 19 feet, 2 inches 
along Broadway; a variable setback of 3 feet, 1 inch toT 1 feet 1 inch along 21st Street; a 
variable setback of 8 inches to 11 feet, 11 inches along Main Street; and a setback of 5 
feet along Washington Boulevard. , _ ,

v. Open Space. Pursuant to LAMC requirements, the project includes 162,255 square feet
of open space in the form of landscaped courtyards and pathways and other open space 
features that connect the various proposed uses. Eight-five percent of the provided open 
space is designated common open space and 15 percent is designated private open 
space (e.g„ unit patios). . ,

The residential open space amenities include multiple swimming pools, a fitness
center, and a community room. The common open space for residents on the east
block is divided into three main spaces. The Farm includes outdoor dining space,
BBQ’s; a garden, a seating grove, and a reservoir pool. The Playground Includes
active space for project residents, an outdoor dining area, BBQs, an outdoor movie
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SGreen, undulating seating decks, a spa and pool, outdoor lounges, a yoga lawn, and a 
step fountain. The Platform Is a community gathering space with movable seating, 
planters, and a fire pit or water feature. :

The project Includes two publically accessible'outdoor spaces, one on each lot. The 
Exchange, located just south of the Reef building on the west, includes a cafe and 
outdoor seating, event space, and a seating Island. The Exchange acts es the entryway 
into tile hotel, and the Reef building;The Strand, located oh the east block, Is the 
project’s primary gathering space, and Includes an upper public terrace with a cafe and 
outdoor seating, a performance space with amphitheater seating, end acts as the 
connector between Main Street and the west block. ?

The project adds to the variety of mbced-use buildings immediately surrounding the project 
vicinity. The mbced-use residential and commercial development replaces existing parking 
lots with housing, a hotel, retail and restaurant space and open space to serve the 
community. The project enhances the existing urban mix of uses in the neighborhood by 

. providing much-needed housing and retail and restaurant establishments to meet the needs 
of the growing residential population in the area, this project and the forthcoming mixed-use 
project to the northwest of the project site, support the transition of the area from limited 
manufacturing uses to community commercial. ,

Based oh the above analysis, the project consists of an arrangement of uses, buildings, 
structures, open spaces and other improvements that are compatible with the scale and 
character of the adjacent properties and surrounding neighborhood.

e. The Major Development Project complies with the height and area regulations of 
the zone in Which it is located. ^ ^

The applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation 
of the project site from Limited Manufacturing to Community Commercial, with the 
corresponding zones of CR, C2, C4 and RAS3 in the Southeast Los Angeles Community 
Plan. In addition, the applicant is requesting modification of Footnote No. 1 to allow the 
project comply with the regulations of Height District No. 2 and a Zone Change from 
[Q]M 1-2-0 and Mt-2-O to (TXQ)C2-2-0-SN, to establish consistency with the proposed 
land use. The proposed land use designation, footnote and zone allows a development with 
an FAR of 6.0:1 and unlimited height

The project site is composed of two City blocks, with a total gross square footage of 423,754 
square feet Accordingly, the project site’s existing FAR of 6.0:1 allows a maximum floor 
area of approximately 2,542,524 square feet of development on the site. The total proposed 
floor area of the project Is approximately 2,541,468 square test Therefore, the project does 
not exceed the permitted FAR.

With respect to setback regulations pursuant to LAMC Section 12.14-C, buildings erected 
and used for commercial purposes in the C2 zone do not require front, side or rear yard 
setbacks, in addition, the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area does not require yards 
for lots in the C2 zone. On the west block, the parking garage, residential and hotel buildings 
are built up to the property line along Hill Street and 21st Street and has a variable zero-foot 
to 3-foot, 1 inch setback along Broadway. The hotel is setback approximately 44 feet 11 
inches from the Reef building at the narrowest dimension.

On the east block, the buildings at the ground level have a variable setback of 1-foot, 1 inch 
to 19 feet, 2 inches along Broadway; a variable setback of 3 feet, 1 inch to 11 feet, 1 inch 
along 21st Street; a variable setback of 8 inches to 11 feet, 11 inches along Main Street; and
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a setback of 5 feet along Washington Boulevard. Accordingly, thd project bobipllbs with the
it-

>.

Therefore, with approval of the General PlarT Arnendmeht and Zone Change, the Major
t

i. i.S‘u ?i.i X'Xi
' ■ f. |V* rs• \ T •;
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Theproject sitelafocated lhartarea that dCesnii . T, . ___ ______  r_„__
for Major Development Projected HoWeveri: tfifr applicant designed theprajert to be____

. consistent with the City’s Walkability Checklist, Citywide Design Guidelines for Commercial 
, . Buildings, the DoWnpWhl pdslgit Guidelines arid thC Southeast LosAngeles Community 

P\atiUrban Design Guidelines, in^ addition.the; rncHlIflqatibher: based

i •*
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS FOR FLOOR AREA RATIO AVERAGING IN A UNIFIED 
DEVELOPlAENTr ..... .. . • ..

g. The development, although located on separate parcels or lots of record, Is a 
' unified development a9 defined by LAMCSectlon 12.24-W,t9. , .J.

Although theproject'ska cbnsists of two city blocks bisected by Drbadway; the project is a 
unified development in that the mix of uses are dependent on each other, sharing a common 
architectural design. The site is designed to allow fluidity throughout the project site so that 
residents, employees and visitors ran move freely from their place of employment, to open 
areas for recreation and relaxation, to. retail and restaurant establishments and finally to on- 
sfte residential unite, ; : :/• :■

I. A combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or vehicular connections.

The project includes multiple functional linkages ter pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicles. For 
example, the publically accessible open spaces* The Exchange and The Strand are mid
block pedestrten connections between the west block and east Modi.-' The crosswalk on 
Broadway, which bisects the west block and east block, is designed to connect the two 
blocks into a unified development. The addition of a Stoplight south of the existing stoplight, 
will widen the crosswalk to approximately 123 feet 5 inches. The wider crosswalk will 
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists to move to and from the west and east blocks with 
ease. In addition, pedestrians and bicyclists will have severer ground floor retail and 
restaurant options along the perimeter of the project site, further creating functional linkages. 
People arriving to the project site by vehicle have the option to park on eitfier the west or 
east block and walk freely throughout the project site.

ii. In conjunction with common architectural and landscape features, which constitute 
distinctive design elements of the development.

The submitted site plan, floor plans, landscape plans, elevations and architectural 
renderings depict a common contemporary architectural design, featuring the use of similar 
materials throughout the project and use of similar types of planting throughout the 
landscape design. The 9.7-acre property is designed to serve a unified purpose of providing 
housing, employment, commercial uses and open space near transit The project’s layout 
and architectural design are consistent throughout tile two blocks.

<

.V

V
V.>•<x
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iii. Is composed of two or more contiguous parcels, or lots of record separated only by a
street or alley. V;; i::;v'; - ■

The east and west blocks are bisected by Broadway, which Is a public street The various 
lots comprislr^ the west block and the east block are contiguous parcels. ;

iv. When the developmeiit Is viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated
. ; whole, :v. V'/ V;.." ■' ' ■.

Similar design elements are Incorporated into the design of the Individual buildings and open 
spaces that make up the entire project site, making the a consolidated development when 
viewed from adjoining streets

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS FOR ALCOHOL SALES AND THE SOUTH LOS ANGELES 
ALCOHOL SALES SPECIFIC PLAN: ^ v ■

a. The preposed iise will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community.

The project site Is planned for Community Commercial land use with tine corresponding CR,
C2, C4 and RAS3 Tones. The mixed-use project includes the existing Reef building, 1,444 
residential unite and several commercial spaces such as a market, pharmacy, restaurants, 
hotel and Reef building that offer the sale of alcohoi for on* or off-site consumption.

Conditions are herein imposed to integrate the uses into the community as welt as protect 
community members from adverse potential impacts. All future operators are required to tile 
an Approval of Plans prior to receiving a Certificate of Occupancy to allow for the review of 
the mode of operation, security, and the floor plan. The State of California Department of 
Alcohol Beverage Control will also have the opportunity to impose additional conditions 
upon each establishment including limitations on hours of alcohol sales. The limited term of 
the grant for each individual plan approval allows the City to review the operation of the 
establishment and consider any changes in the surroundings. Therefore, as conditioned, the 
Master Conditional Use to allow the sale of alcohol will not adversely affect the welfare of 
the surrounding community.

b. The granting of the application will not result In an undue concentration of 
premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration of‘alcoholic beverages, 
including beer and wine, in the area of the City involved, giving consideration to 
applicable State laws and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control’s guidelines for undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the 
number and proximity of these establishments within a one thousand foot radius 
of the site, the crime rate in the area (especially those crimes Involving public 
drunkenness, the illegal sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the 
peace and disorderly conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings 
have been initiated for any use in the area.

According to the California State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control licensing 
criteria, two on-site licenses and one off-site license are allocated to the subject Census 
Tract No. 2240.20. There are currently three on-site and four off-site licenses active within 
this census tract The date indicates that for the on- and off-site licenses, the tract is above 
its allocated number, which is common given the concentration of commercial activity in the 
immediate area, just south of downtown. The establishments that have either an on- or off
site alcohol license include, two markets, two liquor stores, one bar and two restaurants.

• -
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. The project site is planned for Community Commercial land tide, which fs intended to he a 
pedestrian-oriented, high activity, mixed-use center that can accommodate a broad range of 
uses to serve those who reside, work or visit divan the diversity of uses permitted and 
encouraged within the Community Commercial land use, a high copCentratldiii of. alcohol 
licenses is anticipated. The daytime population inthe immediate vicinity InciudCC the Reef 
Visitors and employees, local employees, students and faculty of LA Trade Technical 
Colleger and the,increasing numher of residents and tourists duildg tbaeveriirighours

t

Statistics from the* Los Angeles Police Department’s Central Division reveal that ln Crime 
Reporting District No. 1321, which has jurisdiction over tiiesubjectpropert£a total of 445 
crjmee were reportedIn 2015; compared to the citywide average of 18f Crimes arid tha high 
crime reporting district average of 217 crimes for the same period; Of the 443 'crimes 
reported, Aver arrests were made for liguof laws, eight arrests were rriade for' drunkenness, 

. and17enacts wereforunderthe influence.

The above figures Indicate that the mixed-use project is located in a high-crime reporting 
district Due to high crime statistics; Conditions typically recommended by the Lbs Angeles 
Police Department, such as those related to the STAR Progrem, Installation of surveillance 
cameras and age verification, have been imposed. inconjunctlori with this Master 
Conditional Use Permit approval. Each establishment is. part of a iarperdevelopment that 
will benefit from oversight of the project as a whole. In addition, Concerns associated with 
any individual establishment will be addrS^ed in more detail through the required Approval 
of Plans determination. A Zoning Administrator will have the opportunity to consider more 
specific operational characteristics as each tenant' is identified and the details of each 
establishment are identified:: Security plans, floor plans, seating lirnitetionS and other 
recommended conditions, as. well as the mode and character of the operation, will be

*4

c. The proposed use Witt not detrimentally affect nearby residentialfy zoned 
communities in the area of the City involved, after giving consideration to the 
distance of . the proposed use from residential buildings, churches, schools, 
hospitals, public playgrounds and other similar uses, and other establishments 
dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer 
and wine.

The following sensitive uses are Ideated within a 1,000-foot radius of the project;

• Abram Friedman Occupational Center-1646 South Olive Street;
• ClinicaMedica San Miguel ^122 East Washington Boulevard;
• Frida Kahlo High School -1924 South Lbs Angeles Sfreet;
• Glory Church of Jesus Christ -1801 South Grand AVenue;
• Iglesia Del Cuerpo De Cristo -1966 South Los Angeles Street;
• LATTC Child Development Center-2012 South Olive Sheet;

Los Angeles Trade Technical College-400 West Washington Boulevard;
• Orthopedic Hospital Medical Magnet High School - 300 West 23rd Street* and
• Santee Education Complex -1921 South Maple Avenue

There are no residentially zoned properties within 500 feet of the project site. However, 
residential units are located within a building located at the northwest comer of Washington
Boulevard and Main Street ^

The sale of alcoholic beverages at the proposed restaurants and retail establishments will 
not adversely affect the nearby residential buildings or the sensitive uses listed above
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because they will operate within the confines of the project site and will be subject to 
numerous conditions of approval. To further ensure that the sensitive Usee are not adverse!/ 
affected,! live entertainment and patron dancing is limited to the west block, including the 
Reef building and the hotel. In addition; each of the Individual establishments Is required to 
file an Approval of Plans with the Department of City Planning and will be subject to 
additional* conditions of approval. Therefore, the proposed reStaiirant and retail 
establishments will not detrimentally affect nearby residential uses or other Sensitive uses.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS FOR SPECIAL PERMISSION FOR THE REDUCTION OF OFF-
STREET PARKING: . . .. ’ ^ : v-.y^ Vr;';. ..

d. The commercial or industrial buildings are located on a lot not more than 1,500 
feet distant from the porjtal of a fixed rail transit station, or bus station, or other

; similar transit facility. Vy> '■

The project site is a centrally located transit-oriented ares of the cHy. The project Is designed 
to support the use of public transportation by providing pedestrian access to transit stops 
and facilities for bicyclists, The project is located on a site that is within 1,500 feet from the 
porta! of a fixed rail transit station. The Metro Blue Line runs along Washington Boulevard at 
the northern edge of the project site, with the Grand/LATTC stop located one block to the 
northwest v'::V■ .-V ■. y';

In addition, several Metro Local and Rapid bus lines, as well as the D Dash serve the project 
site. The project site is also adjacent to City designated bicycle lanes and routes. The. 
project includes 1,906 bicycle parking spaces, including both short-term and long-term 
bicycle parking spaces, that are dispersed throughout the project site, as well as locker and 
shower facilities. V v:

e. The reduction will not otherwise be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the properties or improvements in the surrounding area.

The existing underutilized parking lots will be converted into a contemporary mixed-use 
development to include housing, a hotel, commercial uses and open space. The 
surrounding properties are improved with a mix of low- to high-intensity commercial, civic, 
educational and residential uses. The buildings include: the Panama Travel Agency. Sports 
Museum and Santee Education Complex to the east; a furniture store, 12-story creative 
office building, and a variety of retail stores to the north; the Los Angeles Municipal Court 
building and DMV vehicle inspection site to the west; and a variety of retail and commercial 
supply stores to the south.

The request to allow a 10 percent parking reduction for commercial uses located within 
1,500 feet of a transit facility will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the properties or improvements in the surrounding area because the project site 
is located in a transit-oriented area. The project is subject to the parking provisions of the 
Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone that allows a reduction in vehicle parking for commercial 
uses and the Bicycle Ordinance that allows a 15 percent reduction in vehicle parking for 
residential uses and a 30 percent vehicle parking reduction for commercial uses. In spite of 
the allowable vehicle parking reductions, the project provides sufficient parking to serve the 
entire project. The project includes 2,512 vehicle parking spaces and 1,906 bicycle parking 
spaces for the use of the project, thereby relieving the community of limited street parking.

The project site is a centrally located transit-oriented area of the city. The project is designed 
to support the use of public transportation by providing pedestrian access to transit stops
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h
■ . and facilities for bicyclists that will naturally reduce the number of Vehicles that traVel to the 

project site: The project encourages the Usd of public transportation and bii^oleS to arrive 
at the site by providing neighborhoodserving corrimercialuses and short-term bicycle 
parking spaces at the ground level. The ground revel uses are accessible directly from the 

; sidewalk, a short distance from transit stops. Sbveralmodes of public transportationserve , 
the project site, including the Metro Blue Line,'several Metro bus Ilrie& arid the Of Pash line,

mf^^destgrtateg T* ' .'' . ' '.... .'... „

- Therefore.basedon theproject’sproxlmrty totramsit.its mixed-use nature.ahd the provision
of 1,905 blcycHe parking spaces end associated facilities, the parking reduction wilt riot he
materially detrimental to the public welfare or Injurious to the properties or improvements in ........ _
the-sunoUndirig~arear~~^ ..................................

f. The surrounding area will not be adversely affected by overflow parking ortraffic 
congestion origlriating or termlnating at the lot, and the reduction will not 

. otherwise be materially detrimental to the publicwelfare or injurious to the 
"‘ ^rnentslnthesurroundlngareai ^ 1

The proiect is located in a.;^Ui^l-cMrkMiAieidr' 'tf«k is within walkingdistance of several 
transportatloh lihes, including the Metro Blue Line, Blue Line ridership has liidreaSed by 
almost 175,000 boardings. Including weekdays and weekends, in the month of June 2016 
as compared to June 201.5, In addition, the project site is located along streets With 
designated bicycle lanes and route^,^The project Is subject to Conditions of approval; ari well 
as project desigh featuresarid mitigation measures, to minimize any adverse effects duo to 

. parkirig brtrafRooongestlon. Speciflcally, mitigation measures MM-TR-12 and MM-TR-13, 
include vehicle trip reduction measures to encourage the use of transit and reduce vehicle 
trips, thereby minimizing potential operational parking and traffic impacts on the surrounding 
street system to the maximum extent feasible.

Thefollovringrrieasures are included:v v. . . ■ /v; .;

• Provide sidewalk bike racks on the project site, including areas near bus stops.
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide the physical space (approximately 1,000 square feet 

rent free in a strategic Ideation visible to the public) for a Mobility Hub/Bikeshare Station 
at the project site that could include space ten 
o secure, long-term parking; .
o maintenance and repair, and/or potential small Bicycle Store; and/or area for bike 

. ■ share. ■ V .V; ' ■ • v ■/v ■ ' :'■■ ■. .. ; ; ■ ■
o Make a one-time financial contribution of $250,000 to the City of Los Angeles 

Department of Transportation, the monies to be used in the implementation of the 
Mobility Hub on the site of theproject ^ 

o Make a one-time financial contribution of $250,000 to the City's Bicycle Trust Fund, 
the monies to be used to improve bicycle facilities in the area of the project '

o Participate in a Car-Share Program, and provide a minimum of 10 (ten) off-street car 
share parking spaces in the project's parking garage, 

o Facilitate rideshare through an on-site transportation coordinator, 
o Facilitate carpools and vanpools for project employees, students, etc,, by providing 

locations for carpool and vanpool parking.
o Provide on-site facility with information on car-sharing, vanpools, taxis (e.g. kiosk, 

concierge, or transportation office). '
o Provide emergency or late-night ride homes for transit users or carpoolers who 

reasonably and unexpectedly leave work early or late and can't take 
bus/ttein/cdrpool. v ■. ’■' ‘ ' , '"

VV-V
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Provide transit information center/concierge/store/kiosks on-site (Include sale of transit

Provide bus shelters in area of the project site, as determined by Metro, 
• Unbundle parking from housing cost

Implement parking cash-out programs for project kind uses as appropriate.
Make a one-time financial contribution of $500,000 to LADOT for the purchase of one

■ «

As such* implementation of the conditions of approval, as well as project design features 
and mitigation measures, will ensure that the reduction in required parking will not increase 
traffic congestion and will not be materially'detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to 
the properties or improvements in thesurrounding area. V-

4. Variance Findings

a. The strict application of die provisions of the zoning ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general

Reduction of On-Site Trees

The project site is currently improved with the Reef building, surface parking tots and an 
approximately 11,150 square-toot warehouse building. Hie project site currently contains a 
total of 59 trees, 46 of which are located in toe perimeter parkway areas of toe property. The 
existing trees are ail common ornamental species, primarily Chinese Golden Rain Tree, that 
were planted as part of toe landscape development There is one Mexican Fan Palm that 
was naturalized on the site. New landscaping indudes a variety of groundcover and shrubs 
and 289, 24-inch box trees including Canary island Palm, Ginkgo, Yew Pine, Australian 
Willow, Honey Locust Western Redbud and Olive, in addition, as part of the Development 
Agreement toe project will be required to pay the City "in lieu" fees for the 72 trees that 
cannot be accommodated on-site.

The project complies with the requirements of LAMC 12.21-G for open space, including 
square-footage, accessibility, dimensions and recreational amenities. However, LAMC 
Section 12.21-G,2(aX3) requires residential projects to provide one 24-inch box tree per’four 
dwelling units. The strict application of the LAMC will require the applicant to plant 361 trees 
on-site tor the 1,444 residential units. The applicant is requesting a Variance to permit a 20 
percent reduction in on-site trees to allow a total of 289 trees.

The project includes a total of 162,255 square feet of open space (73 percent common open 
space), slightly more than toe LAMC requirement A minimum of 25 percent of the common 
open space will be planted with ground cover as required by toe LAMC. The open space 
provided indudes a mix of public and private courtyards, gathering spaces and 
passageways.

In order to comply with toe LAMC requirement for trees, the vast majority of green space will 
be dedicated to tree planting, causing trees to be planted closely together, thus providing 
inadequate area for proper canopy growth and roots and making the open space unusable 
for gathering or recreation. For example, the Strand, located on the east block, is designed 
to be the project’s primary gathering space and includes an upper public terrace with a caf6 
and outdoor seating and performance space with amphitheater seating. If the project is
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required to provide additional on-site trees, areas like the Strand will either be eliminated or 
reduced in size, ''' ................ .. ' '

The purpose and intent of LAMC 12.21-G is for the provision of adequate and usable open 
. space for residential projects and to insure proper shade foir residents to offset any Impacts 

to the urban setting resulting froth the development, the location of the outdoor courtyard 
: areas ire situated so that buildings vyill provide endugh shade tiSrvpte^9!t ‘jwisritllnte;

providing protection from atr particulates emanating from the1 Santa Monica Freeway to the 
' norths , ; '' 5 •'

dh-sltetied^ requNmehte 'ate' writtenroil [ '$’s<^yUdde» ibiasis iirfci: fn^
individual: Chatectaristfcsofa projerf ot; pmiecLsit6^Meatinq~th&-ste^rtte^mfathrr:^Hh^--— 

., LAMC requirement for 'pdlcMEMr0f project
tesldehts aridvisitote, Therefdite^thd' 'strictapplication df pihd^sfori^'u tiheii tebntr^ . 
ordinance yrill result in practical difficulties and create an unnecessary hardship that is

\

\i•i* if'•j »< ■■w,- *

V
Alternative Bicycle Stall Siting

The apparent is seeking approval of a Variance to permit alternative bicycle stall siting for 
the required bicycle parking and a complimentary valet service for bicycles of the hotel 
component The project Is providing 1,906 bicycle parking spades, including 1,604 long-term 
spaces and 302 short-term spaces. The hotel requires 10 long-term and 1Q short-term 
bicycle parking spaces. LAMC Section 12.21-A,16(eX2}i!ywhfeh bicarria effedtive oh March 
13, 201 3, tequirad short and long-term bicycle parking spaces to be provided oh the same 
lot as the use it is intended to serve, with short-term parking to be provided outdoors and 
long-term parking to be provided either outdoors or within the tirst.level of a parking garage 

■ ■ closest to tils ground floor. . j'.v1 ;.r- ;-:-Vr777' i: ;/< -:;.v •; a ■ /; ■ 7 r- ■

Short-term btoycie parking spaces tor the commercial and residential uses on the west block 
(107 and 11 required, respectively) are provided inside the parking structure on Level 1, 
which is thegroondflobr, with direct access to 21st Street On the east block, the short-term 
bicycle parking spaces for the commercial and residential uses (41 and 134 required, 
respectively) are provided inside the podium on Level 1, which is the ground floor, with 
direct actress to Broadway; , ; ' .

Although tite LAMC requires that short-term bicycle parking spaces be located outdoors, 
within 50 feet of a main pedestrian entrance, the residential and commercial uses on the 
west block necessitate ihe Variance request If the short-term bicycle parking spaces are 
located outside of the building, it will form an almost continuous wall fronting nearly the 
entire perimeter of the west and east blocks. Full street walls of bicycle parking spaces will 
Impede pedestrian mobility and will minimize usability of the publically accessible open 
space areas. While locating some of the bicycle parking spaces outdoors is appropriate, 
walls of bicycle parking spaces facing the street will present practical difficulties and 
unnecessary hardships. V ;vr.:r-;.r "

Long-term bicycle parking spaces for the commercial and residential uses on the west block 
(110 and 107 required, respectively) are located on Level 7 of the parking structure. On the 
east block, the long-term bicycle parking spaces for the commercial and residential uses (41 
and 1,337 required, respectively) are dispersed across levels P1 and P2 of the subterranean 
parking structure; Although the LAMC requires that long-term bicycle parking be located 
along the shortest walking distance to the nearest pedestrian entrance, or on the level of the 
parking garage closest to the ground floor and with direct access to a public street, the high- 
density, mixed-use project necessitates the Variance request.

;.i'V
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Given the high-rise nature of the project, the configuration of the towers, American with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements, Ingress and egress requirements, and open space 
requirements as well as the location of retail and restaurant uses on die ground floor, It will 
be practically difficult and create a hardship to locate ail of the long-terih bicycle parking on 
the ground floor, or the floor closest to the ground floor, Devoting the ground floor parking ' 
level.to bicycle parking.will reducb the amount of retail and restaurant floor area, required 
circulation areas, lobbies, emergency access and vehicle parking spaces.' The retail and 
restaurant usee are an Integral component of the mix of uses and are essential to increasing 
the pedestrian activity at street level. These uses serve both residents and others who live 
work or visit the area irf addition, removing vehicle parking spaces ftorn the first parking 
lever to accommodate the long-term bicycle parking spaces will require art additional 
subterranean parking level. Relocating the retail and restaurant uses to a higher floor with 
less pedestrian visibility and access and the construction of an additional subterranean 
parking level will bea hardship thus malting the prelect infusible,;

The bicycle ordinance requires very specific locations for short-term and long-term bicycle 
parking, however the intent of the requirements is based on making the short-term bicycle 
parking convenient to retail patrons, employees and residential guests and making the long
term bicycle parking convenient and accessible to residents. All of the short-term bicycle 
parking spaces are located adjacent to the building entrance on the ground level with direct 
access to the adjacent street or within a short walking distance of elevators with convenient 
access to the building entrance. As such, tiie project will meet the Intent of the bicycle 
ordinance. To ensure that the intent of the bicycle siting requirements of the LAMC are 
fulfilled, the applicant has been conditioned to be in substantial compliance with Exhibit A 
and to develop a bicycle storage and retrieval program to provide the LAMC required 
number of stalls for tiie hotel use. The program indudes a complimentary valet service that 
will function in the same manner as a valet service for vehicles.

b. There are special circumstances applicable to the subject, property such as size 
shape, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity.

Reduction of On-Site Trees '■v'

The project site consists of two City blocks totaling 9.7 net acres. The site is improved with 
surface parking lots, an 11,150 square-foot warehouse building and the Reef building The 
project includes the construction of 1,444 residential units, 97,057 square feet of retail and 
restaurant space and other commercial spaces, including a gallery, in the (T)(Q)C2-2-0-SN 
rone with 2,512 total on-site parking spaces.

The surrounding properties are improved with a variety of uses including the Los Angeles 
County Municipal Traffic Court building to the west and office, manufacturing, warehouse 
and retail uses to the north, south and east The Santee Education Complex located on Los 
Angeles Street to the east has three grass sports fields. Generally, the surrounding area is 
lacking much needed parks, landscaped areas and trees.

The special circumstances applicable to the property that prevent the planting of 361 trees 
on the property relate to the constraints of the project site and the project’s high-rise and 
transit-oriented nature. High-density residential uses, such as the project, are desirable near 
transit and job centers. As such, tiie best option available is to build vertically with restaurant 
and retail uses on the ground floor. The podium design to accommodate ground floor uses 
also limits the availability of open space for the planning of trees. Also, because parking 
structures are generally discouraged, parking for the uses on the east block is
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accommodated within subterrandaii parking levels that extahd to fob property line, The 
project site roust also malnfolhexlstlng sidewalk widths; utilities grid street lights, that make 
the planting of streettrees problematicIn someareas. Trees wlil however be planted In the 
parkway areassurroundlngthe projectlnaccordancewithstreet plantingstandards/^^^^^^^^^^^^

improve einsai tt^ aidditioh 'titifod the 
planting of aSQtrees. rnadciitlon. aspartoftheDevelopment Agreement. theprbjectwill be 
requlred to pay the Clty Mln lieu” fees for i|ie ?2 tte$s that carmot bbaccommodated on-site, 

v As previousfy rnentloned. the surroundlng propertfes are Improved with notl-resldential land ' 
Usdsthat<fo,‘ridt require the plantingoftrees. Inordertoaccommodatetherequlrednumber 
of bjri^eitei lit adporcfande with LAMO forpduced ”• ••
td; 11156'UhBs; ‘ .......

, SoutheastLos AngelesCommunify Planarea, thereforethe proje ______
b( thi# ^<lreiat^ DoWnfown Hbuslrig:' f^44. hbusingunitsr.The
property’s abflityfo locate 1,444 housing unitsheaFtransit and dbwhtpwr»,andtHe profoctV 
ability tq locate hbtisirigwtiHoiif eiiminatihgunit^ aia special circumstances and

e

AlterriatNeBfcvcIe Stall Sltino ■ ,

The' appifdant is seeklrig approval of a variance to permit alternative bicycle stall siting for 
the required bicycle parking and a complimentary valet service for blcycles of the hotel 
component THe pfoiect repiaces under-utillzed surface parking lots vwIth much-needed 
housing. commercial useS. ariddpeh spaced The project is providing 1,906 bicycle parking 
spaces, |n compliance with LAMC requirements.; \ l : - : ' : ' " v ■;

Short-term bicycle parking spaces for the commercial and residential uses on foe West block 
are provided inside the parking structure on Level 1, which is the ground floor; with direct . 
access to 21st Street. On the east block, the short-term bicycle parking spaces for the 
commercial and residential uses are provided inside the podium on Level 1, which is the 
ground floor, with direct access to Broadway; Long-term bicycle parking spaces for .the 

. commercial and residential uses on the west block are located on Level 7 of the parking 
structure. On the east block, the long-term bicycle parking spaces for the commercial and 
residential uses are dispersed across levels P1 and P2 of the subterranean parking 
Structure.:* ‘ ' . ■ —V-..-..

The project site is located prime iocation of the City that is a transit-oriented district, 
encouraging high-density, mixed-use development. The immediate vicinity offers several 
public transportation options including the Metro Blue Line that runs along Washington 
Boulevard, several Metro Rapid and Local lines and foe 0 Dash tine. In addition, the project 
has been conditioned (Mitigation Measure MM-TR-13) to make a one-time financial 
contribution of $500,000 to LADOT for the purchase of one DASH bus, to facilitate modifying 
slightly the route of Route D to include the project site. :v - ■

The surrounding ares and project also encourage the use of bicycles,' Washington 
Boulevard is a designated Backbone Bikeway Network and a Bike Lane in tiie City's Bicycle 
Plan, Main Street is a designated Bicycle Route in the City’s Bicycle Plan, Broadway is a 
designated Neighborhood Bikeway NetWork in the City’s Bicycle Plan and Hill Street is 
designated Bike Lane in the City’s Bicycle Plan, in addition to providing 1,906 bicycle 
parking spares, the project is conditioned (Mitigation Measure MM-TR-12) to include a 
mobility hub/bikeshare station on the southeast corner of Washington Boulevard and 
Broadway with shoWer and locker facilities. ^

a
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The size and type of file project, including the addition of 1,444 housing unite in tiie 
Southeast. Los Angeles Community plan area, and jthe location of the project, adjacent to 
and within a short wailclng distance to several public transportation options and bicycle 
lanes, are special circumstances Oiat do not generally apply to other properties In the City. 
The project also Includes 162,255 square feet of open space for project residents, visitors 
and employees as well as the surrounding community and ground floor retail and restaurant 
spaces and sidewalk Improvements to ehcourage pedestrlan actlvity. The project Is 
providing the LAMC required number of parking spaces In thoughtfully placed locations 

• throughout the project site that are easily accessible. ^

c. The variance Is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 
property right or use generally possessed by other property In the same zone and 
vicinity but which, because of the special circumstances and practical difficulties 
or unnecessary hardships, Is denled to the property In question.

. " Reduction of On-Site Trees : A .■ . v,A ■

The LAMC requirement for on-site trees is extremely difficult to comply with on properties 
that are located in dense urban communities where residential density js not limited by 
minimum lot-size requirements, such as the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area. 
The requested variance to provide 289 trees Is necessary for the preservation and 

- enjoyment of a substantial property right or use generally possessed by other properties in 
the same zone and vicinity. Providing ail pf the required trees on-site is a practical difficulty 
that will overwhelm the open space and render it unusable.

The project is providing 1,444 residential units, pursuant to the provisions of the Greater 
Downtown Housing incentive Area, to help achieve tiie Mayor's goal of producing 100,000 
dwelling unite by 2021. In addition, the project site is desirable location tor high-density 
development .that is near transit Approval of the variance will permit the development of the 
project with much-needed residential unite. This project is similar to nearby downtown 
projects that were granted approval for a reduction of on-site trees: •

• ZA 2014-2221(ZV)(SPR) - The mixed-use project located 811 South Francisco 
Street was granted approval to allow 344 trees on-site in lieu of the required 391

. trees. ' ; ■ ■ ■ ■ - ■ . ' . . .
• ZA 2013-3197(CUXZV)(ZAA)(SPR) - The mixed-use project located 432-440 South 

Olive Street was granted approval to allow 88 trees on-site in lieu of the required 154 
trees.

• ZA 2007-3256(Z\/)(CUXSPR)(YV) - The mixed-use project located at 830 South 
Flower was granted approval to allow 40 trees on-site in lieu of the required 73 trees 
on Lot 6 and 50 trees on-site in lieu of the required 132 trees on Lot 3.

• ZA 2005-7403(CUXZVXSPR) - The project located at 710-798 South Grand Avenue 
was granted approval to allow 89 trees on-site in lieu of the required 218 trees.

• ZA 2005-1673(ZV)(ZAAXSPR) - The mixed-use project located at 900 South
Figueroa was granted approval to allow 20 trees on-site in lieu of the required 157 
trees. ‘

• ZA 2005-1041(ZVXZAAXSPR) - The mixed-use project located at 1050 South 
Grand was granted approval to allow eight trees on-site in lieu of the required 32 
trees.

• ZA 2004-7070(ZVXWXZAAXSPR) - The mixed-use project located at 948-950 
South Figueroa was granted approval to allow 14 trees on-site in lieu of the required 
39trees.

• ZA 2003-9146(ZV) - The mixed-use project located at 111 South Grand Avenue was
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granted approval to allow 25 trees on-site for each phase in lieu of the required 49
: k .■ ■ _ k% •* * mA' k____'iAL • .* ’•: • . :• . f ’ • '• : •*

. ■*' \

The projegf wlir comply with S)f other LAMC and Greater DOtontbwri incentive Area 
requimmehte tor open space ancj setbacks. Accordingly* approval of the Variance is. 
necessaryfor thepreservatlonandenloymentof a substantial property right oruse generally

but which, bebause df such
spedal clrcumstances and practlcardlfflcultlesorunnecessaryhardshlps. ls'denied the

! prepertyiriquestfbn. *. ' ;■ .

Alternative Bi^rcle Stall Siting

. ., flipt; do riot generally apply-Wother' >
prbpertles in the ISrfte zbrie and vicinity, inpludrng the size* type and locatidrrpf the project 
The project replaces urider-utilteed surface' parkfhg“IOts with much-needed housing, 
obrnmerda! uses* and openspace. The privet fe providing 1,906 bicycleiparking spaces, in 
compliance With LAMC requirements. Should the project be required to locate short-term 
bicycle parking Spaces outdoors and long-term bicycle parking spades on the first pdridng 
ibveif project i^idehK visitors bnid employees Vtfli notbeable to enjoy the amenities 

' . " offered by the project. ': •} --V-'•

Hid LAMC nkjuiies iong-tehin bicycle parking Spaces be dirortly accessible from tiro public 
street ph thpflretparkihg ievel and short-term bicycle parking spaces be rotated outside of 

touiidfngr^ ^ie (briErvi&usf^s^tsB, if'alf toe shortterm;spaces are tocatetf biitslde of the 
building they will create walls of bicycle parking around the perimeter of the project. In turn, 
bicycle parking will render the outdoor spaces unusable and create an obstruction to the 
outdoor spaces for pedestrians. Bicycle parking will not allow toe project to function as a. 
pedesiriari friendly development with; access to ground floor; retail arid restaurant 
establishments. In addition* should the project be required to provide all long-term bicycle 
parking spaces ori the first parking level, the retail, and restaurant amenities will be greatly 
reduced in size arid vehicle parking spaces will be moved to a lower parking level. As stated 
previously, the project will be unable to provide the neighborhood serving amenities as 
proposed or toe project will require an additional subterranean parking level:

Therefore^ toe requested variance to allow alternative stall siting and a valet/retrieval 
program for toe hotel is necessary for toe preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 
property right or use generally possessed by other properties in toe same zone and vicinity 
but which, because of the hardship of losing open space and amenities at the ground level, 
is denied to toe subject property.

d. The granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located.

Reduction of On-Site Trees ^

The granting of the Variance will not be materially detrimental to toe public welfare or 
injurious to toe property or improvements in toe same zone or vicinity in which the property 
is located. The 9.7-acra property project site currently contains a total of 59 trees, 46 of 
which are located in the parkway areas surrounding the property. The mixed-use project 
indudes approximately 162*255 square feet of open space in the form of landscaped 
courtyards and pathways and Other open space features that connect toe various proposed 
uses. Eight-five percent of the provided open space is designated common open space and 
15 percent is designated private open space (e.g., unit patios). Pursuant to LAMC

•} » i
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requirements! 25 percent (29,624 square feet) of the common open space,, including the 
public courtyards, will be planted with ground cover, shwbs, or trees. At least 289 trees will 
be planted throughput the property, including tree wells In the parkways along the project 
site perimeter. .

Open space consists of amenities for the residents including a mcreation rooirv a large 
.central courtyard and gardens, multiple swimming pools, entertaining patios, and 
landscaped recreational* areas. as well'as publically accessible outdoor spaces. The 
Exchange, located just south of the Reef building on the west, Includes a cafe and outdoor 
seating, event space, and a seating island. The Exchange acts as the entryway into the 
hotel and the Reef building. The Strand, located on the east block, is the project’s primary 
gathering space, and includes an upper public terrace with a cafe and outdoor Seating, a 
performance space with amphitheater seating, and acts ae the connector between Main 
Street and the west block. V ; ^ ^ Y :

The mixed-use project is an improvement in comparison to the existing surface parking lots, 
by providing more trees: and landscaping onsite than what currently exists,. In addition, as 
part of the Development Agreement, the project will he required to pay the City "in lieu” fees 
for the 72 trees that cannot be accommodated on-site. Therefore, the granting of such 
Variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity. .

Alternative Bicycle Stall Siting

The project is accessible via bicycle as envisioned by City regulations. As mentioned above, 
the surrounding area and project encourage the use of bicycles. Washington Boulevard is a 
designated Backbone Bikeway Network and a Bike Lane in the City’s Bicycle Plan, Main 
Street is a designated Bicycle Route in the City’s Bicycle Plan, Broadway is a designated 
Neighborhood Bikeway Network in in the City's Bicycle Plan and Hill Street is a designated 
Bike Lane in the City’s Bicycle Plan. In addition to providing 1,906 bicycle parking spaces, 
the project is conditioned to indude a mobility hub/bikeshare station on the southeast comer 
of Washington Boulevard and Broadway with shower and locker facilities (Mitigation 
Measure MM-TR-12) and is permitted to provide up to 10 long-term and 10-short bicycle 
parking spaces to be served by a complimentary 24-hour attendant/valet service for the 
hotel (Condition No. Q-11). As such, the granting of the Variance will not be materially 
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the same 
zone or vicinity in which the property is located.

e. The granting of the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General 
Plan.

Reduction of On-Site Trees

The project site is located within the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, a part of 
the Land Use Element, however the plan does not address the requirement of trees for 
individual properties. It does however state the need for additional open space. The project 
is consistent with the following goal, objective, and policies of the Southeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan regarding open space:

A community with sufficient open space in balance with new development to 
serve the recreational,' environmental, health and safety needs of the community 
and to protect environmental and aesthetic resources.

Goal 5:
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Objective 5-1: To preserve existing open spacerefiources end where possible develop
v;v- tmf' V ' ■

■ Policy 5-1.1: Encourage tee retention of passiveand visual open space which 
. ■,• provides a balance to the urban development of the Plan Area. .

Policy 5-1.2: Accommodateactive parklands.and other opan shace uses

' Policy 5-1.3::Rdqufre development in-major^dppbrtonif^’sftes to profile public

housing arid $ib^;dhaieh|ci|.:’ the fo^>yhp goal* objective

2: 3afe, Livable and Sustainable Neighborhoods:

neighborhoods With a mbt of hdusing types, quality 
Ctaaaluirt;''that respects unique residential 

/" neighborhoods in die Cltyy: : • , ; . \77 •; 7:. v' •■•.;;■ ;V 7 =.>? ''■

Policy 2.4.3: Develop and implement sustainable design standards in public 
and private open space and street rights-of-way. Increase access 

■'/. v.. , ; to open space, parks and green spaces*

As previously mentioned, die project provides 162,255 square feet of open space in the 
form of landscaped courtyards and pathways arid otMr open space features that connect 
the various proposed uses. The project includes two publically accessible outdoor spaces, 
one On each lot The Exchange,, located just south of the Reef building On tee west, Includes 
a cafd and outdoor seating, event space, and a seating island. The Exchange acts as the 
entryway into tee hotel and the Reef building. The Strand, located On tee east block,' is tee 
project’s primary gateering space, end includes ah uppte public terrace with a cafd and 
outdoor seating, a performance space with amphitheater seating, and acts as the connector 
between Main Street and tee west block. The project includes 289 on-site trees, as such; 
the reduction in on-site trees will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan.

Alternative Bicvcte Stall Siting ^ ' v ./;"7

The project site is located within tee Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, a part of 
the Land Use Element The project is consistent with the following goal, objective, and policy 
of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan regarding accessibility:

Goal 1: A safe, secure, and high quality residential environment for all economic, age,
and ethnic segments of the Community. -

Objective 1-2: To locate new housing in a manner which reduces vehicular trips and 
makes it accessible to services and facilities.

Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers, light 
mass transit stations, and major bus routes where public service 
facilities, utilities, and topography will accommodate this 
development.

Objective 2.4: Promote IK

Policy 1-2.1:
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The 2010 Bicycle Plan, a component of the Transportation Element adopted on March 1, 
2011, is not affected by the approval of the Variance. The three goals of tiie Bicycle Plan
and areas follows

Coal 1

Policy 1.2.4: Ensure the maintenance of safe, secure bicycle parking facilities.

Policy 1.2.8: Encourage creative solutions to increase the availability of bicycle 
parking. • !

Make every street a safe place to ride a bicycle.

Policy 2.3.2: Mitigate obstacles or obstructions that impede safe and 
convenient bicycle passage. .

Make the City of Los Angeles a bicycle friendly community.

Policy 3.1.3: Adopt a strategy for project vehicle trips to be mitigated through 
bicycle plan projects and/or programs

Policy 3.3.4: Promote bicycle connectivity to community-serving uses such 
schools, libraries, retail, and parks, .

The project is accessible via bicycle as envisioned by City regulations. As mentioned above, 
the surrounding area and project encourage the use of bicycles. Washington Boulevard is a 
designated Backbone Bikeway Network and a Bike Lane in the City's Bicycle Plan, Main 
Street is a designated Bicycle Route in the City's Bicycle Plan, Broadway is designated a 
Neighborhood Bikeway Network in in the City's Bicycle Plan and Hill Street is a designated 
Bike Lane in the City’s Bicycle Plan. „ '

The project supports the visions of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan and Bicycle 
Plan by providing a mixed-use project in a transit-oriented district and by increasing the 
supply of secure bicycle parking. As such, the project is in conformance with the applicable 
plans, provides adequate bicycle access to the project site and provides LAMC required 
bicycle parking. In addition, the project is conditioned to provide up to 10 long-term and 10- 
short bicycle parking spaces to be served by a complimentary, 24-hour attendant/valet 
service for the hotel (Condition No. Q-11). Therefore, granting of the Variance to allow 
alternative stall siting will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan.

5. Site Plan Review Findings

a. Pursuant to LA.M.C. Section 16.05, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed in substantial conformance with the purposes, 
intent and provisions of the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any 
applicable specific plan.

Goal 2:

Goal 3:

as

The project is a mixed-use development consisting oh 549 apartment units, including 21 
live/work units, and 895 residential condominiums (or up to 1,444 residential 
condominiums); a 208-key hotel; 67,702 square feet of retail/restaurant uses; a 29,355 
square-foot grocery store; a 17,507 square-foot gallery; and a 7,879 square-foot fitness 
studio. The existing Reef building will be maintained and includes an 8,000 square-foot 
rooftop restaurant addition. The project will contain approximately 2,541,468 square feet of
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J»rareaupbfiftj» build out the project site Is located withinthe Southeast Los Arideles 
pomrtiunlty Plan otea, the South JJentral Alcohol SaleS Specific Plah and the Council

i

The mbced-uiseproject is consistent with several goals, objectives, and polices of the 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan. The plan text includes the following relevant 
resldentlalandcommercla|landusegpalstbb|eqt|vesanclpo|lcies;^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^

i Goal 1: A safe, secure; arid higlr quality residential enyirbhhtent for alt economic, ajije,
:v: and ethnic segments of the Community; V; '■. ' ■

---objective «Sslfi^“fiiD«ar5:f5ndrfe^1^^ ~
, development of new housing to meet the diverse economic and physical

needsoftheexistlng resldents and projected populatlonofthe Planarea . ^ 
v ; ; ; : tofheyearsoio,,

designate specific lands to provide for adequate multi-family 
'residential development.7 v'f;/, ;;-• /;

Objective i-2: To locate'hew housing In a manner Which reduces vehicular trips and 
makes jt accessible to services and facilities.

Locate higherresidential densities near commercial centers, light 
. mass transit stations, and major bus routes where public service 

facilities, utilities, and topography will accommodate this 
■. development - .• ■ /.'’’ ''

Objective 1-5: To promote and ensure the provision of adequate housing for all persons 
regardless of income, age, or ethnic background. ,

Promote greater individual choice in type, qualify, price, and 
location of housing. ^

Ensure that .new housing opportunities minimizes displacement of 
the residents. , ^ :

Provide for development of townhouses and other simliar 
. condominium type housing units to increase home ownership 

options. , ■ ■. • ; ... • ; ■, - v •• -• • ' .. •

A strong and competitive commercial sector which best serves the needs of the 
community through maximum efficiency and accessibility while preserving the 
historic commercial and cultural character of the district

Objective 2-1: To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development

Commercial areas should be consolidated and deepened to 
stimulate existing businesses, create opportunities for new 
development and off-street parking, expand the variety of goods 
and services, and improve shopping convenience as weiJ as offer 
local employment.

Policy 1-1.1:

Poiicy 1-2.1

Policy 1-5.1:

Policy 1-5.2:

Policy 1-5.3:

Goal 2:

Policy 2-1.3:
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Policy 2-1.5: Require that be designed and developed tp achieve a 
high level of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with 
existing uses and development

As with the current plan, the Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Identifies several 
goals, policies, Implementation programs and design guidelines to help achieve the 
community’s vision. As pqrtdfthe plan updjSte, a General Plan Amendment is required to 
create consistency among existing and future developments and designated land uses. 
Specifically, the project site's land use, as well as all of the properties fronting Washington 
Boulevard to the north and south between Hill Street and San Pedro Street,will be changed 
frqiri • “Limited Manufacturing* to "Community Commercial.1 The proposed change to 
Community Commercial is based on the determination of the Industrial Land Use Policy that 
Identifies the. area as a transition dlsbict as well as input from Community membere, 
stakeholders and representatives from Council District 9; The project site will also be located 
within a designated Transit Oriented District : ;T'';Try'■i3 -■ ° :

Pursuant to Ordinance No. 171,681, the project site is located within the South Central 
Alcohol Sales Specific Plan area, effective September 13,1997. The plan specifies that 
person shall establish in the area an establishment dispensing, for sale or other 
consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer end wine, for off-site consumption, 
without first obtaining Conditional Use approval from the City of Los Angeles.

The project site is also located within the redevelopment area for the "Council District Nine 
Corridors South of the Santa Monica Freeway" plan. The plan was adopted on December 
13,1995, pursuant to Ordinance No. 170,807. The project is consistent with the following 
objectives for the project area: l ^ ‘ T

Job retention and generation supporting existing employers and attracting 
. '• employers; v '; -y ■' y :
• Business expansion and creation of new businesses through public and private

funding and business development activities; ■ ‘
• Consumer retail, shopping and entertainment outlets in the community as a result of 

funding and suitable commercial development sites;
Housing for all income levels to be provided along with preservation of existing single 
family housing stock; and

• Improved transportation services through planning and implementation.

The mixed-use project replaces surface parking lots in an area characterized by office, civic, 
educational, light manufacturing, retail and multi-family residential uses that are in close 
proximity to several public transit options. The project provides much-needed housing (for 
rent and sale) and jobs to the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, including 
neighborhood serving retail and restaurant uses, a hotel and publically open
space that support this area of Southeast Los Angeles as an emerging commercial center 
for population growth, employment, retail services and transit

no

- t . new

•.

With adoption of the General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of the 
project site to Community Commercial and to modify Footnote No. 1, the project will be 
consistent with the applicable objectives and policies set forth in the Southeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan. Based on the above analysis, the project is in substantial conformance 
with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan, the Specific Plan and 
applicable Redevelopment Plan. In addition, should the applicant or subsequent applicants 
choose to utilize the Land Use Equivalency Program, the subsequent phasejs) of the project
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wilt be subject to the provislons of LAMC Section 16.05 (Site Pten Review) as conditioned

i : V

b. that the project corislstsbf an arrangement of buildings and sthictuiree (Including 
height, bulk andsetbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collectIon, andothersuch pertlnent lmprovements, that Is or 
wilf be compatlble wlth existing and future development on adjacent properties 
and neighboringproperttes. -;-v .^> <• «,*•.,.* ...... . v .. ...

1 Th^;fciirtftiirifiina area is hlohiv urbanized"and includes a mix I°Wt 
commercial,. chfci edUcatipn^jriCi®S$i$ai

sft& ther w^i sn<l ^

The following project elements are incbrjJorated Into the project desfsiri fihi a rhannerthat Is 
. compatible with both existing and fufaredevelopmehtfn thesurroundihg area: <

I. Buifdlhb Design. The protect is designed in a contempdrary architectural style that 
Includes several separate buildings of differentheights In 4 variety ofmaterialsand 
colors. The tWb high-rise residential towers on the east block feature si _

; create horfedhtalandvbrt^ prbvid|;Visuar fnterept. Materials fpr the
toward include meter panels, metal louvere aind<^tirfeafHf viiraf^: ilhte To\yer-^«bale 
buildings bn the east block indude fagade layerihg and a ^iriety of colors to provide 
depth and horizontal lines. Materials include pnicast concrete, cast-in-place concrete, 
metal panels, metaj louvers, fibre cement board; cement plaster and phenolic wood wall 
panels. The ground floors of each building are differentiated from fire upper levels with 
the use Of recessed and angjddentries, floor to ceiling glazing, glass doors and metal

g to

■ t

The west block Includes the existing 12-story, concrete Reef building constructed in 
195& The mid-century modem building Includes improvements such as the re
introduction of openings on the ground floor along Broadway, Washington Boulevard 
and Hill Street to accommodate retail space and an addition of a glass structure on the 
reoftop for restaurant use. The southern portion of the west block includes an eight level 
parking structure with ground fiber micro-retail units along Hill Street and 21st Street, live- 
work units and apartment units along Broadway and an integrated 19-story hotel. 
Materials for the parking structure include metal louvers, metal panel screens, 
corrugated metal panels; precast concrete panels and glass. The ground floor micro 
units feature storefront, floor-to-ceiling glazing. The rooftop parking level includes the 
Installation of solar panels. The fagade fronting Broadway is similar to the lower-scale 
buildings on the east block .incorporating the use of layered, colored fibre cement board, 
cement plaster and cast-in-place concrete as well as corrugated metal panels. The 
ground floor live-work units along Broadway Incorporate floor to ceiling glazing, glass 
doors and metal panels. The materials for the hotel include horizontal precast concrete 
panels, metal louvers and horizontal window panes. Accordingly, the project Is designed 
to implement the type of high-quality architecture tiiat is compatible with commercial 
districts within mixed-use urban areas. ■. v ■: ..--v'.'-V'■ ;v'■

H oiiiirUnn nrifintatinn/Frontaae. The project Includes the development of two blocks that 
are bisected by Broadway The west block Includes the existing Reef building, a new 
parking structure, residential units and hotel tower. The east block includes several
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mixed-usebuildings, including two high-rise towers, one on the north end and one on the 
south end,of the lot. A majority of the pedestrian activity will be oriented on Broadway 
with most of the retail/restaurant entrances, including outdoor dining, located along both 
sides of Broadway and directly accessible from the public, sidewalk. Entrances to micro
retail spaces on the west block ate from Hill Street and 21$t Sheet while the additional 
retail, restaurant and grocery store, entrances on the east block are from Washington 
Boulevard and Main Street

' ■ . ' . • P - ’ Vrv , ' • " > •"

The buildihgs.lntegrate a pedestrian scale at ground level by incorporation of a variety of 
textures, materials, street furniture and landscaping appropriate to the project site, 
thereby minimizing the effects of building mass and street Walls in relation to street 
frontage. Architectural features Such as repessed and angled entrances, storefront 
glazing, tenant signage, and pedestrian-scaled lighting also help to create a pedestrian 
oriented building frontage. The project includes improvements to all sidewalks around 
the perimeter of the project site. Sidewalk widths around the perimeter of the project are 
asfollows: ~:iv. v;;:.V;vy. : '

• Washington Boulevard on the west block, adjacent to the Reef building * existing
' 16 feet 8 Inches v V ■ ■/..•. ■

• Washington Boulevard on the east block =16 feet 8 inches '
• Broadway on the west block s variable 14 feet 11 inches, adfacent to the Reef

building, up to 22 feet 3 inches at the public plaza between the Reef building and 
new construction / \ V

• Broadway on the east block ■ variable 14 feet 11 inches up to 32 feet
• Hill Street-variable 11 feet 1 inch up toil feet 6 inches
• Main Street * variable 16 feet 9 inches up to 21 feet
• 21sf Street on the west block sg feet 11 inches
• 21st Street on the east block -12 feet 10 inches

All sidewalks include planting of new street trees and parkways, installation of new street 
lights, trash and recycling bins, dog waste stations and street furniture such as benches 
and seating for outdoor dining. Street tree types include Chinese Flame Tree, Yew Pine 
and Australian Willow.............

The two blocks are approximately 795 feet in the north-south direction, therefore the 
project includes a publically accessible, mid-block passageway extending from the west 
block to the east block. The Exchange, on the west block is located at grade, white the 
Strand, on the east block, is located approximately 22 feet above grade and accessed 
via a staircase. .

iii. Height/Bulk. The west block includes the existing 12-story, 193-foot, 10 inch tall Reef 
building, a new eight level parking structure, an integrated residential building 88-feet in 
height to top of parapet and a hotel tower 240 feet in height to top of parapet The east 
block includes several mixed-use buildings and two residential towers. The north tower 
is 385 feet in height and the south tower is 420 feet in height to the top of parapet The 
lower scale buildings range in height from 77 to 85 feet

iv. Setbacks. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.14-C, buildings erected and used for 
commercial purposes in the C2 zone do not require front, side or rear yard setbacks, in 
addition, the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area does not require yards for lots in
the C2 zone. On the west block, the parking garage, residential and hotel buildings are 
built up to the property line along Hill Street and 21st Street and has a variable zero-foot 
to 3-foot, 1 inch setback along Broadway. The hotel is setback approximately 44 feet 11
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inches fiibnni the Reef buifdjhg at the nanowesf dimension.' brt the east block, the 
bu!l(jlhgsaithegt6uiidlevel have a variabte setback of 1-foot, 11nch to 19 feet, 2 Inches 
along Broadway; a variable setback of 3 feet, 11nch to 11 feet, 11nch along 2i*Sfteef; a 
variable setback of 5 Inches toil feet, 11 inches along MainStreet; and a setback of 5 .

- - brteri jjaabe and dfr&lfe Landscaoinb. Pursuant to CaMG fetjulnarttent^ fo& project. 
includes 162,255 square feet of open spbce in the formof landscaped courtyards and 
pathwa^ and Qthef bpen space features that connect the varlous prbpqsed useS. Eight- • *

deslgnateci cdmtoon bpeh space and 15
percerit'to ’ designated p^te- dpen spacei (e.g^ uqfo pfofosfe Pursuant to LAMC .. ^
r^ab!rf»ments^; the, .c^mmoinr openspaceirndiudlngthe
public courtyards. wilt be planted wth ground cover. shrubs. and a variety of trees 
ihcFildijh^" Jsfandt- .Paiftr*. GMgo, YPihe. Austialfan Wilio^. Hpney Locust,
Western Redbud and Qiiv&j At feast 280, 24f}nt^ box trees wiii ttepjahted throughout'

The residential open space amenitids include multiple swimming: ppolSi 0 fitness 
center: end a ’cornfriuhito Troofti. the corhrhdh open space for residento on the east 
block Is divided Into fores main spaces, Tfie Perm included outdoor dining apace, 
BBQ’s a garden, a seating grove, and a reservoir pool, The Playground Includes 
active'spaed for project residents, ari outdbdf dining area, BBCfo; an outdoor movie 
scrsen, undulating seattngdecks,a spdand pooLoutdaortounges, ayoga lawn, and a 
step tountain. thd Platform is a community gfohering spacq witii movable seating*

, plahtere,andaflito'pitorV^rt^re^^:,.^Y;:;};/:-\;:'v- ,-c1 ; '

The Project includes two publiraliy accessible outdoor spaces, dnS dn each lot The
Exchange, located just south of the Reef building on foe west, Includes a cate and 
outdoor seating, event space, and a seating Island. The Exchange acts as the entryway 
into the Hotel and the Reef building. The Strand; located on foe east block, is the 
project’s primary gathering space, and Includes art upper public terrace with a cate and 
outdoorseating, a performance space with amphitheater seating, and acts as the 
connector between Main Street and foe west block; ■■■. . ,. . :.: ^

j nff-Rtreet Parking end Driveways. The project includes 2,512 vehicle parking spaces. 
Vehicle parking is provided within a four-level subterranean parking structure with 1,354 
parking spaces on fob east block and within an eight-level. above-grade parking 
structure wifo 1,158 parking spaces on the west block. The Reef building provides 1,100 
parking spaces, equal to the number that currently exists at the property to serve the 
Reef building Vehicular access to the subterranean parking structure on the east block 
is from an entrance along Main Street and 21* Street and vehicular access to the 
parking structure on foe west block is from three entrances along Broadway, 21" Street, 
and Hill Street, respectively. The driveway locations are atapproximately mid-block
locations and situated to not interfere with driver and pedestrian visibility and safety. As
part of foe project, foe applicant will create a new signalized driveway on Main Street 
between Washington Boulevard and 21st Street. In addition, the project provides 1,906 
bicycle parking spaces. ^

. Ruiirifnd Stanana and Lighting. The project includes the creation of a Sign District with 
on- and offsite signage. The project identity signs are limited to: (1) one static sign on 
the north fagade (along Washington) of the north residential tower; (2) one static sign on 

* the north fagade (along Washington) of the existing Reef building; and (3) one static sign
on the east fagade (along Broadway) of the existing Reef buildingf ■
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The maximum height permitted for the project Identity sign on the north residential 
tower is limited to 150 feet and the maximum height permitted for the two project 
identity sighs on the Reef building Is limited to the top of existing parapet 
(approximately 153 feet). The hotel identity signage is limited to four static signs, one 
on each fagade, with a maximum permitted height of 242 feet (top of parapet). All other

Outdoor lighting consists of lamp, posts, wail sconces and in-ground lighting. Any 
. exterior lighting will incorporate fixtures and light sources that focus light on-site to . 

minimize light trespass.

II. Loading Areas;The loading area for . The Reef remains In its current location on Hill 
Street Service vehicles will enter the west block from Hill Sheet and will exit the west 
block from Broadway and make a right turn going south towards 21st Street Service 
vehicles for the uses on the east block will enter from Main Street and will exit the east

i* -

iii. Trash Collection. Ail trash areas are located within enclosed trash rooms within the 
parking areas and not visible to the public,. . ^ ^

The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk 
and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that are compatible with existing and 
future planned development on adjacent and neighboring properties.

The project adds to the variety of mixed-use buildings immediately surrounding the site. The 
mixed-use residential and commercial development replaces existing parking lots with 
housing, a hotel, retail and restaurant space, and open space to serve the community. The 
project enhances the existing urban mix of uses in the neighborhood by providing much- 
needed housing and retail and restaurant establishments to meet the needs of the growing 
residential population in the area. This project and the forthcoming mixed-use residential 
project to the northwest of the project sits, support the transition of the area from limited 
manufacturing uses to community commercial.

c. That arty residential project provide recreational and service amenities to improve 
habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring properties.

As previously mentioned, tiie project includes 162,255 square feet of open space in the form 
of landscaped courtyards and pathways and other open space features that connect the 
various proposed uses, in compliance with LAMC Section 12.21-6. Sght-five percent of the 
open space is designated common open space and 15 percent is designated private open 
space (e.g., unit patios). The residential open space amenities include multipie swimming 
pools, a fitness center, and a community room. The common open space for residents on 
the east block is divided into three main spaces. The Farm includes outdoor dining space, 
BBQ’s, a garden, a seating grove, and a reservoir pool. The Playground includes active 
space for project residents, an outdoor dining area, BBQs, an outdoor movie screen, 
undulating seating decks, a spa and pool, outdoor lounges, a yoga lawn, and a step 
fountain. The Platform is a community gathering space with movable seating, planters, and 
a fire pit or water feature,

In addition, the EIR prepared for the project found that with implementation of regulatory 
requirements, such as the payment of the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax and/or the 
payment of Quimby Fees, impacts to focal parks and recreation facilities will be less than
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, significant Therefore, It te determined that'this project providessufficient recreational and 
V, sdtvice amenities to- serve residents without creatirig negative lin^acts on neighboring 

properties ~ '' ' ' 1 ' ' ' " '

0FIndFngsofFact (CEQA) , ,

.’■L' 'INTRODUCTION - ’ ''" ' \ ' . ■' :
; ■ . :?'-v! t ?v : i vv A'V-s*. v ‘ •; • .

The Environmental Impact Report (FIR), consisting of the Draft EIR and tile Final EIR, is 
Intendedto server as an informatibHalddcumentfdrpubllCagencydecfeiCn-makersandthe 
general public iregardlrtg the objectives and components pf the project at 1900 South 
Broadway, Lbs Angeles, PHR LA MART LLC (applicant), filed a. Master Land Use Application 

-• Cos Angeles'(City) dn May. t» 201^’;. • , ‘ ' ‘ ' " '

it- E^lTONMENTAL DO^ ,

v.\

i‘ I

The project was reviewed by the Los Ahgdies Department of City Planning,. Environmental 
Analysis, Section (serving, as Lead:Agency);inaceordancewith the^ requirements of the 
CEQA. lie City prepared ah initial Study in accordance with Section 15063(a) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to the proviSiOhs of Section 15082 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the City then, circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to Stita^ regional and 
locaf agericies, and members of the public fef a 30-dayperiodcommencingoriJuly 16,

, 2014 and ending August 15; 2Ql4fcl7WpV^^ tb forrhal^ fhfbnini the ;
public thattheCitywaspreparinga Draft liR: fOr the project arid to sollditinpUtrOgarding 
the scope and content of the envirbnrnenfej fhfdrittatibn to be included in the Draft EIR*

In addition, a public''s&pir&'w Jiily 30,2014, to further inform the
public agencies and other interested frartieSoftHe project and to solicit input regarding the 
Draft EIR. The meeting provided interested individuals, groups, and public agencies the 
opportunity to provide oral and written comments Jo the Lead Agency regarding the scope 
and focus of the Draft EIR as described iri the NOf* arid InitialStudy. Written Comment 
letters responding to the NOP Were submitted to die City by public agencies and interested 
organbations;. Comment letters were received from nine public agencies. Alsc, Written 
comment were provided by three interested organizations and/or individuals via mail, e
mail or submittal at the NOP scoping meeting. The NOP letters and comments: received 
during the comment period;, as well as comment sheets from the public scoping meeting, are 
included in Appendices I-2 and I-3 of the Draft EIR; : .

The Draft EIR evaluated in detail the potential effects of the project It also analyzed the 
effects of a reasonable range of five alternatives to the project, including a "No Project" 
alternative. The Draft ElR for the project (State Clearinghouse No. 2014071054), 
incorporated herein by reference in fell, was prepared pursuant to CEQA and State) Agency, 
and City CEQA Guidelines (Pub. Resources Code § 21000, et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. 
§15000; et seq.; City of Los Angeles Environmental Quality Act Guidelines). The Draft EIR 
was circulated for a 47-day public comment period beginning on September 17,2015, and 
ending on November 2, 2015, beyond the 45 days required by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15105(a). Copies of the written comments received are provided in the Final EIR. Pursuant 
to Section 15088 of fee CEQA Guidelines, the City, as Lead Agency, reviewed all comments 
received during the review period for fee Draft EIR and responded to each comment in 
Section III ofthe Rnal EIR. ^

The City published a Final EIR for fee project on June 10, 2016, which is hereby
incorporated by reference in fell. The Rnal EIR is intended to serve as an informational
document for public agency decision-makers and fee general public regarding objectives
and components of the project The Rnal EIR addresses the environmental effects
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associated with implementation of the project, Identifies feasible mitigation measures and 
alternatives that may be adopted to reduce or eliminate these impacts, and includes written 
responses te all comments receded on the Draft EIR during the public review period. 
Responses were sent to all public agendas that made comments on the Draft EIR at least 
10 days prior to certification of the Final EiR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(b). In addition, a|l individuals that commented on the Draft EIR also received a copy 
of the Final EIR. The Final EIR was also made available for revlevv on the City’s website. 
Hard copies of the Final EIR were also made available at four libraries and the City 
Department of Planning. Notices regarding availability of the Final EIR were sent to those 
within a 500-foot radius of the project site as well as Individuals who commented on the 
Draft EIR; attended the NOP scoping meeting, or provided comments during the NOP 

. comment period. . . \.;i V-.-.;';y^ /VSSf.,SS':'S’:

A duly noticed public hearing for the project was held by the Hearing Officer/Deputy 
Advisory Agency on behalf of the City Planning Commission on June 21,2016.

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the 
City’s CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, California 
90012. This information is proyided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2).

III. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA ‘:

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines (the ‘Guidelines) require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to 
identify significant impacts and make one Or more of three possible findings tor each of the 
significant impacts. ^ ^ ; . S';S'V ;

The first possible finding is that ‘[cjhanges or alterations have been required in, 
or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR.” (Guidelines Section 15091 

. (a)(1)); and

The second possible finding is that ‘[sjuch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency 
making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or 
can and should be adopted by such other agency.” (Guidelines Section 
15091(aX2));and

The third possible finding is that “[specific economic, legal, social, technological, 
or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible, the mitigation measures or Project 
alternatives identified in the final EIR.” (Guidelines, Section 15091(a)(3)).

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the project as fully 
set forth therein. Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines requires findings to address 
environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as ‘significant.” For each of the significant 
impacts associated with the project, either before or after mitigation, the following sections 
are provided:

A.

B.

C.

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental 
effects identified in the EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of 
the impact

1.
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2w Protect Design Features * Reference to the Identified Project Design Features 
v that are a part of the project (numbering of thd features corresponds to the 

numbering in the Draft EIR);......  . , , ,

3. . Mttfdatlon Measures --- Reference to the Identified mitigation measuresor actions 
, that are required as part of the project (numbering ofthe mitigation measures 

correspond to the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which is included Ss Section V 
v • ofthe Final EIR); ^

- . ,> i * • • . * ■
Finding ^- One or more of the three specific findings in direct response to CEQA 
Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091; . ,

5. Rationale far Finding- A summary ofthe reasons for thefihding(s)i ^^ v" •;

Reference- A notation on thespecificsection In the Draft EIR which includes the .

i

t *

4.

..e.
W',.

v i

_'iv:'ppBc^iFiibN-o^the'd";'
The project involves the coristruction of a mixed-use development consisting of: 1,444 
residential Condominiums; 950 commercial condominiums; a 208-key hotel; 67,702 square, 
feet: of retail/restaurant Uses; a 29,355 square-foot grocery store, a 17,507 square-foot 
gallery; and a 7,879 square-foot titoese studio. The project includes maintenanceOfthe 
existing 861,162 square-fpot,1^story Reef buildihg with 8,QOO Square feet of restaurant and 
outdoor space added to the rooftop. The development consists of a 35-story residential . 
tower, a 32-story residential tower,- a 19-story hotel tower, and multiple low- and mid-rise 
residential buildings ranging in height from 88 feet up to 420 feet A total of 2,512 parking 
spaces and 1,906 bicycle parking spaces are provided, .

V. ENVIRONMENtAt IMpACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT OR LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT BY THE INITIAL STUDY

The City Planning Department prepared an Initial Study dated July 16, 2014. The Initial 
Study is located in Appendix 1-1 of the Draft EIR. The Initial Study found the following 
environmental impacts riot to be significant or less than significant . ■

A. Agricultural arid Forest Resources ^
1. Farmland
2. Basting Zoning for Agricultural Use or Williamson Act Contract
3. Forest Land or Timberiand Zoning
4. Loss or Conversion of Forest Land
5. Cumulative Impacts

Air QualityB.
Objectionable Odors1.

C. Biological Resources
Sensitive Biological Species 
Riparian Habitat and Wetlands 
Movement of any Resident or Migratory Species 
Habitat Conservation Plans

1.
2.
3.
4.

D. Geology and Soils 
1. Landslides
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; 2, Septic Tanks ^.

E. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Airport Land Use Plans and Private Airstrips 
Wildland Fires ^ ^

1
2,

Hydrology and Water Quality ^ ^
100-Year .Flood Hazard Areas and 100-year Flood 
Seiche, Tsunami or Mudflow

Land Use and Planning
1. Habitat or Natural Community Conservation Plans

F.
1
2,

G,

H. Mineral Resources
1 Loss of Availability of Known Mineral Resources
2,

3. Cumulative impacts

I, Noise
1 Airport Land Use Plans 

Private Airstrips

Population and Housing
Displacement of Existing Housing 
Displacement of Existing Residents

2.

J.
1
2.

K. Recreation
1. Recreational Facilities

L. Transportation/Circulation
1. Air Traffic Patterns

VI. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 
MITIGATION - WWM PRIOR TO

The following impact areas were determined to be less than significant, and based on that 
analysis and other evidence in the administrative record relating to the project, the City finds 
and determines that the following environmental impact categories will not 
significant impacts and that no mitigation measures are needed:

result in any

A Aesthetics

1. Visual Character/QualHy

Operational Impacts (Except Vertical Zone 3 Signage): Under the project the hefaht of 
Rsef Mding wouldremain the same. Except for the ptpjscr, riL

the remainder of the development consists of mid-rise buildings varyino in heiaht 
between 6 and 7 stories, consistent with or lower than the height and mass of other 
visually prominent buildings in the surrounding area like the 14-story commercial buildino 
to the north across Washington Boulevard and the 8-story courthouse across Hill Street 
to the west In addition, the prcjeot replaces underuttad surfaw paS lots w^ a 
high-intensity, pedestrian-oriented urban center that is consistent with the visual 
character of the existing urbanized area. The project's creation of an transit-oriented
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' development is also consistent with the goals tp concentrate development hear transit 
statioriareasstated intheGeneral PfanFrameWorlc, tHeSoutheastLosArtgeles 
Community Plan, the Draft/Proposed Sbutheast Los Angeles CbthmUnity Plan, the 
Council District 9 Redevelopment j^ai* tibPqwntown Houslng lncentive area, the; 
CentralCityRevitalization2bne,andttie Lbs ArigelesStateEhterpriseilone.The overall 
effect of the project isfo createari urban center by improving the current appeararice of . 
theprojectsite.whilealso providlngapedestrian-orientedexperience.Thus. the height

Context of bpth ejdstlng;- and cphtempiated developnient patteilhS In die area, Therefore, 
there feafess-than-sighfficbrititepa^^  - • ■■ —^ .......- .

Ttidprqjecf’s Signage Sdppiemental Use District (SUD) aljbwi' large' scale signage' in . . 
designated Iqcatfertar vidthlnf did project siteilTMeffocf of diaetgjiage^ permittedby the<
SLID Is tb reinfofce ahd contribute to the \^suai character of the urban centercreated by 
the project Potential impacts ofthissignage dependup^h^l^i^fapterS,; Including thel 
size, height,'andip^tidri ot sigris,tiie fevierpf ll^iitf^ and" pi^iTriilttetdl^ atorirg
with the doncehtetbri df sighage (tdfcjT the iociaticMi ofmuffiplebigns within this same 
area), and the locations of sehstttye receptbra reladVe tci ttli sIgrisi Specid^jly, the Draft 
EIR Identifies five Sign Zdnesand threeVertfcal Sigh Zbrieaarid the jsefrnitted sighs that 
are allowed in each zone. Td assess potential visual impacts, the Draft EIR evaluates all 
sighs from representative vantage points around tits pro}ecjt site as Weil as the light 
impacts of the entire signage program. In additiort for a moreaccurata measure, the 
Draft EIR analyzes the different sign types based on tfieir .indjvidyaf charactertsticS. To 
redude potential Impacts, the SUP limits or prohibitscertainsignagetJiat might impact 
sensitive receptors. The project llmits both the size and perm|tted animation of the north
facing signage on the North Tower In Vertical Zone 1 and immediately across 
Washington Boulevard from the Rutland Apartments. West-fading, highly animated 
signage in Vertical Zone 1 and 2, immediately adjacent to sensitive receptors, is also 
prohibited, ^ "v — ' ;; ' ■;

The signage program also has a fess-thah-slgnifidant Impact on nearby freeways. 
Specifically, views of project signsge from southbound and northbound traffic on the I- 
110 are intermittent and distant and are therefore not prominent and only visible for a 
short duration; As such, project sighage does hot represent a safety hdzard for traffic on 
the 1-110 freeway. Hie views of the project site from the westbound Santa Monica 1-10 
Freeway are oblique and the signage complies with Section 21466.5 of the California 
Motor Vehicle Code (CMVC). The CMVC identities thresholds when light sources can 
become distracting to divers. Therefore, because the project signage from the 
westbound freeway does not exceed the thresholds of the CMVC, the project does not 
pose a safety hazard to motorists. From the eastbound I-1Q freeway, the high-rise 
buildings of the project first become visible at approximately. Hoover Street, 
approximately 5,500 feet from the project site, At this distance; the project site can be 
seen among the landscaping adjacent to the freeway. A view of the project site 
continues to be available until the freeway passes the project site, tor a distance of 
approximately 6,200 feet (approximately 1.2 miles). Throughout this distance, the view to 
ttie project site is always at an oblique angle to the driver's right The signage viewed 
from the eastbound freeway traffic also complies with the governing requirements 
provided in the CMVC, and, therefore, the project does not impair motorists. The Draft 
EIR analysis of the impacts from the different views and from the signage program as a 
whole are incorporated into these Findings. In summary, while impacts associated with 
Vertical Zone 3 signage are significant and unavoidable, impacts associated with the 
remaining signage are less than significant;
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Operational Impacts (Views and View Corridors): Views from the project site are 
extremely limited, in particular viewsofthe Hollywood Hills. TherefOre,views of the 
Hollywood Hills are not a valued scenic resource from this area. The project has the 
potential to obstruct private views from the (bur-story Da Capo residential building on the 
northwest comer of Main Street and Washington Boulevard, but views to tile south are 
limited by. jexisting development in the area and consist of art urban landscape confining 
no substantial visual resources. Therefore, there is a fess-tiian-signifitmht impact.

Cumulative (mpacts; The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative aesthetic 
imparts includes areas with views of tire project like portions of Downtown Los Angeles 
and the Southeast Los Angeles CommunityPlan Area. Development of (he project in 
combination with the Related Projects results in an intensifiGatidn of land uses in an 
already urbanized area of the City* However, anticipated growth would continue to be 
guided by the General Plah iihd other planning tools that anticipate the continued 
evolution of this area of the City, ensuring protection of tim visual character of the area 
and a less-than-significant impact, yyv/yyyyy.-Vyy- \ [

2.. Light or Glare '; y.:'V yyvyy^ /■' . ■

Construction Impacts: Construction could include nighttime activities involving the use of 
on-site lighting during demolition, excavation, framing, and building construction. 
Pursuant to the requirements of the LAMC, construction Hours would be limited to 7:00 
AM to 9:00 PM Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday. These 
construction hours are consistent with routine development in art urban area, resulting in 
a less-than-significant impact yv •-y;':;.:y v

Operation Glare Impacts: Glare, a condition which causes an observer to experience 
visual discomfort, can result from high brightness due to the project during operation. 
The glare impacts from the project are less than significant at all off-site sensitive 
receptor locations because of project compliance with LAMC Section 93.0117 and PDF- 
AES-3, which limits brightness to 2.0 foot-candles at sensitive receptors. In addition, the 
project building and signage are prohibited from using highly reflective building 
materials. As such, the project results in a.less-than-significant glare imped

Cumulative Impacts: The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative lighting 
impacts includes areas with views of the projed such as certain portions of Downtown 
Los Angeles and the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area. The cumulative 
effect of increased building lighting raises ambient fighting levels, but to levels consistent 
with an urban area, resulting in a less-than-significant impact

Shade or Shadow ^

Summer and Winter Shadows and Cumulative Impacts: The project caste far-reaching 
shadows to the west ihrough the east during the Summer Solstice. However, no 
residential building or other sensitive use is shaded by the project for more than four 
hours, the threshold of significance, between the hours of 9:00 AM and 5:00 PM during 
the Summer Solstice. The project caste far-reaching shadows to the northwest and 
northeast during the Winter Solstice. However, no residential building or other sensitive 
use is shaded by the project for more than three hours, the threshold of significance, 
between the hours of 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the Winter Solstice. Therefore, 
impacts are less than significant

Cumulative Impacts: The project site and surrounding area are situated in a mid- to high- 
density, mixed-use area adjacent to Downtown Los Angeles. Development of the

3.
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project, inconjunction with tlte Related Projects* results in an increase of shading 
impacts in the project vicinity, but not to a level of significance. Therefore, impacts are
less than significant ;; ; ;/ ;■ ;.‘" ................... ' ' ' '
........ 77

Project Design Features'

The City finds that tha Project Design Features PbF-AEfr-1, PDF-AES-2i PDF-AES-3, 
PDF-AE&4; and PDF-AES-5, Incorporated info the project, reduce this potential . 

. , aesthetics impacts of the project. The Project Design-Features were taken tntoaccount
V; TntHeahaiy8i8Cf'potehttalimpactS:u'-‘:v.‘>'j'"' • V;":- •' " : '
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The SCAQMD’s 2012 Air Quality plan ("AQMP*) contains a 
comprehensive list of pollution control strategies* directed at reducing emissions and 
achieving die National Ambient Aif Quality Standards* The project complies with all 
SCAQMD rules arid regulations that are in effect at the time of development Therefore,
impactsare less-than-significant. \

r
Violation Of Air Quality Standards or Substantial Contribution to Air Quality 

. . ,.... Violations7 ; 7777'...7’. 7 7 7......'7.7 v-7 .
Emissions (Except VOC); Baseddncdriservative assumptions, 

except for VOC, the mass daily construction-related emissions generated during the 
project construction phase do not exceed the thresholds of significance recommended 
by the SCAQMD and, therefore; are feSS than significant; 7>7 ■-::77';:7'77;.:7'7: 7
Mass Daily Operational Emissions (Except VQQ arid NOx): The nearest sensitive

across the East Block of the project sits approximately 100 feet north tfri Washington 
Boulevard. The closest schools are the Santee Education Complex and Frida Kahlo 
Continuation High School, approximately one block east of the project site. With the 
exception of VOC and NO* operational emissions, impacts to these sensitive receptors 
are less than significant 7,7-.'77,.-;7-: y7\A-'7v7 ; 7'77.V '

Mass Daily Construction and Operational ftnissibns Cumulative Impacts (Except VOC 
for Construction and Operation and NO* Operation): Although the mass daily 
construction-related and operational emissions generated by the project will exceed 
thresholds of significance recommended by tile SCAQMD for VOC (construction and 
operation) and NO* (operation), the remaining cumulative impacts will not exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds and, therefore, are less than significant.

Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations: Emissions 
generated by the project do not expose sensitive receptors in the vicinity, of the project 
site to substantial pollutant concentrations^ Therefore, impacts are less than significant.

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs): The greatest potential for TACs emissions during 
construction comes from diesel particulate matter emissions associated with heavy-duty 
equipment during demolition, excavation and grading activities. However, the SCAQMD 
does not generally consider diesel particulate matter emissions from temporary 
construction activities to contribute substantially to an incremental increase in diesel- 
related cancer risks because of the short-term and temporary nature of construction 
activities. Therefore, impacts are less than significant

2.
v5

t ,■

v.v.:
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3,

The project is consistent until the General Plan Air Quality Element of the City's General 
Plan. Therefore, Impacts are less than significant

Project Design Features .4.

The City finds that the Project Design Features PDF-AQ-1, PDF-AQ-2 and PDF-AQ- 
3, incorporated into the project, reduce the potential Air Quality impacts of the project 
regarding Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Management .Plan. Exposure of 
Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations,Toxic Air Contaminants. 
Consistent with General Plan Air Quality Element* and Violation of Air Quality 
Standards or Substantial Contribution to Air Quality Violations, Mass Daily Construction 
Emissions (Except VOC), Mass Daily Operational Emissions (Except VOC and NOx), 
and Mass Daily Construction and Operational Emissions Cumulative impacts (Except 
VOC for Construction and Operation and NO* for Operation). The Project Design 
Features were taken into account in the analysis of potential impacts.

Biological Resources \ ^

Trees and Cumulative Impacts

Trees: The project includes the planting of 289 trees, which exceeds the 1:1 ratio for tree 
replacement identified in the City's tentative tract map guidelines, as well as replacement 
of all existing trees within the public right-of-way at greater titan a 1:1 ratio. Therefore, 
impacts are less-than-slgnificant. .

Cumulative Impacts: It is not known at this time If future development of the Related 
Projects or other development projects in the City would involve the removal of protected 
tree species. However, the project will not affect protected tree species, and thus would 
not contribute to any potential cumulative effect. Therefore, cumulative impacts are less 
than significant

Cultural Resources :.

C.

1

D.

Historical Resources1.

Historical Resources: There is one potential discretionary historic resource located on 
the project site: the Reef building, originally constructed by the Los Angeles Furniture 
Makers Association in 1958, and designed by. local architect Earl T. Heitschmidt The 
Reef building is not designated a landmark at the national, state, or local levels, nor has 
it been identified or evaluated as significant in any previous historic resource surveys. 
The building does not appear to be eligible for listing in the National or California 
Registers or the City designation due to a lack of historical significance and a lack of 
architectural distinction. Additionally, the Reef building has been altered and no longer 
retains historic integrity, and it does not appear to contribute to a potential historic 
district Therefore, the buildings are not historic resources subject to CEQA. Although it 
is not known at this time if future development of the related project sites would involve 
historic resources, it is anticipated that if historic resources are potentially affected, the 
Related Projects would be subject to the requirements of CEQA and the City's historic 
resource protection ordinance. It is further anticipated that tire effects of cumulative 
development on historic resources would be mitigated to the extent feasible in 
accordance with CEQA and other applicable legal requirements. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts on historical resources are less than significant.
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2. Archaeological Resource and Humbri Remains

According totheSouthCentralCoastal Information Center.noarchaeologlcal sites have 
been Identified within thia project site. Tb? records search provided in the Draft EIR 
concluded that there Is one ardideoldgirait resource within a 14 mile radius of the project 
site. However, no arohaeojogliral determinations of eligibility ("AOOE^ ire identified on 
the project site or within a V* rhild radius of the site. Therefore. impacts are (ess*tha)V 
sighificini. It IS hot fenpyi^ at fills tin^fi future diveiopniSrit of the rented fidject sites 
would Hp^ijiwyeriv <Hi^prtfiicfc''the'.lRiefatiitii Projects
are subject to the requlrements of CEQA and Clty archaeologlcal resburce protectlon 
ordinances. As fiucfi, the FtelataJ Projects would hi evaluated On a casi-bj^OSSe basis 
and tfOWtf beaddressedafthat tfme
Therefdre^curnulativeimpa^^ resourosS ireless thaiislghfifdant. i

. I.'-, ':‘'x ■■ X '.tf' .»’> .................. * ‘ ^ ‘ •

' , Geoidgyand Soils........................................... . ..... . ... . ..

ti, - Seismic Fault Rupture* Strong Seismic Ground Shaklng/Liquefaction,
' Subsldenceand ExpansIveSoife .

Seismic Fbiilt Rupture: the project site is not included In a State of Califimii Alquist- 
Prlolo Earthquake Fault Zone Or a City of Los Angeles Fault Rupture Study Area. Based 
on the available geologic data, active or potentially active faults with the potential for 
surface fault rupture are hot known to be located beneath qr projecting tbWard the 
project siti: Therefore; the potential for surface fuptura at the project site due to fault 
plane displacement propagating to the ground surface is considered low and less than 

• • ' significant.:.'''V -Y- ■ '■ ■ ■

Strong Seismic Ground Shaking: The project site is located in a seismicaliy active 
region, and future users on the project site: will be exposed to seismic ground shaking. 
Although ttie project Is within the Puente Hjilb Blind Thrust Fault Zone; and Is nearby 
many other faults on a regional level; file potential seismic hazard to the project site will
not be higher than jn most areas of the CfeoLefeewhere-ifr the-reqionr-lff-addition. .......

...........conformance witlTcUrrent Building Code requirements will minimize the potential for
structures on the project site to sustain damage during an earthquake event. Therefore, 
impacts are less than significant. : ^ ^ ^

Liquefaction: The project site is not located ih a liquefaction zone. Therefore, potential 
impacts from liquefaction are deemed less than significant. . .. ■■

Subsidence: Groundwater and petroleum are not currentiy being extracted from the 
project site and would not be extracted as part of the project Thus, subsidence as a 
result Of such activities will not occur and impacts are (ess than significant .

Expansive Soils: According to the preliminary geotechnical evaluation prepared for the 
project, the project Is not be affected by expansive soils. In addition, construction of the 
project is required to comply with the City UBC and the 2013 California Building Code, 
which include building foundation requirements appropriate to site-specific conditions, 
and the site-specific requirements identified in the Geotechnical Study that also address 
lateral spreading and settlement Therefore, impacts are less than significant

Cumulative impacts: The geographic scope of the cumulative geology and soils analysis
is the project vicinity. Geologic, soils and seismicity impacts tend to be localized;
therefore, tiie area near the project site would be most affected by project activities
(generally within a 500-foot radius) and, as there are no project impacts for geology and

»• t

H .
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soils, the project (joes not contribute to cumulative impacts, and therefore, cumulative 
impacts are less than significant

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Construction, and Operations! Impacts of Hazardous Materials, Proximity to a 
Schooi,and Emergency Response Plan

Construction (Except Radon):. Construction of the project invoives the use of those 
hazardous materials that are typically necessary , tor construction of mixed-use 
development (i.e.,paints, building materials, cleaners, fuel for construction equipment, 
etc.). The project's tninspprt, use and disposal of construrtiomreiated hazardous 
materials conforms .to all applicable local* State, and federal regulations governing such 
activities. In addition, the Phase I site assessment did not identify on- or off-site land 
uses that represent a potential recognized environmental condition to the project site. 
The 200-gallon-capacity Above Ground Storage Tank (AST) utiltzed for storage of diesel 
fuel.for the 400-kws emergency Caterpillar generator within the Reef building does hot 
show any signs of spijlage and is property registered and maintained. Redevelopment or 
renovation of spaces within the Reef could disturb previously identified Asbestos 
Containing Materials (ACMs). However, surveys of affected on-site structures and 
facilities are required to verify the presence or absence of ACMs, and remediation or 
abatement are required before any disturbance. Similarly, since tiie existing structures 
and facilities on-site may contain Lead Based Paint (LBP), surveys of affected on-site 
structures and facilities are required to verify tiie presence or absence of LBP and, if 
they are, remediation or abatement are required. Finally, since the project site is within a 
City-designated methane zone, the project is required to comply with the General 
Methane Requirements pursuant to Section 91.7103 of the LAMC and existing City 
regulations $f methane gas is detected at pressures and/or concentrations of concern. 
Therefore, impacts are less than significant

Operation: The project does not utilize hazardous materials during day-to-day 
operations, other than small quantities of typical household, vehicle, and landscape 
maintenance materials such as cleaning supplies, paints, oil, grease, and fertilizers, all in 
accordance with manufacturers' instructions for use, storage, and disposal, In addition, 
the Phase I site assessment did not identify on- or off-site land uses that represent a 
potential recognized environmental condition to the project site. Therefore, impacts are 
less than significant.

Proximity to a School: Santee Education Complex and Frida Kahlo Continuation High 
School are approximately 0.10 mile east of the project site. The LATTC is approximately
0.15 mite west There are no other schools within 0.25 miles. As the project complies 
with all standards, regulations, and good housekeeping practices, it does not emit any 
hazardous emissions during construction or operation that adversely affect schools 
located within one-quarter mile of tiie project site and, therefore, impacts are less than 
significant

Emergency Response Plan: The project site is not located in the vicinity of a designated 
disaster route. The majority of construction activities are confined to the site, although 
the project may result in temporary closures of travel lanes during construction. 
Implementation of a Construction Staging and Traffic Management Plan described in 
Section IV.N, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, and compliance with access standards 
reduce the potential for the impacts on emergency response during construction. In 
addition, drivers of emergency vehicles normally have a variety of options for avoiding 
traffic, such as using their sirens to clear a path of travel or driving in the lanes of

F.
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\
. opposing, trafficTherefore^ cbnstnjctfbh": ahd' 'hot '
. significantly impair implementation of, o r or on-sits

emergency response or evacuation plans and Impacts are less than significant ,
c y

Cumulative Impacts: The geographic scope of iuihulative impacts related to hazardous 
‘materials is the area withlnone-quartermlleoftheprojectsite/Thepotentialpresence of 
haiziardOtis substances would requireev^ustiqri on i# <^S-t^6Me basil, In Conjunction 
with the development prdposala for' each of the Related Projects. Compliance witbail ; 
applicable kfcak*. state,;and

; significant. ,1vi.'f,

l* l\■ i*
G; , Hydrology and Water Quality - 1

1,, • ’ckiaB^--’' 6reuridwateri Surface Wafer Fldod Ha^rds*
' Hydrology/Drainage

.<•

\i
Surface Water Quality: Pi^ct cohsthjctioh involves pctentiat sburcee of stbrmvimter 

: polliniphi;suchas;adh^
heatfcbolirigt fiSqr;,:siidv ' ^^**'<iilAon6d(r|; 'debris.' ••

. However, ail hazardous materials arS inquired1 td be stated; labeled: add Used in 
accordance with the OSHAregulationa. In addition, Seat Management Prdct|des (BMPs)
ehsbrethatconjrtroctiqrirelatedv^
operatibii^. runoff it^ COniilh iirbatf ppllutE^ri^e,,- euclf as^'alMtci ftuIcfbraibSfbilsr» but the 
projectis requiredto cdrtipiy\VithC6ljntyarid Cttyreguiatiorts,^^ and
the City's LID drdihsmce.to retaih and treed storm water arid prevent addltiohal flows into
the City's stormwater system^The project also ihetudes four storage tanks and drywell 
systemsforvstomiwaterrunoff.Therefore.Impacfe are fess thansfgnificanL

. t
. Groundwater Direct additions or withdrawals of groundwater are not proposed by the 

project. Furthermore, the project decreases the amount Of Impervious surfaces with the
.... .... inclusfonipf- landscaped1; areas^and^ provides facilities for^ groundwatef^TSoharge;

Therefore, the project does not increase the amount of impervious surfaces and impacts 
are less than significant. ; • ^ : V J

Flooding: The project site is in Flood Zone X, and therefore outside of the 50, 100 and 
500-year flood zones. Accordingly, potential flood impacts hazard are less than 
significant . . . . '■ ' . : ■ ;

Drainage: During project construction, a temporary alteration of the existing on-site 
drainage pattern may occur. Specifically, grading activities can increase erosion 
processes. However, these changes do not result in substantial erosion or siltation due 
to stringent controls Imposed under the General Construction Activity Stormwater - 
Permit, including implementation of a SWPPP, and tiie Los Angeles County MS4 Permit 
Common measures for controlling fugitive dust emissions, such as covering truck loads 
and street sweeping, are also effective in controlling stormwater quality. Second, the 
construction area will be secured to control off-site migration of pollutants. Erosion 
control devices, including temporary diversion dikes/berms, drainage swales^ and . 
siltation basins, are typically required around construction areas to ensure that sediment 
is trapped and properly removed. During operation, the project does hot modify the 
manner ini which the surrounding streets convey storm runoff to the City storm drain 
system. Furthermore, the project is required to comply with the SUSMP, MS4 permit and 
the City's LID, which reduce the volume of runoff from the site after the project is 
constructed. Therefore, impacts are less than significant
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Cumulative Impacts: The geographic scope of cumulative hydrology and water quality 
Impacts Is the Los Angeles River watershed and associated receiving waters. Future 
development of the Related Projects and other development within the watershed could 
affect the amount* the rate, the velocity, and the qualify of runoff within their respective 
local drainage areas. However, similar to the project, each of the Related Projects is 
required to prepare and implement a SUSMP and undergo a reviewbythe City to 

• ensure compliance with the MS4 permit and the LID Ordinance. The Related Projects 
. also have to determine what drainage improvements and BMPs are required to ensure 

that the stortn drain capacity of the system is adequate and thatno downstream flooding 
occurs as a result of exceedance of stone drain capacity, and that no significant water 
qualify Issues occur. With compliance with regulatoiy requirements, the project does not 
result in any significant hydrology and water quality impacts. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts are less than significant •. : ^ ^ n ^

Land Useand Planning W: .

Community Division and Land Use Compatibility, and Consistency with Land Use 
Plans and Policies . ■■ ■■; ■ : '■

Community Division end Land Use Compatlbilify: The project does not physically divide 
an established community because it Is being constructed oh a site that has been 
developed for over 50 years. In addition, the project site is within a densely developed 
urban area with a mix of Institutional, educational, commercial, light Industrial and 
residential uses. No existing streets will be eliminated end no existing residents will be 
displaced. Thus, the development does not separate the community from those 
elements that establish the area as a community. The project's physical characteristics 
do not prevent or substantially impair existing adjacent land uses to continue their 
function since the project includes uses compatible with those of the surrounding area. 
Specifically, the project site and the surrounding area are in a portion of the City 
undergoing a significant transition and many new developments, including mixed-use 
projects, are either built, under construction or proposed within or adjacent to Downtown 
Los Angeles. The project's pedestrian, transit-oriented and mixed-use characteristics 
compatible with the commercial, institutional, educational uses surrounding the site __ 
well as the commercial, mixed-use and entertainment developments one mile north of 
the project site. Therefore, impacts are less than significant

Consistency with Land Use Plans and Policies: The development of the project is 
subject to numerous state, regional and City land use plans and policies, such as the 
2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP), the Southern California Compass Blueprint 
Growth Vision, the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, the 
Cify General Plan, the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, the Drafl/Proposed 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, the Plan For a Healthy Los Angeles, the 
Citywide Design Guidelines, tiie 2013-2021 Housing Element and Cify Planning’ and 
Zoning Code requirements. The project is generally consistent with all land use plans 
and policies. Specifically, tiie project is consistent with SB 375, a state law targeting 
greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles, since it reduces vehicle miles traveled due to 
tiie fact that project residents, employees, and visitors may use public transit, such as 
the nearby Metro Blue Line, Metro Expo Line and various Metro bus lines. The project 
also conforms to the goals set forth in the 2008 RCP, including those goals related to 
regional growth,, mobility, and sustainability as shown in Table IV.J-1 (Project 
Consistency with Applicable Regional Comprehensive Plan Objectives) of the Draft EIR. 
Similarly, the project conforms to the Southern California Compass Blueprint Growth 
Vision goals related to the improvement of mobility for residents, the increase in livability

a
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In ell cornmuhlttes, the Increase In prosperity for all peopteuanc| the promotion of 
. sustainsbilityfor future generations;. The pitije^ edhleyes these gbals due to its nature : 

ae an inflll i-edevelopment project that caftefeit* an ft* ••
. people to llve.work, and mk in thte Downtown Lb^^^elea%i|aceht' Cre&V •;

&V‘«'

; Strategy (j^TP/SGS) da showii; fo Tfebl* IV.J-21 ^ Ptbj^ct wttH the
‘ Applicable Goalsof Regional Transportation PlanJofthePraft El RSImilarjy.theproJect

Fbf AJlifTabfe 
. , (Consistency of the Project with the Applicable f^Clfclei 'ojf thb Plah For A Heialthy Los

' Angeles). Specifically, the pf<o|act Is ';^pjnis!steiTt' pfarte by converting surfeCC
■ • .. • paridjrt^:.■ lots:-', ! •; '
" 'Csfindfelttl^S;of>-. ■'

uses. and concentratlon of jobs and new deveioprnent wlthln ’walklng distance of public 
transitoptions, reduce alr'pollution andgreenhouse gasemissrons. ::

InadriKteni fife project isalsdcpnslsterif with General Plari, asshown in Tabfe jV.J-3 
(Project Consistency witit’ the Appllcable ObJectives and PoHdes of the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan Fritteewcrk Elernentj of the Draft £lMi Speclficailyi thei project Is 
consistent with 15 goals related to the provision of both commercial and residential uses 
close: to significant puhllc transit1 opportunities and the tricfesion; of open space, 
pedestrian amenities and brCycle facllltles. The projett Is afeo cohsisfent with severai 
slmifargoaisofthe Southeast LoS Angeles Comititinity Plaril as shCwn in fable IV.J-4 

; (CCrnpiiteoii?off Southeast': Los'; Aiigetes.‘‘ Opiihriiunity:' Plan Objectives to Project
''' ' Characteristics)'oftheDraftEIR^y:;; ;V .'■

As analyzed inTable IV.J-6 (Consistencyof the Prqjectv^thAppIicablebbjectives ofthe 
City of Los Angeles Citywide Design Guidelines), the project also Implements Objectives 
1 through 5 of the City wide Guidelines. The project achieves these Objectives by being 
designed to provide direct paths of travel to multiple public transit facilities and through 
the incorppratiortofpublfO bicyclespaces. In addition, theptojectempioys high quality

....... ..... afehfiCctureuwitkdetail1andarticulationat alf- levele and pTOvrtfes mfd^blocic paseos....................
connecting the project uses internally as well as to the surrounding sheets. Finally, the 
project creates 162,255 square feet of open space, of Which 73 percent will be common 

' ' • public open spacei vVy;Y'^.:^; •//. J .f-'-v :

As analyzed in fable IV.J-7 (Consistency of the Project with Applicable Goals,
Objectives and Policies of the City of Los Angeles Housing Element 2013-2021) of the 
Draft EIR, the project implements a number of the City of Los Angeles Housing Element 
Goals, Polldes and Objectives. Namely, the project promotes housing production by 
providing a range of housing types in a new mixed-use development near public transit 
options. The project also promotes safe, livable and sustainable neighborhoods by 
converting surface parking lots into a new mixed use residential* commercial 

'■ .■ development/.-: v, y i:'--..";-. y ' .

Project uses would not be consistent with the existing General Plan land use designation 
and zoning of the project site and, thus, the applicant has requested a General Plan 
Amendment and corresponding Zone Change for the project site from [Q]M1-2-0 and 
M1-2-0 to C2-2-0. In accordance with Sections 12.14 of the City Planning and Zoning 
Code, with these requests, fee proposed project uses are permitted in and consistent 
with the C2 zone because this commercial zone allows for the construction of a variety 
of commercial uses, including retail stores, offices, restaurants, parking structures, as 
well as hotel and multi-family residential uses,
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TTisreforBi impacts related to consistency with these land use plans are less than 
significant. •

Cumtitetiva Impacts: Development of the project, In cc^unctlbn fhe Related 
Projects, results In an intensification of existing prevailing land uses In the project 
vicinity. However, these projects wpuld be subject to specific findings and conditions. As 
such, development of the project and related projects is not anticipated to substantially 
conflict with the Intent of the City’s General Plan regarding the future development of the 

- Southeast Los Angeles community, or with other land use regulations required to be 
consistent with the General Plan; such as the Planning and Zoning Code. Therefore, 
cumulative Impacts are less than signlflcent. ^ ^

. I.. Noise ■: / :

Traffic Noise and Vibration

Offsite Construction: The major noise sources associated with off-site construction 
trucks would be associated witti delivery/haul trucks during the project site excavation 
phase. ). The noise level generated by construction trucks during the peak period 
(excavation phase) will be approximately 75 dBA Leq along the haul routes. The 
estimated noise from the haul trucks IS consistent with the existing daytime ambient 
noise levels at two sensitive receptors along Hill Street and Main Street. During other 
construction phases, the number of construction trucks will be lower, which will result in 
lower noise levels. Therefore, the construction traffic noise impacts is less than 
significant ^ ^

1

Operational Noise: Operational noise consists of noise from building mechanical 
systems, parking facilities, loading and trash areas and outdoor spaces. However, all on
site mechanical equipment are required to comply with the regulations under Section 
112.02 of the LAMC, which prohibits noise from air conditioning, refrigeration, heating, 
pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise levels on the 
premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. Noise impacts from parking 
facilities are also less than significant since the subterranean parking levels at the East 
Block will be fully enclosed on all sides. The loading docks and trash areas for the 
project are located within the West Block and East Block parking structures. Therefore, 
noise associated with the loading/unloading and trash collection activities will be 
attenuated from off-site sources by the parking structures walls. Noise could also 
emanate from the projects outdoor spaces, such as the restaurant and outdoor space 
on the roof of the Reef Building, the hotel outdoor pool area and other open spaces. 
Compliance with existing regulations ensures that amplified program sound would not 
exceed the significance threshold. Furthermore, as indicated in Table IV.K-14 of the 
Draft EIR, the estimated noise levels from outdoor spaces use will be below the 
significance threshold at all off-site sensitive receptors. Finally, compliance with existing 
regulatory measures ensure that necessary noise insulation features are included in the 
final building design to achieve an interior noise environment that do not exceed 45 dBA 
Leq, in accordance with the City’s Building Code,

Additional off-site noise comes from traffic generated once the project is operating. Table
IV.K-15 of the Draft EIR summarizes the off-site roadway noise in the future produced by 
the project This table shows that the project results in a maximum of a 0.7 dBA Increase 
in traffic noise along Main Street between Venice Boulevard and Washington Boulevard. 
The projected increases in noise level are considered negligible in the existing exterior 
noise environment In addition, the change will be below the 3 dBA CNEL significance 
threshold which is considered to be an increase just perceptible to the human ear. When
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comparedwith existingconditions.asshown InTablelV.K-10of tJieDrart EIR,the 
project results In a maximumof a 1.8 dBA (CNEL) Increase Iri traffic nbi& albhg Main 
Street, between Venice Boulevard and Washington Boulevard. The estimated increase 
in offsite traffic: noise levels as cdinpared to touting conditions IS well below the 3 dBA 

. CNEL slghiffcance threshold. TjterefqrBi the traffic noise impact Is less

, «, . Cpnstiu^pn and Operational Related Crpund-borhe VIbra^^

V ; v. adti^tiee wbenheavy: ^'insthii^oh: stict^;aja l#jhg|^'bulM^e1ner^flf b^^usr^cf. Als
. Indicated In; Table/ IV,^ 1 ■ of the. Draft EIR) ■ vibration- Velocities tionf- fypiijal heavy . 

cbrisfaptionequipmentto are beloWthetiighlti^ The
V project does not Include uses that ar* expecte<4 to generate Oietistirabte; levels of : . 

grbund-borne vibratl6n duririg dperatibh. Theretofe; ^bratibn lmpacte am iese than " .
significant ’

Cumulative Impacts (Except 17th Street, west of Hill Streetand Related Project No.53j;
It lsantlclpatedthat(»nstruc«on-relatednqise levels fromtheRelatedProjectsWould be 
intenhlttehf and terfipbrary. Ih addltioni the RelbtedPrc^ecAaraf with

. !• th^e i^frtc^pnS^airtdl Ter^yahf jpnciyls^hfs. file iUhi^ LAMiC. in addiUoh; nblse ee$eclated^^
vVntis QUhiuiatiye dpristrUCtlon activities would be lediibed to the degree reaSonablV and 
technically feasible thiough proposed mitigation measures for each individualrelated 
project and compllance with locally adopted and enforced noise ordinances. Off-site 
cdnstnictlbn haul tiVsHS'Vitouid HaVe a potential toresult in cumulative irripacto tithe haul 
trucks fbr the Releted i^ei^ and ft samehaul MiiteSi lHoV/ever)

. the’estimated noise Ieyeis from prelect haul trucks'are' below the significance threshold.
Potential vibration impacts due fo consfructiori activities are generally limited to 
buikilngs/structures that are located In close proximity °f the construction site (i.e., within 
15 feet as related to building damage and 80 feet as related to human annoyance). 
However, the nearest Related Project is located approximately 95 feet froth the project. 
Therefore, there would be less than SlghHTcant cumulative Impacts except for at 17th 
Streep west of Hilt Streep and at Related Project No. 53, discussed below under 

.;......Significant and. Unavoidable Impacts^.. - ; i : ,  -■

J. Population, Housing and Employment / ■ v";; .

Construction of toe project results in increased construction jobs, Which could potentially 
result in increased permanent population and demand for housing in toe vicinity of toe 
project site. However, construction workers are unlikely to relocate their households. 
Operation of the project Is projected to generate approximately 3,808 employees, a net 
increase of approximately 1,161 employees on the project site. This Increase is within 
the parameters of SCAG’s forecast of 82,500 additional jobs in the City between 2008 
and 2020. The project's construction of 1,444 additional residential dwelling units is 
expected to accommodate between 2,224 and 6,309 new permanent residents in toe 
City. The addition of these new residents is witolrr toe SCAG growth projection. 
Therefore, impacts to population, housing and employment are less than significant.

Operation Impacts: The project has no Impact on displacement of housing or residents 
because there are current^ no residential units on the project site. In addition, as 
discussed In Response to Comment 10-8 in toe Final EIR (FEIR), which is incorporated 
into these Findings by reference herein, there is no correlation between the project and 
any physical impact on toe environment which could result in nearby residents and 
businesses being displaced and experiencing health impacts: Accordingly, since CEQA 
does not require an analysis of potential economic and social effects which are not
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caused by. a project’s physical change to the environment, nor an analysis of speculative 
Impacts, the project does not create any environmental impacts due to displacement

Cumulative Impacts: The projected cumulative employment growth associated with the 
project and Related Projects is 1,639 employees, within the parameters of SCAG’s 
forecast The projected increase In employment therefore does not require the 
construction or e^eniipn of major Infrastructure that could accelerate. unexpected 
development, as thisprojected growth is within developedurbanareas.The projected 
cumuiatiye houslng gfqvtfh associated with the projed and. Related Projects is 4,288 
units, within the parameters of SCAG’s forecast The projected increase in Housing units 
deed Hot require the construction or extension of major Infrastructure that could 
accelerateunexpecteddeVeiopment asthfsprojeded growth Iswithlndeveloped urban 
areas. The projected cumulative population growth associated with the project and 
Related Projects is 14,453 persons, within the parameters of SCAG’s forecast. The 
projected Increase in population does not require the construction or extension of major 
infrastructure that coutd accelerate unexpected development asthis projected growth is 
within developed urban areas. Therefore, the projects contribution to cumulative 
population growth impacts would be less than significant. .

K. Public Services and Recreation >

1. Fire Protection, Schools, Parks and Recreation, and Libraries .

Fire Protection; Construction on the project site increases the potential for accidental on
site fires from such sources , as the operation of mechanical equipment and use of 
flammable construction materials. However, the implementation of "good housekeeping" 
procedures by the construction contractors and the .work crews minimizes these 
hazards. The increase in employees and visitors to the project site generated by the 
project also potentially increases demand for fire protection services. DWP has indicated 
the existing static water pressure in the project area ranges from 55 to 74 pounds psi, in 
excess of the minimum residual water pressure of 20 pounds. PSI. The final fire flow 
required for the projed will be established by the LAFD during its review of the project 
plot plan, prior to the issuance of a building permit by the City. The plot plan for the 
project is required to identify the minimum fire flow requirements and the location of fire 
hydrants. Approval of this plot plan and compliance with existing regulations ensure the 
requisite fire flow for the projed site. The projed site is approximately 0.6 mile from Fire 
Station 10, which houses a task force; therefore, the projed site is within the LAMC 
maximum response distance for both residential and commercial land uses. In addition, 
based on the projed’s circulation, it is antidpatsd that the LAFD can respond to on-site 
areas within the established response time. Furthermore, a sprinkler system and 
conformance with applicable Fire Code and LAFD building requirements ensure 
adequate on-site fire protection. Therefore, projed impacts on fire protection services 
are less than significant .

Schools: Schools that serve the projed site are San Pedro Elementary School, Adams 
Middle School, and Santee Education Complex. The total increase of students as a 
result of the projed is approximately 1,893 students. These students can be 
accommodated within the existing LAUSD system. Therefore, projed Impads 
schools are less than significant

Parks and Recreation: The project site is served by the Hoover Recreation Center. The
projed provides open space in accordance with LAMC Section 12.21(GX2) and
supplements the existing parks and recreation facilities with 3.7 acres of common open
space features and recreational amenities that serve the residents’ recreational needs.

on
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Therefore, the project's incluston of on-site open space and recreatlorial facilities 
reduces the use of parks by project resldents. Future iitipacts on park fgcllitles grB 
mitigated through the ebllecrtlbnbf Qtilitiby feee tb the Cfly tb satisfy its obligations under 
the Quirhby Act; and/or PWvIdb jjejwent of the Dwelling Unit Construction Ta*. 
Therefore jmpacrtstoparks apdrecreatfon servlcesareligssthan significant.

Libraries:Theprojedsite(ss;ei7edbythe.CentrarLibrafy loCatedat03O5‘,’Street The:. .
. •' projed is expected to ^0,30^me}deh^;whtohjs- .

1. " ■ expected to generate the nebd: fbr b*rt#aefi a^^ ahd 3,155square feet •'
y’: ' of1'. ilbfariy m$: ■ die-,

•' jBi; TfiaretocWBbraty
impacts associated with project are fess than significant < , "

. . f Cumulative Impacts; jt la jEt^pdt <|^/e^npqiial‘ imputation and commerciaNand
iibb cart increaeathe cferiiahd. fbr tirb pietectfpn servibes In the service areasfbr LAPP •
Fire Sta«ons 9^10, and15. However, each of the Related Projects is required to install ' 
autpfriatfc mi 'bj)iNdirviQi|!^nni t' tocajtad $$ (ifsiiriSe tethe rieaiest fire statibn that 
exceeds the ■LAFD'Inaddition, eachof the Related Project 
is subject tor LAFD review of site plans. hydrant locatfon and fire flow requirements. 
Finally. through the allocation of City resources in the City’s annuai programrYiing and 
budgeting processes, thd cumulative demand for fire protectiongrowth in residential 
populatlbrt and commercial development is addressed and, thua,theprojectt In 
conjunction with growth iii demand fbr fire protection services Citywide, does not 
represent; a substantial contribution to e significant cumulative effect^ Therefore, with 
incbritoratiori bf the Project Design Feature and cohipftarice with easting regulatory 
measures. the project's contribution to. cumulative fife protection impacts is less than 

' . significant ; yy ■

The project in combination with the related and other future projects! would beexpected 
to increasethe cumulativedemandfor schoois in LAUSD as shown In Table IV.M.3-3 

, (Cumulative Student Generation) of the Draft EIR. However, pursuant tb SB50, future
impacts on school faciiities are mitigated through the coiiection of development impact...... .....

.......... fees to the LAUSD Developer Fee office, In addition, LAUSD opened three new schools
within the past five years to provide approximately 2,500 additional seats to supplement 
the schools that serve the project sit&y y;; ^ " /; ' ■

The increase in residential population by the Related Projects Increases the demand for 
parks and recreation facilities and further impacts the shortage of park/recreational 
space in the Southeast Los Angelas Community Plan area: In accordance with State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(3), the projects contribution to the cumulative 
impact is less than cumulatively considerable through adherence to the City’s parks fee 
programs for new development Adherence to the requirements of this program 
constitute implementation or funding of the project's fair share of measures designed to 
alleviate the cumulative impact and, therefore, impacts are less than significant.

The project Is expected to increase demand fbr library services in the project vicinity.
Under the terms of Measure L, libraries have been required to pay for their own direct 
and indirect costs since July 2014. This dedicated funding source is intended to address 
cumulative demand for library services throughout the City. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts are less than significanL ; '

It is anticipated that the additional population and commercial land use creates an 
increase the demand for police protection services in the Newton Station service area.
Each of the Related Projects Would be subject to LAPP review of site plans, and security
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measures. In addition, demands are met by LAPD through the allocation of available 
resounds by L ................................ _ .......... . _ _ ____LAPD's Bureaus
and Community Police Stations, as Well as through the allocation of pity resources 
between LAPD and other City departments. accompllshed through the Cit/s annual 
programming and budgeting processes. Through this process, cumulative demand for: 
pollceservices within the NewtonStatioriareawouId be managed, anti the* project. In 
cop)unction with Related Projects, does hot result in a substantial contribution to a 
significant cumulative Impact. Impacts sirethereforeless than significant

2. Project. Design Feature

The City finds that Project Design Feature PDF-PS-1, which Is incorporated into the 
project and is incorporated into these Findings as though telly set forth herein, would 
reduce the potential fire protection services impacts of the project. This Project Design 
Feature was taken into account in the analysis of potential impacts.

Transportation/Circuiation

Construction: The number of construction workers and construction equipment vary 
throughout the construction process^ Construction worker traffic occurs before the 
morning and afternoon peak commute hours. An average of 125 workers occur on-site 

• with a peak of up to 500 workers. Because construction worker traffic occurs outside the 
peak hours, traffic from construction workers is not expected to create a significant 
impact on the street system, In addition, parking for construction workers is provided on
site, on the part of the project site that is not under construction (i.e., on the East Block 
during West Block construction, and vice versa), The traffic analysis showed that the 
level, of traffic from truck hauling does not result in a significant traffic impact on the 
street system, as it would be well below the projected traffic from the project In addition, 
haul traffic is temporary. The hourly volume of delivery trucks is less than the estimated 
level of truck activity during the excavation phase and does not create a significant traffic 
impact on the street system. Flagmen can also control traffic movement during the 
ingress and egress of trucks and heavy equipment Any required lane closures are 
included in the Work Area Traffic Control Plan required for the project which must be 
submitted and approved by LADOT prior to issuance of any construction permits. 
Therefore, transportation/circulation impacts associated with project construction 
less than significant

Operation: Traffic volume projections were developed to analyze the existing traffic 
conditions after, completion of the project Potential operational impacts were analyzed in 
the Draft EIR through the study of sixty-five intersections, in two traffic horizon years 

. (Existing Year 2014 and Future Year 2035) using the City Department of Transportation
(LADOT), guidelines and methodologies and the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 
Methodology for both signalized and unsignalized intersections. The intersection level of 
sendee analyses for the Existing With Project and the Future With Project conditions are 
summarized in Table 5.1, Table 5.2, Table 6.1 and in Table 6.2 of the Traffic Study. 
Figures illustrating these traffic forecasts are provided in the Appendix IV.N of the Draft 
EiR. With the exception of the intersections identified on page IV.N-24 of the Draft EIR 
and in the Significant and Unavoidable Impacts discussion below, the operational 
impacts at the remaining intersections are less than significanL Project trip volumes are 
less than the CMP threshold of 50 both in the AM and PM peak hours at all CMP arterial 
monitoring locations closest to the project site. Similarly, the Traffic Study shows that the 
level of service would not change at any mainline freeway segment due to the project 
and that the project trips will not exceed the CMP threshold. All project driveways are 
designed in accordance with LADOT standards and approvals. Therefore, project

L.

are
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drtybways donotcreatb arty signiflcant irnpacts.; Therefore, tmpactsare less than 
....... significant;- ,* • . ' " ' ■

•< •- .. \ ; • '•
... Cumulative Impacts* With the exception of significant impacts discussed further below, .•

; the project’s remaining curiiuletiye operationa| traffic |mpacts arB lees then significant 
Thefe are approximatety seven Relafed Projects (Nos. ff, 42, 53/54, 57, 63 and 71)

. witfiirt e quartQr mile bf the project sitewitti mqsta blpck pr twofrom the sit# and orie ;
Projects, ’ ••• *

- thbremay temporary janeor .
sidewalKclosuresalbng WashingtonBbulevardorMaln 3treetHoweveFith6seimpacts 
are temporary and limited to the constiti^bn phase of; ia<^ project end each of the 

> Rotated II; cbntfblplan 'ft*:; .
V. / Wr eiHclfappitby^i pHdf* dihiri'^His,biJrc6bn;lii aaclitfd^' /*

:: ^obn^rfbutfcMt-- IrrilpNftqitt^ is less than
'• sighffldanfc::rt*;^:^ • ;■ :

.'. '' t. Pfibject DesighFeature ; ; rUv '

.. i

• -}y> .-!••

The City fjnds that Project Design Feature, PDF-TR-1 which are incorporated into the 
project end incorporated into these Findings as though hilly set forth herein, reduce the 
potential transportatjon/circulation impacts of the project. This Project design Feature 
was takenlhtoacdourttin the analysis of potential impacts-: .....

\ *:

•. , M; Utilities .v : .-^v'■ "v'

1,. Wastewater. Water, Solid Waste, Electricity, Natural Gas

. Wastewater The project is anticipated to generate an increase of approximately 329,258 
gpd of wastewater (0.33 mgdj, within the design capacity coexisting infrastructure. In 
addition,' the Hyperionr Treatment Piant (HTPjf has sufficient treatment capacity to

... accommodate, th&project’s^averagadaily-totatsCenariOwasteWatergeneration‘rWith _
City's implementation of the provisions of the Sewer Allocation Ordinance, the project's 
wastewater generation is not projected; to exceed the future scheduled capacity of the 
HTP. Also, based Orr Current gauging, the 52-inch line beneath Jefferson Boulevard and 
the 12-fnch line beneath Main Street, are operating at approximately 50 percent design 
capacity. Based on project wastewater flows, the sewer system can accommodate the 
projected flows; Further detailed gauging and evaluation, at the time of project 
connection to the system, is heeded as part of the permit process to identify a specific 
sewer connection point, based on the flows in the multiple existing lines serving the 
project site at the time of connection. Therefore, project impacts on wastewater are less 
than significant a ' ; .•

Water: The average daily domestic net water demand of the project is estimated to be 
approximately 327,527 gpd (or 366.825 affy), which is within the growth projections of 
the LADWP. Therefore, the LADWP can meet the project’s water demand, as indicated 
in the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) dated May 20, 2015. In addition, the project 
complies with the City’s mandatory water conservation measures that; relative to the 
City’s increase in population, have reduced the rate of water demand in recent years. 
Should it be determined during the plot plan review that the existing fire-flow is not 
sufficient to serve the project site, and that the project requires the installation of new 
water lines, meters, private fire hydrants; or other fire safely features, these features are 
required to conform to the City’s Fire Code in consultation with the City Fire Department 
Therefore, project impacts on water are less than significant , ^

- V

the



Case No. CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR F-76

SolW Waste: Construction debris consists primarily of debris ftomfoe removal of these
Ms toted on the Eadt and West Blocks arid demolition of 

IT, 150 square feet of existing warehouse/dlstribution building on the East Block.
^.^NwwpMott: .arid-.' ttrostrucfion-re^ represents a

uperaiion or tne project results In ongoing generation of solid waste. Over the long-term 
the project Is expected to generate approximately 8,032 net ppd of solid. The remaining 
combined intake of the Sunshine Canyon Landfill and the Chlquita Canyon Landfill is - 
approximately 90.48 million tons. As such, they have adequate capacity to
accommodate the daify operational waste generated by the prelect and therefor** solid 
waste impacts are tees than significant. - - - p J ct and, therefore, solid

Ssctrielty; Theexistingland uses on the project site consume approximately 26,519 
kilowatt-hours (kwh) per day. Project consumption is approximately 121,698 kWh per 
day, a net increase of approximately 95,179 kWh per day over the existing uses The 
LADWP has indicated that the project's demand for electricity can be served via existing 
infrastructure, and no improvements or additions to LADWP's off-site distribution system 

■ ’ *n ^WRtavthe project is designed in accordance with 2013 Title 24 
California's Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonrasidential Buildings' 
Therefore, project impacts on electricity are-less then significant

Natural Gas: The existing tend uses on the project site consume approximately 82189 
ga® Peri*ay- The estimated net increase in demand is approximately 

224,708 ef per day. Decreases in California natural gas demand and State Energy 
Conservation ensure there is not a significant effect on natural gas resources. Therefore 
project impacts on natural gas are less than significant *

Cumulative Impacts: Implementation of the project in combination with the Related 
Projects increases the demand for wastewater conveyance infrastructure provided by 
LABS. Each of the Related Projects is required to obtain a final approval from for a 
sewer capacity connection permit In addition, sewer line capacity is to be evaluated on 
aJ^e"by?!S0 basfe and addressed through project-specific gauging and provision of 
additional infrastructure as required, in accordance with existing permitting processes. 
Wastewater generation from the project and Related Projects are addressed in the total 
increased wastewater flows throughout the HTP in the IRP and are sufficient to handle 
the projected flows through 2020. Therefore, cumulative impacts »ggrv»jaf»w with 
wastewater are less than significant.

Implementation of the project in conjunction with Related Projects increases demand for 
water supplied by the LADWP, but the demand falls within the UWMP’s projected water 
supplies. LADWP has confirmed that there are no known infrastructure Hofo-jpnfies jn 
the project vicinity, therefore, it is anticipated that the local water infrastructure can 
adequately accommodate the increased demand to serve the project and the Related 
Projects. Implementation of the project in conjunction with Related Projects increases 
solid waste demands, but the Related Projects is subject to the Citywide Construction 
and Demolition Waste Recycling Ordinance and there is adequate capacity in the 
County for the disposal of waste. To address tee total long range solid waste disposal 
needs of the City, the City is developing the Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan 
(SWIRP), to develop and implement of a 20 year master plan for the City's solid waste 
and recycling programs. Implementation of tee SWIRP therefore addresses the disposal 
of solid waste from the project and other development in tee City. Implementation of the 
project In conjunction with Related Projects could create increased demand for
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7.t
/

electricity, however, the LAOWPannually prepares a Power Integrated Resource Plan to 
; ; ; erijsMra that current and future ene^y needs are met Addltlonally. the project Is 

designed requirements from USGBC and compry with Slate
gulidiiig Ehier^; pfflcieiicsy. 3^iridairdia: cfutiitiioci lr|; T)tr^: 24;of the Callfo^tac Code of .

: ReguMNbs* Jmpler^e^tiorT .of fliei projectibconjunctionRelated P^|a<^e <^ul^ ^ : .
. generate jhcteasqbdemahd; for natural {^sjhowever,; the Sbuthairn California Gas; . ■

Company has: tha resources and; infrastructure In place- plant ’ teL and meet the 
Increased demand, Therefore, the projects cumulative impact bn utilities Is less than . >

i

«•. ii ti .y7.s V Vi•( .»■ f. .«* .••V■X \ * n-’i. >V. v \,1 Y;4

,2. Prtijbet Design Features „
i

i-'.
iV. '*■i ii * j 'i $ Vt

; .; TheCItj/finds that Project Design Features PDF-UlM PpP-UT*^ PDF-UT-3, PDF-UT-4, c 
PDF^UT-5; PDF-UT^B, and PDF-UT-7, whlch afe incorporated into thb project and .

..... incorporated jntathese Findings as fully set forth herein reduce the potential utilities ; '> 
impactsoftheprojectrelatedtoWastewater/Sewer.Water.Solid Waste,v ■ 
Natural irinbacie^ Tliese project design features were taken into
account in the analysts of potential impacts.;., ■ ..

V N. Land Use Equivalency Program and Design Guidelines

T VV * <

!l- j •

■>

> V -• 1

i Land Use Equivalency Program
i

The fUU descriptibh of the Liahid Use Equivalency: Program is bontaihed in the' Land Use 
Equivalericy Prograrri Technical Report In Appendix 11-1 to the Draft EIR, The Land Use 
Equivalency Program |s predicated on the roquirement to avoid any additional impacts, 
with an emphasis jn two areaqr r- peak hour traffic and wastewater infrastructure. As 
discussed in the project's traffic study (Appendix IV-N to the Draft EIR), the most 
impactful time period with respect to project traffic is the Friday Evening Hour. However, 
as shown in theTiaffte, Study* the trip generation rates; for the PM Peak Hour and the 
Friday Evening Hour are the samei Therefdrei the PM Peak Hour/Friday Evening Hour 
trip rate is used In the Draft EIR analysis as the baste for potential land use exchanges. 
Accordingly, the Land Use Eqbivaleiicy Program ensures that the project would not have 
any greater impacts than the project during either the PM Peak Hour or the Friday 
Evening Hour; LABS; has? identified; Wastewater infrastructure that would serve the 
project and surroundingareb as potentially constrained, particularly with respect to a 52- 
inch trunk line in Jefferson Boulevard that Is currently operating at 50% capacity (see 
Section IV.O-i Of the Draft EIR). Accordingly, the Land Use Equivalency Program has 
been structured to ensure that no new wastewater generation beyond that associated 
with the project, and analyzed In the Draft EIR, would occur as a result of the land use 

' exchanges that would be permitted under the Land Use Equivalency Program; These
analyses in the Draft EiR show that no additional environmental impacts result from......
implementation of the Land Use Equivalency Program. The Land Use Equivalency 
Program includes a City discretionary review process if the property owner desires to 2
use either the Land Use Equivalency Program or the Design Guidelines described below 
(collectively, the Equivalency Program). In the event the applicant or subsequent 
applicants should choose to utilize the Land Use Equivalency Program, the subsequent 
phase(s) of the project are subject to LAMC Section 106.5 (Site Plan Review) in addition 
to the provisions stated on page il-37 of the Draft EIR, which will be identified in a “Q" 
condition if the project is approved.

2. Design Guidelines
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The Design Guidelines allow, for flexibility in the project building design within a 
determined set of parameters. These parameters flame die analysis of the project in the 
Draft EIR and through the entitlement process. The project as developed conforms to 
the following design parameters: , .

« Building coverage of the combined site area between the heights of 22 feet and 100 
feet shall be no more foan SO percent of foe site area, :^ ^

• Building coverage above a height of 100 feet shall be no more than 25 percent of foe

The mid-block paseo, podium, levels, parking structures, and the existing Reef 
building shall be included in foe area not considered building coverage.
Building separation above a height of 100 feet shall be a minimum of 70 feet.
No building shall have a footprint above a height of 100 feet of greater than 30,000 
square feet ■; ; ' -r'f/- > ■' v ■ ■'--'■s.'. -:;v

• The mid-block paseo shall be no smaller than 16,000 square feat and shall be 
generally oriented towards Broadway between Washington Boulevard and 21st

. . Street..;- c-
« If foe mid-block paseo is at grade, it may have auto circulation. .
• There shall be, at a minimum, one pedestrian connection from Hill Street to 

Broadway, and one pedestrian connection from Broadway to Main Street.
• Within the mid-block paseo, at least 20 percent of foe area shall be landscaped or 

included in a water feature, as distinct from foe hardscape area.
• On each of foe five frontages of foe property, foe following minimum proportions of

the building faces, from sidewalk grade to 100 feet above, shall be transparent (i.e., 
openings or glass) rather than opaque: (i)Wa$hingtori Boulevard - 50 percent; (ii) 
Broadway - 50 percent;, (ill) Hill Street - 25 percent; (iv) Main Street - 25 percent; 
and (v) 21* Street-25 percent ':

• The existing Reef building shall not be Included in foe building fagade calculations.
• No building above a height of 100 feet shall have any fagade longer than 300 feet in

length. .
• Access points and site circulation shall be maintained in general conformance with 

foe Conceptual Plan for foe project

In the event foe applicant or subsequent applicants should choose to utilize foe Design 
Guidelines, foe subsequent phase(s) of the project are subject to LAMC Section 106.5 
(Site Plan Review) in addition the provisions stated on page il-37 of foe Draft EIR, which 
will be identified in a aQ” condition if foe project is approved.

VII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO 
MITIGATION, WHERE MITIGATION NONETHELESS PROVIDED TO FURTHER 
REDUCE IMPACTS . : . ;

The following impact areas were concluded by foe Draft EIR to be less than significant 
prior to mitigation. However, mitigation measures described in foe Final EIR nonetheless 
are provided to further reduce impacts. Based on that analysis and other evidence in foe 
administrative record relating to foe project, foe City finds and determines that mitigation 
measures described in foe Final EIR reduce impacts identified for foe following 
environmental impact categories. .

A. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The SCAQMD’s draft 2020 target for project-level analysis is 4.8 MT/year C02e per 
service population. The project's efficiency metric is calculated to be 4.76MT/year C02e 
per service population which does not exceed the SCAQMD draft efficiency target.



Case No. CPC-201^1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-2V-SPI? F-79

Disiail^i regarding the assuhiptioriS arid calculationsof GHCS' eriifssIbnsi associated with 
; V.: .,•: . projcKsf; ai^. contained In ttti GHG PepbjrtinAppairid©?; IV.fS-t? lb Draft EIR. The . ;
V geographic extent of GHG emisslons Is global. and Uie effect of these smlssions on 

global climate change Is potentially world-wide; Thertorttributfbri bf the project to the'
; cumulate effect of global, cllntotechange would not be cumulatively considerable. The 

; project dbe£notoc»riflld^ Wjtoebappllcable plan. polfcyor regulatloh adopted tor the 
' ' : purpose of.redMclrijg['''.fhie^tev: -. .

: consistent Withthegoalsof AB32and wlllmeettheenergyefficlencyrequrrementsof
the 2013Title 24 CALGreen Code, andthe City Green BuildlngCode. Therefore^ project 
Impacts are less than slgniflcant Nonetheless/ to reduce the less thah slgniflcant 
Impactsjrejated to ’etfMetitfoirisr, My|-TR^il 3 islricbi^brated Into the project.
to en^urage the use of transit and reduce vehicle trips and to ensure that Impacts - .

. remain less than significant. 1 ' 1 1' ,l 1 ' '

1;, Project Design Features^ y

The cltyr tirids that Project Design Features PDF-GHG-1. Pp£-QHG-2, PbF^GHG-3, arid . 
PDF-GHG-4, whjch ate incorporated Into the projectand Iricbrpprated; Into these 

. Findings fullpsettorth hereiriyreduce the potential greenhouse gas emisslons 
irnpactSoftheproject.These Project Design Features were token Into account in the 
analysis of potential impacts. "' V:-. ■ ■

. .• Mitigation Measure ; _ ’ V,

Th# dity finds that Mitigation Measure MM-TC-13, which is incorporated' Into the project 
arid incorporated Into these Findings as tolly set forth herein, lessens the less-than- 

. significant impacts related to greenhouse gases. This mitigation measure was taken into
account in toe analysis of potential impacts.. V

B!: Pubiic Services-Police Protection. ; . v ■■

Construction: While there is the potential for the construction of the project to increase 
the demand for police protection services, the project provides security to the site during 

. the construction process as part of the Work Area Traffic Control Plan, thereby reducing 
the demand tor tAPp seryicSs. Traffic generated by construcOon workers and trucks |s 
primarily during off-peak hours* Emergency access is to be maintained to the project site 
during construction through marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 
Therefore, police protection impacts during construction are less than significant.

Operation: The project is Served by the Newton Community Police Station. The average 
response time to emergency calls for service for the Newton Community Station in 2013 
was approximately six minutes. This response time is slightly above the citywide 
average of 5.9 minutes recorded during 2013, but below the seven-minute response 
time that is a set standard for LAPD; Using the existing officer to population ratio for the 
Newton Station; the project could warrant the addition of 5 to 14 new officers to maintain 
the existing officer to population ratio in the Newton Community Police Station, service 
area, However^ it is not anticipated that this level of additional staffing requires the 
enlargement or the construction of a police station. In addition, project features that deter 
crime could include, but are not limited to, adequate and strategically positioned 
functional lighting to enhance public safety, minimizing visually obstructed and 
infrequently accessed "dead zones,” and limiting public access to properly patrolled 
public areas. The building arid layout design also include crime prevention features, 
such as nighttime security lighting secured parking facilities, and provision of on-site 
security service, which comply with the design guidelines outlined in the LAPD Design
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subsSntial|6Uffe,ln6S and Mlt,£,at,6n Mea8ure MM-PS-1. Response times should not
given theavailabllity of alternative routes within the street pattern in the^asuiTOUn^ng 
foe project site* In addition, the police have a variety of options to avoid traffic such 
uslng sirehs to dear a pathpf travelfordriying In the lanes of opposing traffic 

completion of theproject, the Newton AreaCqmmandingOfflcer has 
* of each Portion of the property to showaccess routes and any
addltlortel Information that may facilitate police response to the project site. Therefore 
the project results in less than significant operational Impacts on police protection 
sendees. Nevertheless, the following mitigation measures reduce the Jess-than- 
significant impacts.. ^ ^ V ■

be

as

• 1. Mitigation Measure ?• '' ^;■■■ U- v\:y '■ V ■

The City finds that Mitigation Measures MM-PS-1 and MM-PS-2, which are incorporated 
into the project and incorporated Into these Findings as fully set forth herein will lessen 
the less than significant impacts related to Public Services - Police Protection and that 
implementation of these mitigation measures ensure that Impacts remain less than • 

poten^lim^cSf mW9atl0n measures were taken into account In the analysis of

^II^^Nm IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT AFTER

Ihe8fo,,?wlns lmJ?act area w88 concluded by the Draft EIR to be less than significant with 
the implementation of mitigation measures described in the Final EIR. on that 
analysis and other evidence in the administrative record relating to the project the Citv 
fincte and determines that mitigation measures described in the Final EIR reduce

to below tiie level of significance. mpa ca egories

Cultural Resources

Paleontological Resources (Construction Impacts): Construction of the protect includes 
excavations for subterranean parking, foundations, and utilities installation which have 
foe potential to disturb any existing, but undiscovered, paleontological resources If 
paleontological resources exist within the project site, they are likely to exist in native 
(i.e., undisturbed) sediments at depth, since previous development of the project site 
likely displaced any resources on foe surface. Therefore, the potential to 
paleontological resources is low.

Cumulative Impacts: It is not known at this time if. future development of the Related 
Project sites would involve paleontological resources. However, similar to foe oroiect 
foe Related Projects are subject to the requirements of CEQA, and City paleontological 
resource protection ordinances. mu.uy.uai

Mitigation Measures

A.

has
encounter

1.

The City finds that Mitigation Measures MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, and MM-CUL-3 which 
are incorporated into the project and incorporated into these Findings as set forth herein 
reduce the impacts related to paleontological resources to less than significant These 
mitigation measures were taken into account in the analysis of project impacts ’
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Paleontological Resources: With implementationbf the MitigationMeasures MM-CUL-1, 
. MM-CUL-2and MM-CUL-3, Impacts related to paleontological resources are less than 

significant No further mitigatian measure is required, WithlmplementatlonofMM-CUL- 
1, MM-CUL-2ahd MM-CUL-3, this project’sContribiition tocumulatlve impacts related to 

. . paiaontploglcaf reigdurces Is lessthaii significant / ’ ‘

3. >♦ ROtforiafefbrRrtdlrtg. ; • ’ * • r'

Paleontological Resources: Thereareno knovwi paieontploglbal sltes within the project 
slte^: Fi^herdiprei, the project site Is not In an area designated by ^0, 01^ iSeherel Plan 
Framework Element EIR' or thp JBnv|rbnniehtal and , Public?^ Fiadlliieia" Maga- of the . ,

' Department Of City Plpnnihg as a paleontqlogical site br surydy^ However,
. exdavatldhs are anticipated for the project partclri^;''idAdT. v.

• 'idarfe^rHrijf■' tfe;' clteturb;' arn^V’'«pdtstin^ but- ' \
undiif!^^ J r^iaiiiaricSSaRifcharig^Cbr' alterations! and i
mitlgatipnmeasureshavebeenrequlredin,orfncoiporatedinto, theprojectthatavoldor 

■ dhv paleontological;
resources. Mit^tton Measure MM-CUL-1 calls for w'‘7dlhreM^i^'‘v'VMH<fe ‘if'
paleontological materials era encountered, during the course of saite-moving activities to 
allo# the resoUrces andteelrslgniffcarice to he assesssedi M^CULrt ^. to be 
rribrndrtallzed with a covenant and" agreement prior to obtejnihgagradtegpermiL , 
Mitigation Measure. MM-CUL-2 requires the project’s construction superintendent to be 
instructedbyapaleontoibglstorotheroUalifiedpalebntblogicalmonitorregardirtg 
identification of conditions whereby potential paleontological resourced could occur. In 
addition, Mitigation Measure MM-CUL-3 requires all significant fossil specimens be 
prepared, Identified; curated and, catalogued iri accordance with designated- museum 
repository requirements. Therefore, the project’s paleontological Impacts are less than 
significant witfi the Implementation of mitigation measures MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, and 
MM-CUL-3;- ■■■■<' :•. ' - , ^ V. . V'

Cumulated Impacts: The geographic scope of the cumulative cultural resources analysis 
with respect to paleontological resources |s the project vicinity. Paleontological resource 
impacts; tend; to be localized; therefore, the area near the project site could be most 
affected by project activities (generally within a 500-feot radius). Nevertheless, all of the 
Related Project sites were considered in the EIR analysis. It is not known at this time if 
future development of the Related Project sites would involve paleontological resources, 
However, similar to the project, the Related Projects are subject to the requirements of 
CEQA, and City paleontological resource protection ordinances. As such; the Related 
Projects are evaluated: on a case-by-case basis and any potential impacts to 
paleontological resources are addressed at that time. It is further anticipated that the 
effects of cumulative development on paleontological resources would be mitigated to 
the extent feasible in accordance with CEQA. and other applicable local cultural resource 
protection ordinances. If subsurface paleontological resources are protected upon 
discovery as required by law, impacts to those resources are expected to be 
cumulatively less than significant and, thus, when evaluated in conjunction with the 
project, are not cumulatively considerable.

Reference , •• . /■ '■ .' ’ - \ ■ • ’ .

For a complete discussion of impacts associated witfi Cultural Resources, please see 
Section IV.E.3 of the Draft EIR.

4.
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B. . Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impacts of Hazardous Materials - Radon Only: Construction of the project Involves the 
use of hazardous materials (l.e., paints, building materials, deanere, fuel for construction 
equipment, eta). Operation of th0(>mjebt does not fnclude hazardous materials, other 
than small quantities of typical household, vehicle, and landscape maintenance 
materials such as cleaning supplies, paints, oil, grease, and fertWlMrs» aji In accordance 
with manufacturers' Instructions for use, storage, and dlsposa). The project s[te is within 
a zone designated by the California Geological Survey as having a Moderate potential io 
experience radon levels over 4.0 pCi/L, resulting In a potentially significant impact

1. . MitigationMeasures

The City finds that Mitigation Measure MM-HAZ-1, which is incorporated into the project
as folly set forth herein, reduces the potentially 

- • therefore, required.This1
mitigation measure was taken Into account in the i 

2. Rndings ' ■ :• ■. :• ■-V ■ ;

Changes or alterations and mitigation measures have been required in, or incorporated 
Info, the project that avoid or substantially lessen potential significant environmental 
effects on hazards associated with radon exposure to less than significant levels with the 
Implementation of rnltlgatlon measure MM-HAZ-1. No further mitigation Is required.

- 4. ; Rationale for Rndings 'V/.'/■!r. ;

The project site is located within a zone designated by the California Geological Survey 
(CGS) as having a Moderate potential to experience radon levels over 4.0 pCi/L. 
According to the CGS, location within a Moderate radon potential zone indicates a less 
than 10% likelihood of encountering radon levels over 4.0 pCI/L Nonetheless, the 
potential to encounter such radon levels at the project site is potentially significant 
Measurement of radon gas levels prior to construction, and inclusion of modifications in 
the design of the project, if warranted, reduce the impact of radon levels over 4.0 pCl/L 
to less than significant, if levels over 4.0 pCi/L are encountered. Potential mitigation 
measures for radon levels over 4.0 pCi/L Include installation of soil suction systems that 
prevent radon gas present in the surrounding soil from entering buildings, sealing of 
underground paths into project buildings, and installation of gas-impermeable barriers in 
project buildings. With implementation of MM-HAZ-1, requiring a mitigation program to 
be designed by a certified radon mitigator if radon levels over 4.0 pCi/L are encountered 
within, or immediately adjacent to, the project site, impacts related to radon hazards 
less than significant

Reference

are

5.

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
please see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. '

Noise

Construction of the West Block, including demolition, grading and construction is
expected to require approximately 30 months, while construction of the East Block,
including demolition, excavation and construction, would require approximately 32
months. These construction activities will result in potentially significant noise.

C.
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MitigatiCri Measures•• ' - . 1

TheCIty finds that Mitigation Measure? MM-NOl-1, MM-NOI-2, mM-NOI-3 arid MM-NOI-: 
4, which: Sire incorporated into the project and incorporated into these Findings as ftilfy 
set forth herein, ireducf toe potentially significant impacts related to bqhstroctibri noise to 
less thah si^nifieahi revels,. In addition, MM-NOI-2 was amended to requireHthe use of
sofar powered generators. to offset the noise/generated by redu&ib^ energy 
Cbnsumptidh. these mitigation measures were taken into account in the analysis of

V '2.‘

2. Findings 1

The City finds that changes or alterations and mitigation measures have been Squired 
.■ in, or Incorporated into.theprojectthat avoid or substantially lessen potential significant . 

ddrtstructidhi hoiSe Impacts to (esS tharv significant levels .with the implementation 
Mitigatioh Measures MM-NOl-i; MM-NOI-2, MM-NOI-3, and MM-NOI-4. No further 
mitigation is required. . .

3. Rationalefor Findings

Each stage of project construction involves the use of various types of eohstruction 
equlpment that have their own distinct nolse characteristIcs. The Federal Highway 
Administration has cbmpiled data regarding the nolse generatlng characteristlcs of 
spicifictyp^W typi<^l <mrtstructl6n activities;. ThSsedata
ate presented in Table iV.K-8 of the Draft EiR for the types of equipment tiiat are 
expected to be used at the project site. To more accurately characterise construction- 
period noise levels, the average (Hourly Leq) nofee level associated with each 
construction stage is calculated based on the quantify, type, and usage factors for each 
type of equipment that; wbiild be used during each construction stage; Table IV.K-9 and 
Table IV.K-10ofthe Draft EIR provide the estimated construction noise levels tot various 
construction stages at tito off-site rroise sensitive receptors tor the constructibh of the 
West Bfc>ck and East Block* respectively. As indicated in Tabie IV.K-9, the estimated 
construction related noise impacts from the West Block construction is less than 
significant at all off-site sensitive receptors. Even though the estimated construction 
noise levels at receptor Rt exceeds the existing ambient noise levels by more than 5 
dBA, receptor R1 is nofeonsidered noise sensitiVe receptor. The estimated noise levels 
from the East Block construction. as Indicated in IV.K-10, result in less-than-significant 
impacts at all off-site noise sensitive receptors, With tile exception of receptor R2 - the 
residential building at the northwest Comer of Washington Boulevard and Main Street At 
receptor R2, the construction activities during demolition exceed the significance 
threshold by t dBA Implementoiibn of Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-1 reduce toe 
construction-related noise levels Receptor R2 by a minimum of 5 dBA, making toe noise 
impact less than significant. In addition, compliance with regulatory measures, toe noise 
regulations under Section 41.40 of the LAMC and implementation of Mitigation 
Measures MM-NOI-2 through MM-NOI-4 reduce construction noise impacts to toe 
maximum extent feasible, in accordance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance.

Therefore, the project's short-term construction-related noise impact are less significant 
with implementation of these mitigation measures. '

Reference

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Noise, please see Section IV.K of 
the Draft EIR. ....

T .v • S'

:-v'

4.
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The project results tn tho following impacts/whlch are found to be significant and 
unavoidable. ; . •' ,

A. Aesthetics . ;V'"' ''-'/'K. - V . . .

Construction: Although temporary in nature, construction activities associated with the 
project are likely give the project site a visually unappealing quality for tie duration of 

. theseecflvltlefi*-V:'-;’ ■■■■ . :

Operation (Vertical Zone 3 Signage Only): Potential impacts of the project SUD signage 
depend on several factors, including the size, height and location, the level of lighting. 
and animation permitted, along with the concentration of signage (Le , the location of 
multiple signs Within the same area), and the locations of sehsitfra receptors relative to 
signs. High levels of animation are permitted in the Vertical Zpne: $ signage on the Reef 
building and proposed hotel building, including Controlled Refresh I (changes every 8 . 
seconds), and Limited Animation I (changes every two minutes). The Vertical Zone 3 
signage on the Reef building Is visible at some distance from, tile site, and be prominent 
because the signage can extend up to 184 feet and because of the high levels of 
animation permitted on this signage. The Vertical Zone 3 signage on the proposed'hotel 
building extends up to 240 feet, and be prominent because of the permitted animation. 
Therefore, Vertical Zone 3 signage impacts are significant during the daytime and 
evening operating hours. ■\\ .;; 7;.:v:;

Light and Glare; Even though the animation of the signage within Vertical Zones 1 and 2 
would be less than permitted, in Vertical Zone 3, impacts of permitted east-facing 
signage within Vertical Zones 1 and 2 on the Reef building are significant because of the 
prominence of the signage concentrated at this location. Accordingly, the substantial 
increase in lighting from this concentration of signage substantially and adversely affects 
the surrounding area. ; ,• '.y7

Shade/Shadow; The project shadows during the Spring and Fall Equinox cover all or 
part of the Rutland Apartments, a shadow sensitive residential use, for more than three 
hours between the hours of 8:00 AM and 4:00 PM, resulting in a significant and 
unavoidable impact.

Project Design Features

The City finds that Project Design Features PDF-AES-1, PDF-AES-2, PDF-AES-3, PDF- 
AES-4 and PDF-AES-5, which are incorporated into tiie project and incorporated into 
these Findings as fully set forth herein, further reduce light and glare Impacts and retied 
good planning and design practices currently promoted by the City. These Project 
Design Features were taken into account in the analysis of potential impacts.

Mitigation Measure .

Light and Glare: The City finds that Mitigation Measure MM-AES-2, which is
incorporated into tire projed and incorporated into these Rndings as tolly set forth 
herein, further reduces tiie light and glare impacts and refleds good planning and design 
practices currently promoted by the City and, therefore, is required. This mitigation 
measure was taken into account in the analysis of projed impacts. However, this 
mitigation measure does not reduce the significant impad to a iess-than-significant 
impact

1.

2.
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M- ' %V-;i r.
Shade/Shadow: There ara no feasible mitigation measures the project could Implement 
to evold. significant shadow Impacts to the Rutland Apartments' during the spring and fall 
equinox, which is caused by the angle of the sun in combination with the rotation and 
orbit of the earth around the sun;. ' .

3.’ Findings . _............

Changesandalteratlons arid mitigation measures, where available, have bdeh required 
' foror Incorporated into the project to redube unavoidable aesthetic impacts to tiie 

greatest extent possible. There are riO additional measures which the City can impose to 
reduceaesthetic impacts to tessrthan-s^mificiant levels ..... ..........................

Construction' Even with cxtfripflau^a^-'iiM^ra^^in^' measure®* the temporary
impacts rotated to construction of the project are significant add uhayoldablefc .::, . ::................................. ' -■* ■—••••/ - ~ x i :Tr ' • • • • •• • i -• < •* ■ • •

/'Operation (Vertical Zone 3 Signage): Even witfi impiementatldn of Project Design 
Fdatufes PDF'-XeC^ C 3; 4, and S, and Mitigation MeasureMM-AES-2, Impacts to 

V visUat character bf tiip proIed stie afe sighiflcant arid unavpidabie with respect. tor

}■ 1

< ii V

u>•l \K }

V f> f.

Ft .i
i v

Light and. Glare: Cue td the Concentration of signape oh this Reef building in Vertical ; 
Zones 1,2, and 3, including the number and size of signs permitted in these locations, 
impacts related to the cchcentratfon otsignage on the Reef building, specifically Vertical 
Zone 3 signage, are significant and unavoidable; ^ : > ; ^ • r ■

•i
SHade/Shadow; Shadow impacts of the project on the Rutland Apartments during the 
spring arid fall equindx Would be significant and unavoidable.

RationaletonrFtodirige->v;;• ,V.i- Av-5;v-’’or v■/

Construction: AltiiOiigh temporary in nature, constructiori activities give the project site a 
visually unappealing quality for the duration of 60 months. Temporary fencing could 
partially shield views ofconstruetion activities and equipment. However, construction 
activities' typically Include both a disturbance irr existing natural arid man-made features 
and the development of structures, which, at least temporarily; are devoid of external 
treatments designed to improve visual character. Temporary construction-related towers 
and cranes could also interfere with existing view lines. Therefore, construction activities 
result in temporary changes as viewed from nearby viewsheds. Even with compliance 
with regulatory measures, the temporary impacts related to construction of the project 
are significant and unavoidable; : ■ / ; \

Operation (Vertical Zone 3 Signage Only): Project signage permitted under the Reef 
project SUD includes four large sign areas - the Reef (23,050 square feet in Vertical 
Zone 3, and 9,700 square feet in Vertical Zone 2); North. Tower (14,858 square feet in 
Vertical Zone 2); and South Tower (15,480 square feet in Vertical Zone 2). Signage is 
visible in the surrounding area, including the Superior Court building, LATTC, Hill Street, 
Washington Boulevard, and other streets to the west High levels of animation are' 
permitted in the Vertical Zone 3 signage on the Reef building and proposed hotel 
building, including Controlled Refresh I (changes every 8 seconds), and Limited 
Animation I (changes every two minutes). The Vertical Zone 3 signage on the Reef 
building is visible at some distance, and is prominent because of high levels of animation 
and the elevation to which this signage can extend (up to 194 feet): ' The Vertical Zone 3 
signage on the hotel building could extend to a greater height (up to 240 feet), and

4* •



Case NO. CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR F-86

therefore be prominent because of tha permitted animation. In addition, this signage 
does not contribute to the aesthetlo image of an urban center. Therefore, impacts of 
permitted north-, east-, south-, arid west-feeing Vertical Zone 3 signage are significant. 
No feasible mitigation measures, other than reduction or limitation of animation of 
signage related to Sign Zone 3, are available to completely address tiie impact 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AES-2, which limits thb operating hours of 
Sign Level 3 signage -to address the lighting impact associated with this signage, 
reduces the visual impact of this signage during nighttime hours to less than significant 
However, the Impact remains during the dayfime land evening hours when the signage is 
in operation. Reduction of sigtiaga and limitation of animation as a means of mitigating 
this Impact are discussed in Section Vi, Alternatives, of the DraftEIR. However, the City 
finds these alternatives to be Infeasible as more fUlty explained in the Sections X and XII 
of these Fjndlngs. Therefore, impacts to visual character of the prelect site, are significant 
and unavoidable, with respect to Vertical Zone 3 animated signage during tiie daytime 
and evening operating hours, of tiie signage. ,v

Shade/Shadow: Shadow figures for buildout of the project are shpvm in Rgure IV.B-16 
(Project Summer Solstice Shadows); Figure IV.B-17 (Project Winter Solstice Shadows); 
and Figure IV.B-16. While Summer and Winter shadows are less than significant, 
Equinox shadows are significant As shown in Figure IV.B-18 of the Draft EIR, tha 
project casts far-reaching shadows to the west through the east during the Spring and 
Fall Equinox. These shadows shade commercial uses directly north of the project site, a 
comer of the four-story mixed-use Da Capo building, which includes the Rutland 
Apartments, to the north, and portions of South Hill Street and West Washington 
Boulevard. At 4:00 PM spring and fall shadows from the project are cast in a 
northeasterly direction. These shadows shade commercial uses directly north of the 
project site, the Rutland Apartments, a portion of South Hill Street, portions of West 
Washington Boulevard, and extend to the Santa Monica Freeway. These shadow 
impacts exceed the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide shade/shadow thresholds and, 
therefore, impacts are significant and unavoidable.

Reference ^

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Aesthetics, please see Section 
IV.Bofthe Draft EIR. •

Air Quality

Violation of Air Quality Standards or Substantial Contribution to Air Quality

Mass Daily Construction Emissions (VOC Only): Based on conservative assumptions, 
the mass daily construction-related emissions generated during the project construction 
phase exceeds the thresholds of significance recommended by the SCAQMD for VOC 
only.

Mass Daily Operational Emissions (VOC and NOx Only): The nearest sensitive receptors 
to the project site are the residents of the Rutland Apartments building boated across 
Washington Boulevard from the East Block, approximately 100 feet north of tiie project 
site. The closest schools to the project site are the Santee Education Complex and Frida 
Kahlo Continuation High School located approximately one block east VOC and NOx 
operational emissions are significant and unavoidable at these sites.

Mass Daily Construction and Operational Emissions Cumulative Impacts - VOC 
(Construction and Operation) and NO* (Operation Only): The mass daily construction-

5,
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related'rind operational emissions'generated by the project exceed thresholds Of 
slgnfflcancerecommended by the SCAQMDfor VOC (constructlonancloperatfons)and 
NO)c (operatlons): ln acco^ance Ayith SCAQMD guidance, these eififesions are 
cumulativelyconsiderable. . ' v.v;•i

freeway Adjacent Health Risk

The' project is located In close proxlmity to the 10 Freeway and therefore a Health Risk 
Assessment ^aspreparedtoevaluatepetentlalcancerrisksassoclatedwiththe project 
The asSeSsrrieiit round the cancer risk for the residential scenarios of the project ranges 
firim ,IT# fef per one million, which exceeds the SCAQMD stationary source 
thresholdoflOiri one million: - . ' - ■' • ’ ‘ v' '

; , 3. Project Design Features

The City finds that Project Design Features PDF-AQ-1, pdF-aq-2. pdf-aq-3, pdf-aq- 
4, PDF-AQ-S and PDF-AQ-6, which are incorporated Into the project and Incorporated 
Int6theseRndlhgSasfullysetf0rthhereInpreducethepotentIalairqualityimpacteofthe

IdNsitlEini^ eMBircs taken into account in the analysis of
potential Impacts . , .

; •' '.'4^ • MitigationMeasures;-^"; V.\ • As*.;V;': •; VvvY’",' ;

: MassDaity Construction Emissions ^ VOC Only, Mass Daily Opereticrial Emlssibns
VOC arid Ndx, Only;; and MSss Daily Cdnstructibn and Operational Emissions 
Cumulative impacts - VOC (Coristfuctionand Operation) and NO^ (Operation) Only: 
Since the project results in potentially significant air quality impacts related to VOC and 
NO*, and Mass Daily Construction and Operatbhal Emissions Cumulative Impacts for 
VOC (Construction and Operation) and NCV (Operation) only; the City finds that 
Mitigation Measure MM-TR-13, which is incorporated into the project arid incorporated 
into, these Findings as fully set forth herein, further reduces tee air quality impacts and 
reflects good planning and design- practices currently promoted by the City , and, 
therefore, is required. This mitigation measure was taken into account in the analysis of 

' . project impacts.: .. • .

Freeway Adjacent Health Risk: Since the project results in potentially significant air 
quality impacts related to Freeway Adjacent Health Risk, the City finds that Mitigation 
Measures MM‘AQ-1, MM-AQ-2, MM-AQ-3, MM-AQ-4 and MM-AQ-5, which 
incorporated into the project and incorporated into these Rndings as fully set forth 
hereto, further reduce tiie air quality impacts and reflect good planning and design 
practices currently prompted by the City and; therefore, are required. These mitigation 
measures were taken into account in the analysis of project impacts; .

' 5, Findings' . : : . : ■ . . '

The City finds that changes and alterations and mitigation measures were made to the 
project to reduce the significant air quality impacts of the project No additional measures 
are available to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels. Specifically:

Mass Daily Construction Emissions (VOC Only): Mass daily construction emissions for 
VOC generated during project construction are significant and unavoidable.

Mass Daily Operational Emissions (VOC and NO* Only): Mass daily operational 
emissions for VOC and NO* are significant and unavoidable.

v .)• V

A *
» t y* ;
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Mass Daily Construction and Operational Emissions Cumulative Impacts - VOC 
(Construction and Operation) and NOx (Operation) Only: Cumulative Impacts with 
rasped to VOC during construction and operation and NOx during operation only 
significant and unavoidable. v ^ -

Freeway Adjacent Health Risk: Freeway adjacent health risks are conservatively * 
assessed to be significant and unavoidable, although these risks are associated with the 
existing environment, and are not a direct or indirect environmental effect of the project

Rationale for Findings :,VS' :

Mass Daily Construction Emissions (VOC Only): The analysis' of mass daily
construction emissions was prepared utilizing CalEEMod recommended by the 
SCAQMD with the assumption that the project comply with the fugitive dust control 
requirements of SCAQMD Rule 403, The mass daily eonstroctioh-reiated emissions are 
shown in Table IV.C-7 of the Draft EIR. As shown in Table IV.C-7, mass daily 
construction emissions for VOC generated during project construction exceed tire 
thresholds of significance recommended by the SCAQMD. The SCAQMD threshold of 
significance for VOC is 75 pounds per day, and the estimated mass daily construction 
emissions of the project is 129 pounds per day. Therefore, construction emissions with 
respect to VOC only would be significant and unavoidable, /

Mass Daily Operational Emissions (VOC and NOx Only): According to the analysis 
shown in Table IV.C.-8 (Estimated Mass Daily Operational Emissions) of the Draft EIR, 
the SCAQMD threshold of significance for VOC is 55 pounds per day, and the estimated 
project net increase in mass daily operational emissions is 76 pounds per day. Similarly, 
the SCAQMD threshold of significance for NO* is 55 pounds per day, and the estimated 
project net increase in mass daily operational emissions is 60 pounds per day.
Therefore, VOC and NOx operational emissions are significant and unavoidable.

Mass Daily Construction and Operational Emissions Cumulative Impacts - VOC 
(Construction and Operation) and NO* (Operation) Only: Mass daily construction 
emissions for VOC generated during project construction exceed the thresholds of 
significance recommended by the SCAQMD. Therefore, the mass daily construction- 
related and operational emissions generated by the project exceed thresholds of 
significance recommended by tiie SCAQMD for VOC (construction and operations) and 
NOx (operations). ‘

Freeway Adjacent Health Risk: As shown in Table 6 in Appendix IV.C-2 to the Draft 
EIR, the summation of carcinogenic risk from all primary Mobile Source Air Toxics 
(MSATs - diesel particulate matter (DPM), formaldehyde, 1,3 butadiene, benzene, 
acrolein, acetaldehyde, and naphthalene) for the worst-case ground level location at the 
project site totaled a carcinogenic risk of 17.7 per one million for the 9-year residential 
scenario, 24.8 per one million for the 30-year residential scenario, 29.2 per one million 
for the 70-year residential scenario, and 1.6 per one million for the 25-year worker 
scenario. The cancer risk of 1.6 per one million for the 25-year worker scenario is below 
the SCAQMD stationary source threshold of 10 in one million. However, the cancer risk 
for the residential scenarios ranges from 17.7 to 29.2 per one million, which exceeds the 
SCAQMD stationary source threshold of 10 in one million. Therefore, the EIR 
conservatively concludes that the cancer risk from freeway sources on project residents 
is significant because of the exceedance of the SCAQMD stationary source cancer risk 
threshold.

are
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Reference?/.;-:-/.. V ■ > V ‘ /-’;V o';A :'y. •?. •
tfor a cornpiete dtscussfon ofImpacts assocfated With Air Quality.pleasesee Section '

■ ■ iV,Cofthe Draft EIR;-V;.'. ' •

.. ■ Noise!:'V-tv,:;0V■:/,y-v' Ky\-:]': ■■■''■'.-i ' .

Cdmuteifoe iSbra^iiet^' imiracteahdbj^tion .ihiTpiiqlf-. <7?*‘S^Siat'Viw^^of j-liilStreet:
, d^velbpment of theprojeCt irt qonJunrtlort wiW tHei other ReiatedProjeeta results in an 

increase in construction-related and traffic-related noise as well as on-site stationary 
noisq soijrces in the aiready urbanized area ;:ofv; ti^4 City; If it Was constructed 

. concurrently withthe project coristrtictibn of Related Project No; 53, a residential 
development locatecf at 22p ^ Washington BoufevardT approximate[y 600 feet east of ; .

: ' (iapildbS. Ad^itfdhall^ the
cumulative bperatibna| trafffc noise impad StrSetwSstof Hill Street, where there
are residential land uses,fssignificanfandunavoidabie' " " ;-V: ‘ ; '

, 1. , MitigationMeasures 1 ’
' : ’ V. 'O'* .\;7 ‘O' " ■ -4‘*' v \ , ■ V • - ,

The City finds that all feasible mitigation measures to reduce 'cumulative construction 
nbjseand cumulative traffic noiseimpactshave been imposed and that there are 
further feasible mitigation measures the project could implement to avoid significant 
cumulative traffic noise impacts at 17th Street west of Hill Street or tiie potential 
signiflcam cumulative cohstructipn noisS impacts if Construction for Related Project 53

0.

no

2*0.' Findings k; ; O' •;:/^ vy ' O'^v"' V:v> ; O,.- fO;■' .

Cumulative Constiructibn Noise Impacts: The cumulative construction causes significant 
and unavoidable Impacts if Related Project 53 is constructed concurrently with the
project, 0;00-''0.\ 0.' O'-.' ...; .,.-0,,...: \

Cumulative Operation Noise impacts: The cumulative operational traffic noise impact on 
the residential uses on 17th Street west of Hill Street is significant and avoidable.

3; Rationale for Rndings • .

Cumulative Construction: The following Reiated Projects are within 1,000 feet of the 
project site and could cause cumulative construction noise impacts: (i) Related Project 
No. 6, the LA Trade Technical College - 5-Year Master Plan is located at 400 W. 
Washington Boulavard,approximately 350 feetwest; (ii) Related Project No. 42, 
Mixed-Use, Building development located at 233 W. Washington Boulevard, 
approximately 400 northwest; and (Hi) Related Project No. 53, the Washington Boulevard 
Opportunity MU (Mercy Housing), a residential development located at 220 E. 
Washington Boulevard, approximately 600 feet east The existing residential building at 
the northwest corner of Washington Boulevard and Main Street (represented by 
Receptor R2) has direct line-of-sight to both the project and the Related Project No. 53. 
Therefore, if construction of Reiated Project No. 53 were to occur concurrently with the 
project cumulative noise impacts at Receptor R2 could occur. .

The mitigation measures as Specified for the Related Project No. 53 and the project 
would reduce the construction noise at the residential building at the northwest comer of 
Washington Boulevard and Main Street Nonetheless, even with mitigation measures, if 
nearby Related Project No. 53 were to be constructed concurrently with the project, it is

a
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conservatively concluded that significant and unavoidable cumulative construction noise 
Impacts could result .5- 1

Cumulative Operation: The noise levels associated w|tii existing traffic volumes and 
future year 2035 traffic volumes with the project are provided in Table IV.K-17 of the

existing traffic noise levels by 3.3 dBA Leq along 17*** Street (west of H||l Street), and by
3.1 dBA at the other two locations. With respict to the 3.1 dBA Increase on the Pico 
Boulevard (east of Main Street)* and Grand Avenue (between Venice Boulevard and 
Washington Boulevard) segments, this increase does not constitute a significant impact 
because these segments contain commercial land uses. Per the La. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, the 3 dBA threshold applies when the projected noise Is within the “normally 
unacceptable* or “clearly unacceptable- category. The land usesalong the 17th Street 
(west of Hill Street) segment Includes residential uses, the projected notee environment 
on this segment would be within the “normally unacceptable* categoryfor residential 
land use and the 3dBA threshold would apply. Accordingly, cumulative noise impacts 
this roadway segment are significant and unavoidable. ^

Reference - - -■ :'.y • ■ . 1

on

4.

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Noise, please see Section IV K of 
the Draft EIR. . ■ v ' . , \ ; . . ■ ■: . .;.. *

Transportation/Circulation

Operation: Even with Mitigation Measures MM-TR-1 through MM-TR-14, there is one 
remaining significant impact in the AM peak hour (with this impacted intersection 
operating at LOS D), eight remaining significant impacts in the PM peak hour (with 
of the impacted intersections operating at LOS D, six operating at LOS E, and one 
operating at LOS F), seven remaining significant impacts in the Friday Evening peak 
hour (with two of the impacted intersections operating at LOS D or better, one operating 
at LOS E, and four operating at LOS F), and one remaining significant impact in the 
Saturday Midday peak hour (the impacted intersections operating at LOS C). Mitigation 
Measure MM-TR-14 reduces the significant impact at the project’s Main Street driveway 
to less than significant. However, this mitigation measure requires modifications to the 
Sports Museum driveways, which are located on private property outside the control of 
the project applicant, and would therefore require the concurrence of the Sports Museum 
property owner. In the event the Sports Museum property owner does not agree to the 
modifications, Mitigation Measure MM-TR-14 are infeasible and impacts at this location 
are significant and unavoidable.

Project Design Features

The City finds that Project Design Feature PDF-TR-2, which is incorporated into the 
project and incorporated into the Findings as fully set forth herein, reduce the potential 
operational traffic impacts of the project This Project Design Feature was taken into 
account in the analysis of potential impacts.

Mitigation Measures

The City finds that Mitigation Measures MM-TR1, MM-TR-2, MM-TR-3, MM-TR-4 MM-
TR-5, MM-TR-6, MM-TR-7, MM-TR-8, MM-TR-9, MM-TR-10, MM-TR-11, MM-TR-12,
MM-TR-13 and MM-TR-14, which are incorporated into tiie project and incorporated into
these Findings as fully set forth herein, are included to further reduce the operational

D.
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\

'I

CIty.Thesemitigation measures Wire token Into account In the analysis of project 
" impact# ":l ' *" " ■ .............'v« *r»'

i

Findings

alterationsandmitigatlon measures.whereavallable, have heart required 
. for pr^IncpfT^^ted Into the projept to rddtice unavoidable operaljOnal tteflic Impacts to :

_ greatest extent possible. There are no addttJonal measures which the Xity can 
Impose ta reduce the unavoidable operational traffic impacts to le^-tliahrsIgniflGant

'l^l&^peclf!ci|^' ^ ” ....... " ' ’ ''' ’ ’................ ' ' ‘ '

Operation - intersections: Even with impfepientatidriof toemitfgatibr 
oneremalningsignificant impact in the AM peak hoi# eight remainlng significant 
impacts In the PM peak hour, seven remaining significant impacts In the Friday Evening
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Operation - Driveway: VVito Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-TR-14, impacts 
frorrt the project’s Main Street driveway are teas than significant, However, silica this 
Mitigation MeasUre requires the approval of modifications to priNteite property not within 
the cohtroiof the City, tiie City finds that without tiie cooperation of the Sports Museum 
Property Owni# this Mitigation Measure Is infeasible and impacts at tills location are 
significant arid unavoidable. ;

4.]"--'" Rationale for Findings' YV';Y\- :Y-; • Y'; Y'p''''' Y:Y!y-’ ■ •: Y:-

Operation: Tables 7.2 through 7.5 in tiie Traffic Study (Appendix N to the Draft EIR) 
show tiie change in V/0 at toe significantly impacted intersections after implementation 
of tob mitigation measures, and compare tobSe changes to LADOT significance criteria 
to detennine whetoer the irhpacts at toe intersections are significant after mitigation, 
intersections identified in thesetablesas“Partially Mitigated8 would not have their 
impacts reduced below toe threshold ofsigntfleance, and these impacts are sfejnificant 
and unavoidable. There are no additional feasible mitigation measures which can be 
imposed to reduce the operational traffic Impacts to these Intersections to a jess-toan- 
significant (evef.

Driveway: The project Main Street driveway adversely impacts the Sports Museum 
driveways, which are located across Main Street from the project site. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure MM-TR-14 reduces the impact at this location to less than 
significant Ih the event tiie Sports Museum property owner does not agree to toe 
modifications associated with Mitigation Measure MM-TR-14 on tiie Sports Museum 
property, Mitigation Measure MM-TR-14 is considered infeasible and impacts at this 
location are significant and unavoidable.

' 5. Reference /Y . ;Y Yv '

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with TranspOrtation/CIrculatfon please 
see Section IV.N of the Draft EIR.

X. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT

In addition to the project, the Draft EIR evaluated a reasonable range of five alternatives 
to toe project. These alternatives are: (1) No Project Alternative; (2) Alternative Use 
(Office Campus); (3) Reduced Height/Reduced Signage; (4) Reduced Density; and (5)

x
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Existing Zoning (Industrial). In accordance withCEQArequirements, the alternatives to 
tne project include a "No ProjecFaltemative and aitematjves capable of eliminating the 
significant adverse impacts of the project These alternatives and their Impacts which 
are summarized below, are more fully described in section VI of the Draft EIR 

.* Summary of Findings • . ‘A

Jollo^n9 analyeis. the City finds, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15096(g)(2), that none of the alternatives Of’feasible mitigation measures within its 
powers would substantially lessen or avoid any significant effect the project would have 
on the environment .................. , > . -

B. Project Objectives

h flfewmtsj^s.bf afematives to the project is the degree

described In the Draft EIR Section If, Project Description, both the Cfef^nd^aMlirant 
have established specific objectives concerning the project which are incorporated bv 
reference herein and discussed further below. ^ r ?

to

C. Project Alternatives Analyzed \ Vr —

Alternative .1 - No Project Alternative ,v;;"

Under the No Project Alternative, the project would not be constructed, and the protect 
site would remain in its currant condition with the existing 861,162 square foot 12-story 
plus basement Reef building, surface parking lots with approximately 1,100 parking 
ipa<if*„an? an approximately 11,150 square foot warehouse building. The analysis of 
the No Project Alternative assumes the continuation of existing conditions, as well as 
development of the Related Projects described in Draft EIR Section III. Environmental 
Setting. ■' ■ '! y ’ ■

• Impact Summary: The project results in significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
wsual qualify, light and glare, shade/shadow, air quality, traffic noise, and transportation 
whidi would be avoided under the No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative 
would avoid most of the project's less-than-significant impacts as well. The No Project 
Alternative does not have potentially beneficial impacts resulting from the project with 
respect to water quality, and would not implement any regional or local planning policies.

Findings: The No Project Alternative reduces adverse environmental impacts compared 
to me project Therefore, the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior to the 
project However, the No Project Alternative does not satisfy any of the Project 
Objectives, discussed below. It is found, pursuant to Public Resources Code section 
21081, subsection (aX3), that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations identified in Section XII of these Findings 
(Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible the No Project Alternative 
described in tile Draft EIR.

1

Rationale for Findings: The No Project Alternative maintains the project site in its 
current condition with the existing 861,162 square foot 12-story plus basement Reef 
building, surface parking lots with approximately 1,100 parking spaces and an 
approximately 11,150 square foot warehouse building. However, there would be no 
renovation, construction, use and maintenance of a mixed-use project As a result the 
No Project Aitemative does not create 1,444 housing units, nor generate approximately 
3,808 employees. In addition, the No Project Aitemative does not create community
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' serving amenitles such as: '(i) 67,702 square feet of retail/festaurant uses; (ll) a 29,355 
; square-fopf grocery store; (fit) a17,597square-foot gallery; (fv)a 7,879square foot 

fitness/yoga studio, Thera also Would riot be approximately 1,906 bicycle parking spaces 
providing ; connectivity to the nearby bus and light rail lines. Therefore, tha No Project

•• >;•

Referencci Fpra completediscusslonofimpacts assoclated with Aiternatlve l, please 
see Section VI oitheDraft EIR. ,• , ' ' .

Alternative 2 - Attemate Use (Office Campus) ■ <’2

UhdertiWAlteffteto
retail comnierclal uses atthesame density aSthe project The Reef building Would 

, remain injte cuirerit.lbb^ be fnodltied( similar to the praje^, to fabpnfiguiNs
' ■' up^;'t^4...tSi$rPPQ7 ^Ua’re^.-ofwtoj^Waf^£sh%owfidbfi|>--

newpitiducie. Inadcfitiprt.uptoao.OOOsquafefeetofejtfstingfidprareaOhtheground 
ffobr may be converted to 20,000 squire f^t of iafeil space arid 10,oOdsqijare feetof 
restdurantspace. TTie additfoirt bf the 8.000 squiui to^ the Reef
building would not be Included under thls alterhatiVer Under the Alternate USe . 
Alternative, 1,625,538 Square feet of new office uses would be provided within five hew 
buildings, including[ two six-stbfy buildings; av IZefoiy building, and; two high-rise 
buildings, 19 and 31 stories, respectively, lip to 54,364 square feet of hew retail uses 
would be provided on the ground floors of the office buildings, located throughout the 
campus.Coupled with thesquare fbotage withlh the Reef building, titeAlternate Lind 
Usi Alternative includes 2,017,932 square feet of. office, 369,063: square feet of 
whoIesale/showrOom use, 69,705 square feet of event space; and 84,364 square feet of 
retati and restaurant uses. The devefopmehf density of this aKerhatiVe would be 6.0:1. 
Paridng wbuld be in a seven-story aboye^ground garage on the West Block, and in 
subtenaneah parking garages oh tiie Bast Bldck, similar to the project Iffe Alternate 
Use Alternative includes Ota same Reef Project SUD signage program as would be 
provided under the project, with the same signs as identified in the Reef project SUD to 
be ideated Oh corresponding buildings Under this Aitemative (e.g>, the two high rise 
office towers would be analogous to the North Tower and South Tower, Under the 
project, arid the 12-stoiyofnce building would be analogous to the project hotel building).

Impact Summary; The Alternate Use Aitemative Has Higher significant and unavoidable 
impacts than the project with respect to air quality, freeway health risk, cumulative traffic . 
noise and transportation. The Alternate Use Aitemative has similar significant and 
unavoidable Impacts as the project with respect to visual quality, light and glare, and 
shade/shadow. The: Alternate Use Alternative has higher less-than-significanf impacts 
than the project with respect to utilities (solid Waste, electricity), and lower less-than- 
significant impacts than ttie project with respect to biological resources (trees), public 
services (recreation and parks, libraries), and utilities (wastewater, water, natural gas).

Findings; The Alternate Use Alternative has higher significant and unavoidable impacts 
than the project with respect to air quality, freeway health risk, cumulative traffic noise 
and transportation. The Alternate Use Aitemative has similar significant and unavoidable 
impacts as the project with respect to visual quality, light and glare, and shade/shadow. 
Also, the Alternate Use Aitemative has higher less-than-significant impacts than the 
project with respect to utilities (solid waste, electricity), and lower less-than-significant 
impacts than the project with respect to biological resources (trees), public services 
(recreation and parks, libraries), and utilities (wastewater, water, natural gas); The 
Alternative Use Aitemative implements some of the Project Objectives, but not to the
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_ as the project It is found, pursuant to Public Resources Code section 
21081, subsection (a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, Including considerations Identified in Section XII of these Findings 
(Statement of Overriding Considerations), make Infeasible the Alternate Use Aitemative 
described in the Draft EIR.

Rationale for Findings: The Alternate Use Aitemative would mean the absence of the 
development of, among other elements of the project, (1) 549 residential apartment units, 
including 21 live/work units, In eleven low- and mid-rise buildings; (ii) 895 residential 
condominium units in two high-rise buildings; and (iil) a 208-key hotel. In its place would 
be the development of a mix of office and retail commercial uses, at the same density as 
the. project In addition, daily trips associated with thisaliematfvej, upon which the 
calculations of greenhouse gas emissions are based, would be 17,849, compared with 
12,737 under the project, an lncrease of approximately 39%. Project-related GHG 
emissions per service population Would be only slightly below the SCApMU significance 
threshold. Since traffic-telatedemissibns are a large proportion of total GHG emissions, 
and traffic would increase approximately 39% under the Alternate Use Aitemative, GHG 
emissions associated with the Alternate Use Alternative exceed the significance 
threshold. Accordingly, impacts of this Alternative with respect to GHG emissions are 
higher than the project, and are therefore significant and unavoidable. .Also, under the 
Aitemative Use Aitemative, new project-related vehicle trips are generated that exceed 
the traffic generation associated with the project, as shown in Draft EIR Table VI-4 (Trip . 
Generation by Land Use - Alternate Use Alternative). Accordingly, Impacts of tills 
aitemative would be higher than the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts related 
to traffic. \ '

The AKemate Use Aitemative Implements the following Project Objectives to a lesser 
degree than tile project; (i) To provide the amenities necessary for the Magic Box to 
attract top-notch events to the City of Los Angeles (i.e., Hotel not Included); (ii) To create 
an urban center that is compatible with and complementary to currently ongoing growth 
in the resident population of Downtown Los Angeles (i.e., reduced mix of uses); (Hi) To 
generate additional annual tax revenues to the City of Los.Angeles, including property 
taxes, sales taxes, transient occupancy taxes, and gross receipts taxes; and, (iv) To 
provide an integrated mixed-use project that is economically viable and serves the 
needs of the community and the region.

The Alternate Use Aitemative does not implement the following Project Objectives 
because this alternative does not include housing nor create a dynamic 24-hour activity 
center and not have a hotel nor the restaurants, entertainment, or resident- and 
community-serving retail components of the project: (I) To provide for the development 
of an underutilized site near public transportation through the replacement of surface 
parking lots with new housing, retail uses, restaurants, and a hotel to meet anticipated 
market demands; and, (ii) To construct a complementary, integrated set of land uses 
and signage that promotes the creation of a vibrant and dynamic 24-hour activity center 
that provides the opportunity for people to live, work, and entertain.

Reference: For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Aitemative 2, please 
see Section VI of the Draft EIR.

3. Alternative 3 - Reduced Height/Reduced Signage

Under the Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Aitemative, the same uses as the project 
are. included (residential, hotel, retail, grocery), at a slightly lower density than the 
project. The Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Alternative limits building heights to 12

same
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: stories/143feet>whlch!sgenerallyequ!valent totheprevaiHng heightsofthe tallest
buildings Ideated Iri the ylclnit/, specifically t(ie <tommSi^a(bulldlng|o<^

. . acrossWashlngtonBoulevardtothe north.andtheSuperfor.Courtbuildfng located 
ImmediatelyacroSs Hill Streetto thewestUnder theReducedHelght/Reduced Signage ' 
Alternative, theReef building remainsand Ismodiffed.slmilar tothe project, to 
reconfigure' u£ to ; 180,050; sqtjsire:; ftet of\ iisecl.v fibr.
y^Olesal^shpwroprapgei^tjons Ipte creative o$ca;spbq§.; In addition^tip; to- 30,00d . .

" '• of e^fln^\flSibir areai. ■
„iajispqitoand lO.OOOsqusrei$a£^ j^s^Uranf TTie addl^n!of th0 6,0dQ

v It?.vtjN^';'Risief: edtientotive. ‘
■; ti^li^#:;' iftac.,1=^dtK»tfV Ndy'sljfnaig!ai.; the^f; ; iniuhibef. of ''

jp^iipe^,..Hi»yafiey0^ ib^sauiar of the • •.'•

•. V:/. ;^npl0TOrnfuw#-15,‘dp^rant*' H<e^HV|Ft^tjded>;'

i !.'■.'•‘ a^r^rcrv^e^J^*!^ of inefteif jUj^lcAjlirig a
34*7^^ IriibfuclOid Injthis alternattv^.,

; Obupt#i Wtth thp square focMge vyithfn ^e Reef bultdlngv the development density of 
.'.!t!^iai$ijf!i|p£ii$ji|^^diwt^tKii fc":- ■ •.

ac&mmbdatad in nlrip new bulidlrlps up tb 12 stories In height Parking! Is provided In a 
seven-story above-ground garage on the West Block, and In subterranean parking 

' '• • garages on the East Blocks •'• -■ V,’. '>: /" . .

Under theReducecfHetohtiRe^^ Aitemative, signage follows the same
frarneWork asthepro/ect However, bedauseofthe reduced heightof buiidihgs included 
in this alternative, signage within Vertical Sign Zona 3 is substantially reduced in 
visibility. Under the Reduced Heighf/Reduced Signage Alternative, signage on the Reef 
building Is reduced in stee by 50% compared to the project, and highly animated signage 
isnotbe permitted in Vertical Sign Zone 3 on the Reef building. . . \ ; >

Impart Summary: the ROduCed Height/Reduced' Signage Alternative avoids the 
significant and Unavoidable impacts of the project with respect to visual quality* light and 
glare, and cumulative traffic noise. The Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Aitemative 
has the same significant and unavoidable temporary construction visual quality impacts 
as the project The Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Alternative has lower, but still 
significant and unavoidable impacts compared to the project with respect to 
shade/shadow, air quality, freeway health risk, and transportation. The Reduced 
Height/Reduced Signage Alternative has lower less-than-significant impacts than the 
project with respect to public services and utilities.

Findings: The Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Alternative avoids the significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the project with respect to visual quality, light and glare, and 
cumulative traffic noise. The Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Aitemative has the 
same significant and unavoidable temporary construction visual quality impacts as the 
project The Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Alternative has lower, but still significant 
and unavoidable impacts compared to the project with respect to shade/shadow, air 
quality, freeway health risk, and transportation. The Reduced Height/Reduced Signage 
Aitemative has lower less-than-significant impacts than the project with respect to public 
sendees and utilities. The Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Aitemative implements 
some of the Project Objectives, but not to the same degree as the project. It Is found, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081, subsection (aX3), that specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified In Section XII of these Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations),

v_\;
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make infeasible the Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Alternative described in the Draft 
EIR.

Rationale for Findings: The, Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Aitemative reduces 
building heights to 12 stories/143 feet Under the Reduced Height/Reduced Signage 
Alternative, a total of 1 ,(310 apartments and live /work units, arid 434 condominiums are 
provided. Up to 101.941 square feet of new retail uses, including a 34,705 square-foot 
grocery stqrer,and a 127-rpom hotel, rather than tf 208-rbom hotel, are included In 
Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Alternative. Coupled with the square footage within 
the Reef building, the development density of this alternative is approximately 5.15:1. 
The development under this Aitemative is accommodated in nine new buildings up to 12 
Stories in height Parking is provided in a seven-story above-gmund garage bn the West 
Blocks and in subterranean parking garages on the East Block. Under the Reduced 
Height/Reduoed Signage Alternative, signage on toe Reef building is reduced in size by 
crt0/ ’ 1 1 L!,"L ’ ’ is nqt be permitted in Vertical
Sign Zone 3 on the Reef building^

As shown in Draft EIR Table VI-11 (Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Alternative Net 
Employee Generation), the Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Alternative generates 
approximately 3,689 employees, which results In a net increase of approximately 1,042 
employees on the project site from existing conditions. The project results in a’ net 
increase of approximately 1,161 employees; therefore, this aitemative results In a lower 
level of employment generation than the project The Reduced Height/Reduced Signage 
Alternative implements the following Project Objectives to a lesser degree than the 
project because this aitemative does not include a dynamic 208-room hotel: (I) To 
provide the amenities necessary for the Magic Box to attract top-notch events to the City 
of Los Angeles (I.e., smaller Hotel); and, (ii) To generate additional annual tax revenues 
to the City of Los Angeles, including property taxes, sales taxes, transient occupancy 
taxes, and gross receipts taxes (i.e., smaller project).

Reference: For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 3 olease 
see Section VI of the Draft EIR ’ p

Aitemative 4-Reduced Density4.

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, the same uses are included as in the project 
(residential, hotel, retail, grocery), at a lower density than the projecL Under this 
Aitemative, the Reef building remains and is modified, similar to the projecL to 
reconfigure up to 180,000 square feet of the space currently used for 
wholesale/showroom operations into creative office space. In addition, up to 30,000 
square feet of existing floor area on the ground floor may be converted to 20,000 square 
feet of retail space and 10,000 square feet of restaurant space. The addition of the 8 000 
square-loot rooftop restaurant In the Reef building is included under this aitemative. 
Under the Reduced [tensity Aitemative, the uses are reduced by approximately 25% 
compared to the projecL For instance, restaurant uses sue reduced from 45,657 square 
feet under the project to 17,959 square feet under this aitemative and retail uses are 
reduced from 60,045 square feet under the project to 45,701 under this aitemative. This 
aitemative does not have the 17,507 square-foot Gallery or fitness/gym/yoga studio. A 
total of 1,069 residential units, 93 hotel rooms, and 80,406 square feet of reteil uses 
including a 34,705 square-foot grocery store, are included under this alternative’ 
Because of the different configurations of the residential buildings that occur under this 
aitemative, the mix of apartments and condominiums is differenL Under the Reduced 
Density Aitemative, a total of 535 apartments and live /work unite, and 534 
condominiums (rather than 895 under the project) are provided. Coupled with the square
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footage within the Real; building, thedevelopment derail^; of thisalternatlveis : 
a^hpxih^afely 4.97:1. The developmant uhdejr this alternatlve Is abcdmrhodaied fn elght '

' new bulldingsup tbIO storibs/121 feet In Height, and a single residential tcftyer lip to 420 
feet ir» height parking Is prbvldecf In a seVeri-stbry above-ground garag||" on the West

Under the Reduced Density Altematfve. slgnage follow the same framework as the 
' , project/ However. because of the reduced heighf of bulldfngS included lri thls altemative,

V signagewithinVerticalSign-Zdne-3 IssubsfentialiyTedbdedvfsibft^K eb^c^apt f6jr .. 
high-rise restdentlal tower, which includes the same signage as pemitted for the South; 
Tower under the project;

i v**w» ;• •‘.•.Lf. •; ;*’■ • tv t t: -• \r■?■■■: :»♦ *»’».• ■> • '• •: x-• ;-.v -w- <>. •' ^ ^ >. -x x • vr- > . v. •. •• v- . • • •. _, ,

. Impa^ Summaryj The Reducedpeneity; Alfemattv^.aw^ and •
unavoldable impacts of the project with respect to shade/shadow. and cutTiufatlvQ trafflc . 
noise.TheReduced Density Altemative has lowen butstillsignificantandunavoidable 
Impactbckimparecttbthepn^^ hedlth risl^ and ”
transportation. The Reduced behsity7MtemaUve has similar sI|nrfic^t and unavoidable • 
impactsasthe projectwith respectto visualquality. and lightandglara^TheReduced 
Density AltemativneAVould haveibyvsif less-tHari-sighifiCbrit impbCts than tHepfbjectvvith 
respecttapubllcservices and utilities, and bonstiructibn Impacts.' ; < . '

v r<
• s

Findings: The Reduced Density; Altemative avoids tfie significant and Unavoidable 
, Impacts of the proJect with resp.ect tp shadefeHadbw, and ^
: 1:, RedU^ Dehsity Afteirnative haf ibwe^ but stilf significsm^

(^mpahetfe fe; thbsf project;: with*redtpiebf;; tc^: ^; finbN&(wi«^ Heatdr1 rfsjfe*:'. shd.
transportation. The Reduced Density Altematfve has similar significant and unavoidable 
impacts as the project with respecttovisualquality, and light and glare,. The Reduced 
Density Aitemative has lower less-than-significant impacts than the prbject with respect 
to public sendees and utilities* and construction impacts; . ^ v v " ^ ;'

(n addition, the Reduced Density Aitemative implements some of the Project Objectives, 
but not to the same degree as the prbject. It is found pursuant to Public Resources 
Code section 21081, subsection (aX3)> that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in Section Xlt 
of these Rndings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible the 
Reduced Density Aitemative described in the Draft EIR. - ^

Rationale for Findings: the Reduced Density Aitemative provides the same uses as the 
project (residential, hotel, retail, grocery), at a lower density than the project The Reef 
building remains in its current location and is modified;, similar to that project Also under 
the Reduced Density Alternative, the uses are reduced by approximately 25% compared

.........to the prbject For instance, restaurant Uses are reduced from 45,657 square feet under
the project to 17,959 square feet under this aitemative and retail uses are reduced from 
60,045 square feet under the project to 45,701 under this aitemative. Similarly, there Is 
no 17,507 square-foot Gallery nor a fitness/gym/yoga studio. A total of 1,069 residential 
units, 93 hotel rooms (rather than 208 rooms under the project), and 80,406 square feet 
of retail uses; including a 34,705 square-foot grocery, store, are included under this 
alternative; Under the Reduced Density Aitemative, a total of 535 apartments and live 
Aivork units, and 534 condominiums are provided. Coupled with the square footage 
within tiie Reef building, the development density of this aitemative is approximately 
4.37:1. The development under this Alternative is accommodated in eight new buildings 
up to 10 stories/121 feet in height and a single residential tower up to 420 feet In height. 
Parking is provided in a seven-story above-ground garage on the West Block, and in 
subterranean parking garages on the East Block. Also, project signage follows the same



Case No. CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP43UX-ZV-SPR P-08

conceptgal framework as the project However, because of the reduced height of . 
buildings IndMcled (n this alternative, signage within Vertical Sign Zone 3 Is substantially 
reduced in visibility, except for the high-rise residential tower, which Includes the same 
signage as permitted for the South Tower under the project

This alternative Implements tee following Project Objectives to a lesser degree than tee 
project because there is a smaller hotel, fewer housing units, fewer community- and 
resident-serving entertainment' uses, and less commerdai. sguare footage. whlch 
generates jess annua) tax revenue for the City as (tempered to the project: (I) To provide 
ted amenities necessary for tee Magic Box to attract top-notch events to the City of Los 
Angeles (Le.; smaller Hotel); (Ii) To create sot urban center that Is compatible with and 
complementary to currently ongoing growth In the resident population of downtown Los 
Angeles; (iii) To provide for tee development of an underutilized site near public 
transportation through tee replacement of surface parting lots with new housing, retail 

• uses, restaurants;, and a hotel, to meet anticipated market demands; (fv) To provide an 
integrated mixed-use project teat Is economically viable and serves this needs of the 
community and tee region; (v) To support regional.mobiiity goals and local and regional 
growth policies by encouraging development In arid around activity centers, reducing 
vehicle trips and public infrastructure costs; and, (vi) To generate additional annual tax 
revenues to the City of Los Angeles, including property taxes, sates taxes, transient 
occupancy taxes, and gross receipts taxes (I.e., smaller project).

Reference: For a complete discussion of Impacts associated with Aitemative 4, please 
see Section VI of tee Draft EIR. '

5. Aitemative 5 - Existing Zoning (Industrial) ^

Under the Existing Zoning Alternative, the project site is developed with an industrial 
building at tee density permitted by the existing M1-2 zoning. Under this aitemative, the 
Reef building remains in its current location, and is modified similar to the Project In. 
addition, up to 30,000 square feet of masting floor area on tee ground floor may be 
converted to 20,000 square feet of retail space and 10,000 square feet of restaurant 
space. Under tee Existing Zoning Aitemative, 1,679,357 square feet of industrial 
development is provided in a single building located on tee East Block. Parking for all 
uses contained within this Aitemative is provided In a single above-ground parking 
structure located on the West Block. This aitemative does not provide, as compared to 
the project (i) a 29,355 square-foot grocery store; (ii) a 17,507 square-foot gallery; (iii) a 
7,849 fitness/gym/yoga studio; (iv) a 208-room hotel; (v) 895 condominiums; (vi) 528 .
apartments; and (vii) 21 live/work units.

Impact Summary: The Existing Zoning Aitemative avoids the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the project with respect to visual quality, light and glare, freeway health risk, 
cumulative traffic noise, and the project driveway. The Existing Zoning Aitemative has 
the same temporary significant and unavoidable impact as the project with respect to 
visual quality during construction. The Existing Zoning Aitemative has lower significant 
and unavoidable impacts compared to the project with respect to shade/shadow, air 
quality and transportation. The Existing Zoning Aitemative has lower less-than- 
significant impacts than the project with respect to public services and utilities (water, 
wastewater, natural gas), and construction impacts, and higher less-than-significant 
impacts with respect to utilities (solid waste, electricity).

Findings: The Existing Zoning Aitemative avoids tee significant and unavoidable impacts 
of the project with respect to visual quality, light and glare, freeway health risk, 
cumulative traffic noise, and tee project driveway. The Existing Zoning Aitemative has
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v thesametemporary significant ahd unavoidable impact as the project withrespect to • 
viSuai ()uali^ dui1h0 cons^ctioh/TheEjdstin0 Zbnlng Alternative has lowdif Significant 

. . andunavoidable impactscdmpared to die prbject virttH 'respsef toshade/shadow,alr 
qualltyahdtiSnsportadonvTheExIstlrigZoningAiternativehasIdwerless-than- 
significant impacts theft thepinb|ect with respect to pubilc services and iifiiitfes (water, 
wastewaterrnatura(gas),andconstroctIon impacts.and higher less-than-significant 

... iidip«el9.iii^ftn.rs^^sdt'tK>"utittle»9VM#*7'^ ' .

in, addition* the. Existing Zoning Alternative dpisS not implement some of the Project 
Objectivesftthis ssatje/deireS as theprojectIt isfound, jstinsiiiaht to Public Resources 

2ioetfi^y':sub^ecttbinh (a)^ that" sj^fcific^ecohorntc; lega^ s6ciafr 
technol6gical, or oth6r cdnsiderations( including consideratlons Identified irr Section XII 

;: *■'make Infeasible the Existing 
Zoning Aitemative described in the Draft EIR. >’ . ' 1 1 '

.:r;' Rationale for Findings: The Existing Zoning Alternative develop the project site with
: l ,679,35? squaiS feSt pf ihdustnal deyeibprnent ln e sihgfe building located bn the East

BlbcibThe InduS^^t builcfins at the by ftiiai ebdatlrifit Mif-iz *'
: zdnlhsiv, The Reef building remains in itscufrent ibcatiort/antf ismodifledslmitar tip the 

. i .■ 'tfsi'jyjHbitfsdfl&br.• •, 
rhay bd converted to 20.000 square fbefdf retail space and 10,000 square feet of 
restaurant space.; Parking for all uSes contained within this alternative Is provided in a 

. ;. single above-ground parking structure Ideated On the Wept Bibpfc, This aitemative Would
riot^ preiyidp, ascomparedfpfbeproject (i> St 29,355 square-foot grocery store; (ii) a 
17,507 square-foot galfery: (iii) a 7,849 square-foot fitness/gym/yoga studio; (iv) a 208- 
rdom hotel; (v) 895 condominiums; (vi) 525 apartments;arid (vii) 21 BVeAvork units. ,

Operation of the Existing Zoning Alternative also results in ongoinggeneration of solid 
waste; Over ttie long-term, the Existing Zoning Aitemative generates approximately 
8,74^: net ppd? of solids wasti; Over existing conditions (See Draft EIR: Table VI-34 
[Estimated Solid Waste Generation for Existing Alternative]). AS stich, this
altemathre generates approximate^ 622t ppd more solid waste than the project, resulting 
in a net generation of 8,120 ppd over existing conditions,* .

This aitemative implements the following Project Objectives to a lesser degree than the 
project due tip the absence of the grocery store, gallery, fitness studio, hotel and housing 
units: (i) To preserve and promote the Reef as a creative environment that supports the 
design, rapid prototyping, production; sales, innovation; and exhibition of new products;
(ii) To provide a design that emphasizes pedestrian and public transit opportunities, and 
that integrates linkages between pedestrians, public transit facilities, and the public 
roadways; (iii) To support regional mobility goals and local and regional growth policies

....... ......... by encouraging development in and around activity centers, reducing vehicle trips and
public infrastructure costs; and, (iv) To generate additional annual tax revenues to the 
City of Los Angeles, including property taxes, sales taxes/ transient occupancy taxes, 
and gross! receipts taxes (i.e;, smaller project)* This Aitemative would not Implement the 
following Project Objectives due to the absence of the grocery store, gallery, fitness 
stodio, hotei and housing units: (!) To Construct a complementary, integrated set of land 
uses and signage that promotes the creation of a vibrant and dynamic 24-Hour activity 
center that would provide the opportunity for people to live, work, and entertain; (ii) To 
provide the amenities necessary for the Magic Box to attract top-notch events to the City 
of Los Angeles; (iii) To create an urban center that is compatible with and 
complementary to currently ongoing growth In the resident population of Downtown Los 
Angeles; (iv) To provide for the development of an underutilized site near public 
transportation through the replacement of surface parking lots with new housing, retail
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uses, restaurants, and a hotel to meet anticipated market demands; and, (v) To provide . 
ah integrated mixed-use project that is economically viable and serves the needs of the 

. commdnHy and the region. .-v W'- 7’: 7.-;7- '• ■■ ' 7V ■ '

Reference; For a compie^ discussion of impacts associated with Aitemative 5, please 
■ ; - see Section VI of the Draft EIR. ' 7; :7.7.y7■■7 .■ v; .

Alternatives Rejected, as Being Infeasible ; ‘

In addition to the five alternatives listed above, another aitemative was considered and 
rejected. Specifically, this aitemative would consider an alternate site. This alternative 
wad rejected as being infeasible because no other, site could accommodate the project 
(e.g. with an easting commercial buifdlng suitable for adaptive reuse, adjoining surface 
parking lots, and in the vicinity of a transit station) that is owned or under control of the 
applicant in the City. Accordingly, this alternative was considered but rejected as 
infeasible.. .; ;, 7.7^.'7-7''. V ■•77-.- -7;; \ :-'7;'7 7:7 •;-7-7 .7 -.7

D,

Environmentally Superior Alternative ;

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives 
to a proposed project shall identify an environmentally superior aitemative among the 
alternatives evaluated in an EIR. In addition, Section 15126.6(eX2) of the CEQA 
Guidelines states that: “if the environmentally superior aitemative is the ‘no project1 
aitemative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 
other alternatives." ■ : :.

The selection of an environmentally superior aitemative is based on an evaluation of the 
extent to which the alternatives reduce or eliminate the significant impacts associated 
with ttie project, and on a comparison of the remaining environmental impacts of each 
aitemative. v ,

Of the alternatives evaluated, the No Project Aitemative is considered the overall 
environmentally superior aitemative as it would avoid nearly all of the impacts that would 
occur under the project. However, although most impacts are avoided under the No 
Project Aitemative, the beneficial aspects of ttie project, such as the new 1,444 housing 
units, ttie new jobs created by ttie project, ttie improvement of the project site with 
distinctive design, architecture and landscaping, and the fulfillment of numerous regional 
and City plan and policy goals for the area would not occur. Without development of the 
project at the project site, the No Project Aitemative would not meet any of the Project 
Objectives.

Among the other alternatives, the Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Aitemative is 
environmentally superior to ttie projecL The Reduced Height/Reduced Signage 
Aitemative reduces building heights to 12 stories/143 feet Under the Reduced 
Height/Reduced Signage Aitemative, a total of 1,010 apartments and live /work units, 
and 434 condominiums are provided instead of the 1,444 units in ttie projecL Up to 
101,941 square feet of new retail uses, including a 34,705 square-foot grocery store, 
and a 127-room hotel, rather than a 208-room hotel, are included in Reduced 
Height/Reduced Signage Aitemative. Coupled with the square footage within the Reef 
building, the development density of this aitemative is approximately 6.15:1. The 
development under this aitemative is accommodated in nine new buildings up to 12 
stories in heighL Parking is provided in a seven-story above-ground garage on the West 
Bbck, and in subterranean parking garages on the East Block. Under the Reduced 
Height/Reduced Signage Aitemative, signage on ttie Reef building is reduced in size by

E.
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■ ;. SOv^compared to the project; and highly animated
, ■/.' Si^rf ZOne3onthe yV':v;y;’>‘v

Because die Reduced HeiphtfRfidubpd Signage reduces the buildlng helghts. signage 
program and develbprrient: density; as compared to the project; tine Reduced 
Height/Reduced Slghage Alternative avoids tiieslghifteaht and unavoidable impacts of -• 
the project With respect to visual quality, light and glare, and cumulative jEnAfe noise. The 
Reduced Height/ReducedSrgnageAlteniatlvehasthesathesigriiflcantandunavotdablB 
tej^craryir'construction vvisual qualli^ Impact?!/js; the pro|e^-iJtie Reduc^- . 
Hel{$l/^Pced^^ jiiflQ:. ■ .

'cby]h|bat^jci^ tfidi' gbfejieM'rids||iec|' te ^jlr freieyuSQf
: health risk; arid transportation;;-t^Si haei: _ ;

lower less-than-significant tmpactsthanthe proieotWithrespecttopubllcservices and 
utilitiee. f 1 ’ 1

The Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Alterhadve implements all but the two following 
Project Objectives: (i) To provide theamenittes necessary fortheMagic Boxta attract 
top-notch events to ttie City of Lbs AngeieS (Lb.{smaller Hotel); and (ii) To generate ; 
additionalannualtaxrevenuestotheCityof Los Angeles, including property taxes.sales, 
tSxes; ttansient bcCupancy taxes, and grPse receipts takes (LS., smaller project): ■

." XI. OTHERCE^dON^iDEI^tiONS:.^^ : v '

" .V, ‘ A. Growth Inducingjmpacts/h </—/•■••' ■:

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the ways in which a 
proposed project could induce growth. This includes ways in which a project would foster 
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly 
oriitotrectiy.inttaeuiTOundlngenvtrOT^ • • •., \ ; . .

The project generates approximately 3,808 employees; which results in a net increase of 
approximately 1,161 employees on the project site over existing conditions. This 
increased employee population could patronize lo«ii businesses and services in the 
area; and foster economic growth* The potential concentration of employment in this 
area of the City under the project is consistent with the regional growth management 
policies discussed in detail in Section IV;J (Land Use & Planning) of ttie Draft EiR.
These policies promote development activity in existing developed areas, especially 
ones near existing transit and transportation infrastructure; such as the project site. The 
project fosters economic growth and revitalizes ah underutilized area by adding 
businesses to the project site. The employees associated with the project could, in turn, 
patronize existing local businesses and services in the area. Additionally, short-term and 
long-term employment opportunities are expected to be provided during construction 
and operation of the project

The City’s Southeast Community Plan policies also encourage new growth and 
development in areas with diverse economic and physical needs that do not require 
extension of other major infrastructure systems. Specifically, the Community Plan 
encourages the development of projects with mixed-use commercial and residential 
development. The goal is to provide housing close to jobs, to reduce vehicular trips, to 
reduce congestion and air pollution, to assure adequate sites for housing, and to 
stimulate Pedestrian Onented Districts to enhance the quality of life in the Plan area. 
Therefore, this projected employment growth is not expected to cause growth (i.e., new 
housing or employment generators) or accelerate development in ah undeveloped area 
that exceeds projected/planned levels, and that results in an adverse physical change in

Is not permitted in Vertical
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the environment; or Introduces unplanned infrastructure that was not previously 
evaluated in the adopted Community Plan. Therefore, projected employment growth

The project results in a net increase of 1,101 employees over existing conditions, which 
;'J iult in Induced housing growth Oft and in the vicinity. The project could include *

some high-skilled jobs, and those employees may choose to relocate or the project site 
or ridarby In Downtown Los Angeles to be closer to their jobs. The types of jobs, which 
include office, commercial, and. hotel, at the project site could enable employees to have 
wide range of housing options, However, some of tee new employees are likely to be 
drawn from tee local labor force readjjy available In tee Southeast Community Plan Area 
and surrounding communities^ In addition, It Is likely that many of the employees 
ssaodlated with lises to be located or relocating to the project site are long-term 
residents of other nearby communltles and are unlikely to relocate. According to the 
Draft/Proposed Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, the population in the Southeast 
Los Angeles Community Plan area is expected to increase by 28,422 persons between 
2008 and 2035. The construction of 1,444 additional residential dwelling unite on the 
project site is expected to accommodate between 2,224 and 8,309 new permanent 
residents in the City. The addition of these new residents is within the Community Plan 
growth projection, representing between approximately 8 percent and approximately 22 
percent of tee Community Plan total growth for the period of 2008 to 2035. Since the 
population growth associated with the project is within the projected growth for the 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, impacts related to population growth 
projected to be less than significant. _ ^

are

B.

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines provide an EIR is required to address any 
significant irreversible environmental changes that would occur should the proposed 
project be implemented. The types and level of development associated with the project 
would consume limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources. This 
consumption would occur during construction of the project and would continue 
throughout its operational lifetime. The development of the project would require a 
commitment of resources that would include (1) building materials, (2) fuel and 
operational materials/resources and (3) the transportation of goods and people to and 
from the project site.

Construction of the project requires consumption of resources that are not replenishable 
or that may renew slowly as to be considered non-renewable. These resources include 
certain types of lumber and other forest products, aggregate materials used in concrete 
and asphalt (e.g., sand, gravel and stone), metals (e.g., steel, copper and lead), 
petrochemical construction materials (e.g., plastics), and water. Fossil fuels, such as 
gasoline and oil, are be consumed in the use of construction vehicles and equipment 
The consumption of these resources are out through tee construction period. The 
commitment of resources required for the type and level of development would limit the 
availability of these resources for future generations for other uses during tee operation 
of the project. However, this resource consumption would be consistent with growth and 
anticipated growth in the Los Angeles area.

Concurrently, the project contributes to a land use pattern that reduces reliance on 
private vehicles and the consumption of non-renewable resources in a larger context. 
The project is within walking distance of the Blue Line and includes 1,906 bicycle parking 
spaces, thereby fostering the use of alternate modes of transit Further, the project 
includes design features and be subject to building regulations that reduce demands for
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i

energy resources needed to support project operations;' for instarice, Project Design
nrt^^UFias which the

projectconserveswaterandenergyandbebulltinaccordancewithLEEDstandards, in 
addition, with compliance v^tii ejdstirip regulatdry measures, the project is requtredtp 
confirm that thecapacity of the lociai arid tifUrik lines are sufficlent to accommbdate the.

smrvivWi ''pw0ci;„ Tfte.
projefci; fi;disb^e^d^d:.k>'‘<x)mply. Wltlt^, thaV^QIS) .,:Tltia' 24pairt 0- bunding Godsend the

r$^dinoconstruction and

i

tf.r %i•it •A.IV*4 s;xi * \ t*r .'j*“* j.*,yf’-y ■i.sV- ' ' •*vtf * IK>........................................,__ , v t,, ( ............. s .... , .„. . ! 'A "V... » . • i ■ ... ....................................

Continued use of non^renewabfe resources (s expected to be on a relatively small scale 
andconslstentwithregidnalandlocaigrpwthforecastslnthearea, aswellasstateand

;:vr '•'
'y 'afl^^'acoii^^^^s^ngi ’resoupq^i' 'rt^P- ;^";id!#rt^ar^vbf"su<^1i' .'•■- ' .

• b^-piwiid.ftwr
•"• future use through project implemenfation.: arai
. .r' Justified betause the project provides much Hi^ii^ joboppbrtunitfestoarea

residents. and open space. retail and restaurant amenities to tile^bi^iini ’̂' The '. .
' • projbfc&r l^v^rsiBltii^;:i^atig#e^rt0''fh^tV;'<eii^/rrhhnieht related to the consumption of

' ttesigniflcint ........

CEQA Considerations ' ::f+y 4

1; The City; actlri^i through the Department of City Planning is the “Lead Agency* for the 
project evaluated the EIR. The City finds that the EIRwas prepared in compliance with 
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has independently reviewed and 
analyzed the EIR forthe project, that the Draft EIR which was circulated for public review 
reflected its independent judgment and that the Final EIR reflects the independent 
judgment of the City , .

Z The ElFf evaluated the following potential project and cumulative environmental 
impacts: Aesthetics; Air Quality; BiologicalResources; Cultural Rasburces; Geology and 
Soils;.. Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Hydrology and 
Water Quality; La jrdUseand Planning; Noise; Population, Housing, and Employment;
Public Services; Trehsportation; and Utilities; Additionally, the EIR considered Growth 
Inducing impacts arid Significant irreversible Ehvirorimentai Changes. The significant 
environmental impacts of the project and the alternatives were identified in the EIR.

3. The City finds that the EIR provides objective information to assist the decisions 
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of thb project The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies,

........... private organizations^ and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding tire
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after tire review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period.

4. Textual refinements and errata ware compiled and presented to tire decision makers 
for review and consideration. The City staff has made every effort to notify tire decision 
makers and tire interested public/agenties of each textual change in tire various 
documents associated with project review. These textual refinements arose for a variety 
of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents.would contain errors and would 
require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated in 
order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public participation process.

\ V.J.Xt
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The Department of CHy Planning evaluated, comments on environmental Issues 
received from personswho revlevved the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the 
Department of City Planning preparad written responses describing the disposition of 
significant ei^rpnrnenta) Issues raised. The Final EIR provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned response to the comments. The Department of City Planning renewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received npr the responses to such comments add significant hew 
information regarding environmental impacts to the *Draft EIR. The Lead- Agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, Including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental Impacts identified 

■ and analyzed in the EIR. v . v. '.V— W'VV

6. The Final EIR documents changes to the Draft EIR. The Final EIR provides additional
information that was not included In the Draft EIR. Having reviewed the information 
contained In the Draft EIR and the Final EIR and in the administrative record, as well as 
the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines regarding recirculation of Draft 
EIRs, ttie City finds that there Is no new significant impacts, substantial increase in the 
severity of a previously disclosed Impact, significant information in the record of 
proceedings or other criteria under CEQA that would require recirculation of the Draft 
EIR, or preparation of a supplemental or subsequent EIR. ; -y ■

Specifically, the City finds that:

a. The Responses To Comments contained in tile Final EIR fully considered and
responded to comments claiming that the project would have significant impacts or more 
severe impacts not disclosed in the Draft EIR and include substantial evidence that none 
of these comments provided substantial evidence that the project would result in 
changed circumstances, significant new information, considerably different mitigation 
measures, or new or more severe significant impacts than were discussed in the Draft 
EIR. '/■ : ' ;■ ^ \ : / ■.

b. The City has thoroughly reviewed the public comments received regarding the project 
and the Final EIR as it relates to the project to determine whether under the 
requirements of CEQA any of the public comments provide substantial evidence that 
would require recirculation of the EIR prior to its adoption and has determined that 
recirculation of the EIR is not required.

c. None of the information submitted after publication of the Final EIR, including 
testimony at the public hearings on the project, constitutes significant new information or 
otherwise requires preparation of a supplemental or subsequent EIR. The City does not 
find this information and testimony to be credible evidence of a significant impact a 
substantial increase in the severity of an impact disclosed in the Rnal EIR, or a feasible 
mitigation measure or alternative not included in the Rnal EIR.

7. The mitigation measures identified for the project were included in the Draft and Final 
EIRs. As revised, the final mitigation measures for the project are described in the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP). Each of the mitigation measures identified in the 
MMP is incorporated into the project The City finds that the impacts of the project have 
been mitigated to the extent feasible by the mitigation measures identified in the MMP.

8. CEQA requires the Lead Agency approving a project to adopt a MMP or the changes 
to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with the mitigation measures during project implementation. The 
mitigation measures included in the EIR as certified by the City as adopted by the City
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seri/esthatfunctloH. The MMPfriblude^ allpfthamltiOatlorirtiaasuires and projecidasign 
. features adopted by did Cftyiri cdnne<^onwiththeapjjroval of the project and has been ;

, designed to ensure[v-clbitipRarice-'vmV"du6hi■■■ rr»dBiMri,aS'''.dtiriit9; Implementation of the 
project. In accordance withCEQA, the MMP provides the means tdensiird dial the 
mitlgatlon measures are fulty enforceablsv lii accordance tyitft the requirements of 

: Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby adopts the MMP- > <
• " • 1'■W' ............... -

" 91 lb aedbrdahdl withr the requfrementi of Public Resources Sectional 081.0, the City >
hereby adopts each of the mttlgation measuresexpressly set forth hereinas conditions .

• ' ofapprovalfortheproject, ...... •:=••• ■ • •

*

it.
f 7..v.

t

idi The cbstddlaiii ofthe documents or other rhpieriat which; constitute the record of; 
proceedings uponwhich theCity'sdecision is based is the City Department of Cifyo 

. Planning ^ ^ :';’^v,;V '•• • ' -

l€ Thb City finds ahd dedaTesthat substantial; evidence far each aricf every finding 
made herein is contained In the EIR. which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is

12. The City is certifying an PIP for, and is approving and addptirig findings for, the 
entirety of the actions described in these Findings and In the EIR as comprising the

■ . project;: .. J \ '• 'f4 -' .

V 131 iris EIR is a Project EIR for purposes of envirbriniental analysis of the projsrt- A 
Project EIR examines the envnronnfientaf effects Of a spscjfic project the ^IR serves as 
the primary environmental Compliance document for entitlement decisions regarding the

f..;

Guidelines and Eguivalency Program which IS part of 
the project were fully disclosed ahd analyzed in the EIR and that this pfogram for 
potential future changes to the project will occur, if requested, only after subsequent 
environmental ....................................

1& The City finds that none of the public comments to the Draft EIR or subsequent 
public comments dr other evidence in the record; including the changes in the project in 
response to input front the community and the'Council Office; include or Constitute 
substantial evidence that would require recirculation of the Rnal EIR prior to its 
certification and that there is no substantial evidence elsewhere in the record of 
proceedings that would require substantial revision of the Final EIR prior to its 
certification, and that the Rnal EIR need not be recirculated prior to its certification.

XII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS ;

The Rnal EIR identified the following unavoidable significant impacts: 1) Aesthetics - 
Sign Vertical Zone 3 animated signage; lighting associated with the total level of signage 
on the Reef building; visual impacts during construction; shade/shadow impacts on the 
Rutland Apartments; 2) Air Quality - construction VOQ emissions; construction and 
operations VOC amissions; operation NO* emissions, and freeway adjacent health risks; 
3) Noise -cumulative traffic noise on iTtit Street west of Hill Street; and 4) 
Transportation/Circulation - cumulative construction traffic and operational traffic at two 
intersections in the AM peak hour, nine intersections at PM peak hour, 10 intersections 
at the Friday PM peak hour, and one intersection at the Saturday Midday peak hour. 
Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15093(b) of the 
CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decisions of the public agency allows the

14. The City finds that the
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occurrence of significant impacts identified in the. Rnal EIR that are not substantially 
lessened or avoided, the lead agencymust state In writing the reasons to support its - . 
action based on the F|nat EIR and/or other information in the record. Article I of the City's 
CEQA Guideline!* Incorporates all of the State CEQA Guidelines contained In Title 15, 
California Code of Regulations, Sections 15000 etseg. and thereby requires, pursuant 
to Section 15065 (bj of the CEQA Guideline^ that the decision maker adopt a Statement 
of Oyerridlrig Considerations at the time of approval of a Project rf it flnds that significant 

. adverse environmental effecte Identified In the. Final EIR Cannot, be substantially 
lessened or avoided. These findings and the Statement of pverHdlng Considerations are 
based on substantial evidence Irt the record, including but not limited tothsFinal EIR, 
the source references in the Final EIR* and other documents and material that constitute 
the record of proceedings. . . • . . .

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The 
City recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation 
of tits project Having (I) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (il) rejected as 
infeasible alternatives to the project, (Hi) recognized all slgnlfloaht unavoidable impacts, 
and (iy) balanced the benefits of the project against the project's significant and 
unavoidable impacts, the City hereby finds that the each of file project’s benefits, as 
jlsted below, outweighs and overrides the significant unavoidable impacts of the project

Summarized below are the benefits, goals and objectives of the project. These provide 
the rationale for approval of the proposed project Any one of the overriding 
considerations of economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits Individually 
would be sufficient to outweigh the significant unavoidable impacts of the project and 
justify the approval, adoption or Issuance of all of the required permits, approvals and 
other entitlements for the project and the certification of the completed Final EIR. 
Despite the unavoidable aesthetics, air qualify, noise, and transportation/circulation 
impacts caused by the construction and operation of the project, the City approves the 
project based on the following contributions of the project to the community:

• Construct a mixed-use center with an integrated set of land uses, the first of Its kind 
in the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, with a 208-key hotel to sen/e 
tile project and area attractions.

• Provide publicly accessible mid-block paseos on the project's West Block (the 
Exchange) and East Block (the Strand), with a terrace, cate, outdoor seating, a 
performance space and landscaping.

• Add a new cultural amenity to the area in the form of a 17,507 square-foot public 
gallery designed to host local, national, and international exhibitions and expositions.

• Provide benefits to underserved neighborhoods in Los Angeles through school and 
cultural programs.

• Contribute to the expansion of the City’s economic base through the development of 
currently underutilized property, generating a one-time sum of $2.07 million in 
construction revenues to the City and approximately $5.58 million in recurring City 
General Fund revenues.

• Provide significant job creation by generating a net increase of 1,161 employees on 
the project site, including, but hot limited to, 174 hotel employees, 80 grocery store 
employees and 163 employees for the retail uses.

• Add opportunities for local entrepreneurs to set up shop at the project site by proving 
micro-retail shop spaces at the outer edge of the West Lot parking structure.

• Create employment-generating land uses close to existing and proposed residential 
uses that provide opportunities for residents of the surrounding area to shorten 
regular commutes and, thus, reduce vehicle miles traveled and air emissions.
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' .... : resolution ..

WHEREAS, the subject property is located within the area covered by die Southeast Los 
Community Plan (“Community Plan”), which was adopted by the City Council on March 
22,2000 (CF 99-0496); and

WHEREAS, die applicant is proposing to develop a mixed-use project consisting of 
1,444 dwelling units, a 20$-key hotel,'ti7J702squarefeet of retail/restaurant space, ^ a 

. 29,355 square-foot grocery store, a 17;507 square-foot gallery and retention of the
" ' ’ ' ’ ........ ' ' y,and No':-v.- ■ .

WHEREAS, to carry out the above-referenced project die applicant has requested a 
General Flan Amendment to (a) change the land use designation for the subject property

for
...................... designation;

and, (c) modify Footnote No. 1 of the General Plan Genaalized Land Use Map for the 
Community Plan area to reflect that the subject property is not subject to the height 
restriction of Height District 1, and...................................................

i
the Community. Plan area to reflect the Community Commercial land use

WHEREAS, the General Plan Amendment is consistent with Charter Sections 555,556, 
and 558, representing an " ' ‘ '
Plan; and -’VvY'Y

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission at its meeting of August 11,2016, approved 
the foregoing General Plan Amendment; and ^ ^

consistency between zoning and the adopted Community Plan as required by California 
State law; and ^

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the Los Angeles City Charter, the Mayor and 
the City Planning Commission have transmitted their recommendations; and

WHEREAS, the requested General Plan Amendment is consistent with the intent and 
purpose of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan to designate land uses in an 
orderly and unified manner, and

WHEREAS, the subject request would provide for a more logical and uniform pattern of 
planned land use development that is compatible with surrounding land use designation 
of the General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the project has been analyzed in an Environmental Impact Report, SCH No. 
2014071054, in accordance with the City’s Guidelines for implementation of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) by the Department of City Planning.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Community Plan shall be amended as 
shown on the attached General Plan Amendment Map.
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; vi/^-'y^.lifHllRlAjS, Theappllcant,PHR LA MARtiJLC.propb^
’ use, arid nia|ntaln a miXetj-Ufe project at 1900 South BroadWay, fntfteCitybf Los 

Angele&; IWproperty ArisiMBsdr Parcel Nutnbbri: 5126*036-605;
Si 26-b3Q$66, 5126^30^06* 5123-030-011,5126^31 -^6^; atid. 6i;26-C)3l -01 bi Ilia; 
approximately 9.7-acre pr^erty ^hslsta of ^iyo City blocf& £>puiriclf^d by Washington 
Boulevard to the north, 218fStreetto the south, Hill Street to the west, and Main Street

V-4
}%?#' ^.fi^acre western block is curreritly developed with
the appr^rpateiy W,t62;^yar^b^12rstc>ry Reef buil^lh0(fonffef^ the l*a; Mart)
arid 4QO suifate parking s(^^ The appiifa)4ih^iy4;r^^
block w art a^TOxfiTiatB^ 11 ,*l6»a sqti^i^fofPtt^; -j
warehouse/distribution buildingand700surfaceparking spaces(EastB!ock).TheWest 
Block arid the East Bfock are separated by Broadway .........

WHEREAS, the flatty will be developed with a mixed-use project. New ;
construction totals approximately1,680,300 squarefeet of floor area and includest / v 
(()649resid^araparftneritjmits, including 21I fofe/wqrk unite; (ii> 895 residential 
condominium units; (iii) 69,400 square feet of retailuses, including: a 29,355square-* 
foot grocery store; (lv) 35,657 square feet of restaurant/bar square footage; (v) a 
208-key hotel; (vi) a 17,507 square-foot gallery (vii) a 1 *622 square-foot community 
room, and (lx) two fiiness/yoga studios totaling 7,879 square feet The project also 
includes 2,512 parking spaces and 1,906 bicycle parking spaces, The project; including 
the Reef buiidinp, will contain 2,541,468 square feet of floor area upon foil build out;

WHEREAS, the project will retain the existing uses within tire Reef building and 
includes renovation of the ground floor Into 20,000 square feet of retail space and
10.000 square feet of restaurant space. In addition, the project will add approximately
8.000 square feet to incorporate a new restaurant and additional outdoor space to 
accommodate events on the rooftop of the existing Reef building;

WHEREAS, the project includes a comprehensive signage program unique to 
the project, consistent with the transit-oriented mixed-uSe nature of the project, 
necessary to attract visitors, facilitate activity at the pedestrian scale and support current 
and future investment in the area along the Blue Line;

*!V'

WHEREAS, this Sign District Ordinance (Ordinance) Incorporates the existing 
and approved signage for The Reef, as well as new signage for the project to activate 
this part of Southeast Los Angeles as a major transit-oriented residential; commercial, 
and entertainment destination in the City; '

WHEREAS, development of the project will enhance the social, cultural and 
economic goals of the City; will expand the economic base of the City by providing ' 
additional employment opportunities and additional revenues to the region; and will 
specifically enhance the Southeast Los Angeles community by providing new residential



units, business opportunities, public gathering open space and a pedestrian friendly 
environment in a transit-oriented area; and a

WHEREAS, the project, Including this Sign District Ordinance, presents a major 
economic opportunity to Create good jobs and investment in the city and in the 
Southeast Los Angeles community, and to serve as a catalyst for renewed investment 
in Southeast Los Angeles as a key business, entertainment and cultural destination.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 00 ORDAIN 
AS FOLLOWS: .'-'AY; > ' : V ;

Section 1

A. Authority and Scope* As of the Effective Date of this Ordinance, the City 
Council hereby establishes The Reef Transit-Oriented Sign District (District), which shall 
be applicable to that area of the City shown on Map 1 for the area bounded by 
Washington Boulevard to the north, 21 st Street to the south, Hill Street to the west, and 
Main Street to the east, and is separated by Broadway. Notwithstanding LAMC Section 
13.11 B, the District is hereby established in the C2 zone encompassing the project 
area. Y.-■ V; ;. \ : Y ' ■ •

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE REEF SIGN DISTRICT.

B. Sign Zones. This District js subdivided into five Sign Zones as shown on Map 1. 
The purpose of the Sign Zones is to address the relationship between sign intensity and 
the uses surrounding each Sign Zone. The five Sign Zones are divided into three 
Vertical Sign Zone Levels as described in Table 1-1 below. The purpose of toe Vertical 
Sign Zone Levels is to address different sign viewing distances, including pedestrian 
views from street level, pedestrian views from a distance, and from vehicles.

2



<*■

'<Table 1-1—Vertical Sign Zone* i .«-t* V

Height Above GradeSign Zone
Sign Zone A; v \i*

VertlcalSigttZoneLevel 1 0—25 feett i
J

Vertical SlgnZone Level 2 25»

VertiGal Jfgh Zone Level 3 153 feet?»
..I •fj\

Sign Zone B
t

,* /{v

VerticalSignZoneLevel 1 .V

Vertical Sign Zone Level 2 25—75 feet
yerticalSIgnZone Level 3 l

SlgnZoneCt •i5
I
VertlcalSIgnZoneLeyel 1 0-^25 feet?

i

VertiOal Sign Zone Level 2 Signage prohibited
Vertical Sign Zone Level 3 150 feet*
Sign Zone 0 %

VerticalSign Zone LeveH 0#25feet
Vertical Sigri ZSorfe Level 2 Signage prohibited
Vertfcal SignZone Level 3 Signage prohibited
Sign Zone E
Vertical Sign Zone Level 1 0—25 feet
Vertfcal Sign Zone Level 2 Signage prohibited
Vertical Sign Zone Level 3 Signage prohibited

* To top of sign

3i



Map1

Sign Zones Map 

/Map 1 follows this page.]
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Section 2. PURPOSES AND OBJECTIVES.

A‘ G®Jei5|jy- TWs District provides the regulatory framework for the Stans 
S^^^ethe^entt8UTOUndln9 ar8aS"nneC,l0r, Wi,h ** devetoP"’ent and

B. Purposes and Objectives,

Enable the regulation of Signs within the project area.

2‘ ?upPort ^ enhance to®land uses and urban design objectives in the 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Pjan; •

3. Encourage vibrant, clear, attractive signage that enhances the District while 

SgSKer:Pro,9Ctlna #’6 Characterof th6 8UTOUnd"'S area,

4. Ensure that new Signs are responsive to and integrated with the aesthetic 
character of the areas on which they are located, and are positioned in a

SnethehDistriSmPatlbl0 botharchltectura,,y and relative to other Signs

5' E"c°UI?9e crf ative, well-designed Signs that are part of an integrated transit, 
oriented development that contribute positively to the District's visual 
environment, ta a manner that accentuates the architectural characteristics of 
the project and reinforces the District's sense of place as a major urban

destination, cultural and visitor destination, and a pedestrian-friendiv
experience to help maintain an image of quality and excellence for the
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan; and

e. Coordinate the location and display of Signs so as to minimize potential traffic 
hazards and protect public safety. H l iraTT,c

Section 3. APPLICATION.

A Relationship to the Los Angeles Municipal Code. This Ordinance reauiatac 
Signs vtfthin the District. The regulations of this Ordinance are in addition to £ set 
forth in the planning and zoning provisions of the LAMC. Wherever this Ordinance 
contains provisions that are different from, more restrictive than or more DemSvL than 
permitted by theLAMC, this Ordinance shall prevail and supersede #,e <rth™Srabfa 
provisions, including, but not limited to, the requirements of Section 1311 at 
Section 14.41, et seq., and Section 91.6201, et seq„ of the LAMC. Unlei ottarise 
specified in this Ordinance to the contrary, all Signs shall comply with the followina 
provisions of the LAMC: Section 14.4.4; Chapter II, Article 8, Section 28 00 etserT 
(Advertising); Chapter VI, Article 7, Section 67.00, et seq. (Outdoor Advertlsira '
Structures, Accessory Signs, Post Signs and Advertising Statuary); and Chanter IV 
Article 1, Division 62 (Signs). vnapier IX,

1
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1\

X \}l • s

B. On-SIteandOff-SiteSlgns. AIISIgnsIFstedinthlsOrdrhance/andallSignS 
listed In Section 14.4.2 of the LAMC, which £*£ hot othemlse prohlbited by this 
Ordlnance.shall be allowed. Notwithstanding ah^pthefhix>vis!hri of the LAMCorthls 
QrdfnericC^hhVSTjgh vyithin the C)l#cf may be":#hjy>.aiit;Oi$^i''1S||h' ordfl-Site Sign.. 
as siich teirifns are defined in this Ordfriidhc^ This OrdinanCe&overris ali aspeGts of

i

•'i

ft;Ln'-, •V/•'■) )r. iy
DEFINITIONS.

Whenever the folffingtenhs areuieid.jin thiei 9hiii. &S''oijihlQttru^dr

and phrasesnot defined hereinshallbecoristhjedasdefihedlhSections 12.03 
andArticle4.4oftHelLAMC. ThedeflnitionssetforthinthlsSectionareintended 
toencompassfuture technolbgiesandmaterialswhlchmay beutiiikecl Ir> tHe? ^

Section 4 •s. \
fvt:

>
,v.

rA.

Applicant, Any entity dir person, iai'deiif^jh^ltipn.l tOtofthe ;
submitting an application for a Slgn or Sign Suppdrt Structure including for 
Project Permit Cbhfipliarice or modWcetloh tfierdt&for Project PerHi| Adjustment 
or tof artieXbeptibrit dr aniendnieht to, or ihterpreMih df thi^ohjlhariCe.

r

Approved Signs, TheSIgnsliStedih Approved Signs attached as Appendix A to 
this OrdlnanceandSign SupportStructures associated withsuch Signs, which 
shall be in the approximate locations shown on theConceptuaiSign Locations 
and Conceptual Sign DrawingsattacHed as Appendices BandC to this 
Ordinance approval by the City Council pursuant to this OfclinanOe as the same

nth Section 6.D ofmay be modiffe 
this Ordiharibe.

Awning Signs. A Sign displayed on a canopy that projects over a deck, door or 
window of a building. . , . ^ : ^

Building Frontage. The projection of the building walls upon the sheet used for 
street frontage.

Conceptual Sign Drawings: The conceptual Sign locations, plans, elevations, 
arid renderings depicting tHe approved locations and types of permanent primary 
Signs within the Districtattached to this Ordinance as Appendices B and C, as 
the same may be modified or amended from time to time in accordance with 
Section 6.D of this Ordinance.

Director. The Director of City Planning or his or her designee.

District The Reef Transit-Oriented Sign District regulated by this Ordinance.

Effective Date. The date upon which this Ordinance is adopted.

Existing Signs. The existing Signs on The Reef as identified in Appendices A 
B, and C of this Ordinance.

9
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Face of Building. The general outer surface, not Including cornices, bay 
windows or architectural projections, of any extertor wall of a building.

identification Sign. A Wall Sign that generally includes a company logo, 
generic type of business, or the name of a business or building.

Illuminated Architectural Canopy Sign. An enclosed illuminated structure that
_ ^ approjdmately

parallel to the wall and with the message integrated into its surface.

Information Sign. A Sign that generally Includes a message giving directions, 
instructions, menus, selections, or address numerals.

LABC. The Los Angeles Building Code.

LADBS. The City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety,

LAFD. The Los Angeles Fire Department.

LAMC. The Los Angeles Municipal Code.

Maximum Individual Sign Area. The maximum Sign Area of each individual 
Sign, which shall be set forth in Table 8-1,

Monument Sign. A freestanding Sign that is erected directly upon the existing 
or artificially created grade, or that is raised no more than 12 inches from the 
existing or artificially created grade to the bottom of the sign, and that has a 
horizontal dimension equal to or greater than its vertical dimension.

Non-Digital Display. Any Sign that is not a Digital Display.

Off-Site Sign. A Sign that displays any message directing attention to a 
business, product, service, profession, commodity, activity, event, person, 
institution or any other commercial message, which is conducted, sold, 
manufactured, produced, offered or occurs elsewhere than within the boundaries 
of the District.

On-Site Sign. A Sign that is other than an Off-Site Sign.

Owner. The owner of the fee interest in the land within any Sign Zone within the 
District, provided that during the term of any ground lease of land within the Sign 
Zone pursuant to a lease with an initial term greater than 25 years, the ground 
lessee under such ground lease shall also be considered to be an owner for 
purposes of this definition.

Pole Sign. A freestanding Sign that is erected or affixed to one or more poles 
posts and that does not meet the requirements of a Monument Sign.

or

7
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5 is
ProJectlngSIgn.A Sign, otherthana Wall Sign, that[pattached to a building 
andprojectsoutwardfromthebuildfngwithorteorrripfeSignl^cesi;V;■ y

hi. i; V1 ■ t.f•J<• U V*
Projection. The distance by whlch a Sign eXtends beyond the building line.

. ■ •: . pirp|ect nnlt Ady[ustm^;iri£::. fay;t|1a bteictbir giinrfhg'a.rnlnQP':?;
adjustrilentfiTom certainregulatibnsof this Oirdifvahce  ̂subject to thelimitations

: . / ^ pir^t^bi1 fsui^uaiiii;.top- :V;;
• ;; Sectione.CofthisOrdinanceofaSignor Sign Support Structure's compliance 

wltfi'thla Or^lnarice eiMer ais s or with conditions Imposed to achteve
compliance ' ’ " "......... ..... ...." ”

Sign. Any wHoldprpartbf a display board* waiVscredrt dr object.used to : 
anhoUnce^cieclare, demonstrate, display or othetwiae present a message and 
s^traci 1Jie> oftti& J ...... , ^

\
%'t.i y. 'Vrr.v>!

r* V. "i

I

Sign Area; An area circumscribed by the smallest gdometrld shape created with 
a maximum of eight straight lines, which will enclose all words, letters, figures; 
symbols, designsandpictures.togetherwith all framing.backgroundmateria I, .
Colored or illuminated areas ahd attehtlori-attractlrip devices* forming art integral 
part of an individual message except that: : ; : ;¥• ;; " ,r • ¥

1. Wail Signs having rib discernible boundary shall have the areas between 
letters, wordsintended to be read together and any device Intended to draw 
attention tothesign message includedinany computattonof surfacearea.

2. For spherical, cylindrical or other three-dimensional Sighs, the area of the 
Sign shall be computed from the smallest two-dimensional geometrical shape or

area visible fromshapes, which will best 
any one direction;

Sign Face. The surface upon which the Sign message is placed.;

Sign Support Structure. A structure of any kind or character, erected, used or 
maintained for a Sign upon which any poster, bill, printing, painting, or other 
message may be placed.

Sign Zone Area, The right granted by this Ordinance to construct up to a 
specified square footage of Sign Area within each Sign Zone in accordance with 
the requirements of this Ordinance, excluding the Sign Area of certain Signs as 
set forth In tills Ordinance.

Sign Zones. The five zones established by this Ordinance to regulate Signs as 
shown on Map 1 of this Ordinance,

8



Static. Restriction for any type of Sign to flash, change, move, blink, or 
otherwise refresh in whole or in part. All such signage shall remain static.

Street Frontage. The length of a line separating a lot from one street.

Temporary Construction Wall. A wooden fence or wooden barrier that 
provides protection for pedestrians and is elected and maintained bn the 
perimeter of a construction or demolition site pursuant to Section 3303 and 3306 
of the California Building Code. \ . ^

Temporary Sign. Any Sign that is to be maintained for a limited duration, 
including paper Signs and other Signs that are hot permanently affixed to the 
ground or building. • "" ■. 'U

Total Sign Area. The right granted by this Ordinance to construct up to 51,655 
square feet of Signs in accordance with the requirements of this Ordinance, 
excluding the Sign Area of certain Signs as set forth in this Ordinance.

Vertical Sign Zone Levels. The vertical levels established by this Ordinance to 
regulate Signs by vertical height as measured from adjacent grade as 
established in Table 1-1 of this Ordinance.

Wall Sign. A Sign on the wall of a building or structure, with the exposed face of 
the sign in a plane approximately parallel to the plane of the wall, that has been 
attached to, painted on, or erected against the wall; projected onto the wall; or 
printed on any material approved in Chapter 62 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, which is supported and attached to the wall by an adhesive or other 
materials or methods. . /' " ■ ■ '

Wayfinding Sign. Any pedestrian or auto oriented Sign that indicates the route 
to, direction of or location of a given goal, or that provides regulatory or service 
information of a non-advertising character.

Window Sign. A Sign that is attached to, affixed to, leaning against, or 
otherwise placed within six feet of a window or door in a manner so that the Sign 
is visible from outside the building. The term window sign shall not include the 
display of merchandise in a store window.

PRIOR SIGNS; RIGHTS OF OWNER TO SIGNS.Section 5.

The Existing Signs are hereby declared a legal and conforming use and may continue 
to exist and be constructed, operated, maintained, repaired, replaced or structurally 
altered by the Owner in accordance with the requirements of Section 91.6216 of the 
LAMC. The Owner shall have the right to continue to use the Existing Signs.

9
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PROCEDURALREQUIREMENTS. ■ f.Section G.

A. Requirements.

> , %j »•
t\

a Sign Support
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this Ordinance.^ ■)
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J.'.B, Application. .... _ .......  ................................... .. _
conformltywlth this Ordinance or, If required or permitted hereby; a Project POrmit 
Compliance or i^pdifidi^p^ thereto* a fitijS^^iihnlt ^^shdenkpran^

<4 Vi.

or
WK

>4 t
.1W-}. M\,v

\f. v*’t| •j: 7'j*■ . i w. . v'i

1 ll]C7| II I > •f
>>91 I t, *1

» rl
Ordinance;;

2
Drawings;

A
3. 'l

. ■ Signs. •; ;■... • .

C. Project Permit Compliance

1. Required. LADBS shall not Issue a permit for any Signs, including the 
following sign types, unless the Director has issued a Project Permit 
Compliance approval pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 11 5 7 of 
the LAMC:

i

a. Projecting Signs;

b. Wall Signs; and

c. ft
Existing Signs.

2. Exception. No Project Permit Compliance or modification thereto or any 
Project Permit Adjustment or any exception, amendment or interpretation of 
this Ordinance shall be required for

10



a. Construction, operation, maintenance, repair, replacement or structural . 
alteration of any Approved Sign, Identification Sign or Temporary Sign and

b. A change in Sign advertising or Sign text, images or copy,

c. Any construction for which a permit is required in order to comply with an 
order issued by LADBS to repair of replace an unsafe or substandard

V.V. condition; ' - •:

d A modification to any Sign, Approved Sign, any Sign Support Structure or 
to the Conceptual Sign Drawings that results in; ,

(i) A change of a Sign from a Digital Display to a Non-Digital Display,

(if) Relocation of any such Sign if it is consistent with the location
requirements in Section 8.C.1 or Section 9.W of this Ordinance and 
complies with the Sign Zone Area limitations in Section 8,E and Total 
Sign Area limitations in Section 8.F of this Ordinance.

3. Definitions. For purposes of any review required by this Ordinance pursuant 
to Section 115.7 of the LAMC, the term “specific plan," wherever used in 
Section 11.5.7 of the LAMC, shall be deemed to refer to this Ordinance and 
the term “Project” shall be deemed to refer, as the case may be, to a “Sign* or 
“Sign Support Structure" or to the “Conceptual Sign Plan." 4 5

4. Process; Decision-Making Authority. Requests for Project Permit 
Compliance, or modification thereto, for Project Permit Adjustment or for an 
exception, amendment or interpretation of this Ordinance shall be made in 
accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 11.5.7 of the LAMC; 
provided, however, that notwithstanding the provisions of Sections 11.5.7.6 
through F and H of the LAMC, in each case where the Area Planning 
Commission has the authority for initial review, hearing and/or approval of a 
request for Project Permit Compliance, Project Permit Adjustment 
modification to a Project Permit Compliance, or an exception, or interpretation 
of this Ordinance, the Director shall have initial decision-making authority for 
granting each of the foregoing.

5. Findings.

a. Project Permit Compliance. In granting a Project Permit Compliance 
approval for one or more Signs and/or Sign Support Structures, the 
Director shall make the following findings, provided that with respect to 
clauses (Hi) and (iv) below, which reiate to the architectural design or 
layout of the Signs and Sign Support Structures and not to content, such 
findings shall be used solely to condition an approval and shall not be 
used to deny a request for a Project Permit Compliance approval 
otherwise meeting the requirements of this Ordinance:

or

11
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Issuance of a f ................. ................. ..................................
with theapplleableregulations of this Ordinance. In additionjn 
connectlori with arty request fbr Directafapproval bf a Project Permit 
Compliance pursuant to Section 6.C of tills Ordinance; the Director may 
permit the use of arty technology or material which did not exist as of the 
Effective Date* if the Director finds that such technology ofmaterial has

mod consistent

• If
applicable; or dim no such California Environmental Qualify Act review is

■ required;';;:'-’ ••v;:\V,y.; v'V - T- - ■:' \

b. Adjustments and Exceptions. An application to exceed the development 
regulations irfthls Ordinance with respect to any Sign or Sign Support 
Structure shall be processed in accordance with the procedures for 
Project permit Adjustments or tor exceptions of this Ordinance* as set 
forth in this Ordinance and LAMC Sections 11.5.7-E and F. In granting an 
adjustment or exception to this Ordinance, the Director shall make all of 
the following findings:

(I) Strict compliance would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary 
hardship inconsistent with the purposes of the zoning restrictions, 
due to unique physical or topographic circumstances or conditions of 
design; •

(ii) Strict compliance would deprive the Applicant of privileges enjoyed 
by owners of similarly zoned property; and

(iii) An adjustment or exception^ as applicable, would not constitute a 
grant of special privilege«

12



6* ^ ®?c^cm 11-6-7 of the l^MG shall
a«« . —*- “J‘ " ' except as otherwise
modified by this Ordinance,

_ D. ConceptuaijSign Drawings. The Director shall refer to the Conceptual Sign 
Drawings In Appendices B and C and the regulations set forth in Sections Sand 9

wihinSSS 9UlC,arc1 5^PP^VJnS Stone andfor Sign Support Structures
within the DisWct. The Conceptual Sign Drawingsmay be modified or updated in
accordance^\j^h|iis Ordinance by a Director's determlhatlori tipan a finding by the 
D -?50f£?at th^e Sign Area and applicable 2fone Sigh ^eC(sj are net exceected 
and the Signs depicted by such modifications cortiply Wjfn the regulations set forth in

be within the envelope of the project and environmentar impactsariaiyzed by the Rnal 
Environmental Impact Report (SCH No, 2014071054), or any subsequent 
environmental document prepared or reviewed and approved by the Cfty.

9 of

E. Conditions; 
conditions:

1. The proposed lighting displays (at all levels) shall have a wattage draw not to 
exceed 12 watts/sq. ft to meet Title 24 2013 requirements.

2. The proposed lighting displays (at all levels) shall be folly dimmable and
controlled by a programmable timer so that luminance levels mav be adjusted 
according to the time of day. v : y aujustea

3. The proposed lighting displays (at all levels) shall have a maximum lumen 
output that does not exceed the maximum levels as shown in Table IV.B-2

13
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rtt«h^Tltha!?: UPtqwards th®9sky- or signs should a mettiod of
shielding diodes so that lighting Is not wasted shining into the night sky.

a consistent rate of speed
, j . - ...... .......ime brightness levels,
beginning at 45 minutes prior to sunset and concluding the transition to 
nighttime brightness 45 minutes after sunset. Where applicable they shall 
a so transition smoothly at a consistent rate of speed from the permitted 
nighttime brightness to the permitted daytime brightness levels, beginnino 45 
minutes prior to sunrise and concluding the transition to daytime brightness 
45 minutes after sunrise. >•■■■■.'-.v;,/ v."-:

, *.-------------- --------- -------------1 and Controlled Refresh I
signage within Vertical Sign Zone 3 shall be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.

5

6.

Section?. APPROVED SIGNS.

This Ordinance approves and authorizes the construction, operation, and use of
^WPrt,Ved S,9ns without further discretionary action, except subject to Section 6 of this 
Ordinance.

Section8. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS.

A General Requirements of the LAMC. The intent of this Ordinance is to create a 
Transit-Oriented Sign District with dynamic and creative signage, including Stans that
are not otheiwise permitted by the LAMC. Except as otherwise provided herein LAMC
Sections 28.10,28.11,28.15,67.02(a) and 67.29 shall be superseded by this ' 
Ordinance. Unless otherwise specified in this Ordinance to the contrary the aeneral 
Sign requirements set forth in the LAMC shall apply to this Ordinance for permits clans 
design and construction, materials, and maintenance. For Signs in this District the 
provisions of this Ordinance shall preempt the regulations in LAMC Sections 14.4.1 et 
seq., and 91,6201, et seq., relating to height, sign area or location. A buildina nerm’it 
shall be obtained from LADBS in accordance with the applicable provisions of LAMC 
for any signs, sign structures, and/or sign alterations, other than changes to ’
replacement of copy. v

B. Permitted and Prohibited Signs.

or

1. Permitted Signs. Unless specifically prohibited by this Ordinance and 
notwithstanding the applicable regulations of the LAMC, Signs defined in

0rdInance> a« Mating Signs, and Signs otherwise permitted 
by the LAMC shall be permitted within the District.

2. Prohibited Signs. Except as otherwise provided, Signs shall be prohibited if
they. ■

a. Are digital and/or animated;

15
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b. Are /.; \ •
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V, \ }* s'
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the State of CJarfforniar
*•

W
ribbons, streamers or

ri - va.
splnners.exceptaspeni^lttedbythe U\MC

'fi » .

b. }’
r.. r-77^7%■ {- .•

a.. 1 M
r*r

V I t'7., >',* 1 :V VV-sS •' •. ‘■t'yi V • V: /* ’*1 •I .V

revolutions permihirte;

'A/,,!
v"'gr,

Uy| 'ii “t >i
by the LAMC; i: ■\s.•x.

It.

v a place of business; ;>/••>• ,y:v; V:;

i. Emit audible sounds, odor or visible matter;

J. 'i
■».

k. Are inflatable devices; arid ;

it
I. >* >»

C. General Sign Location Requirements. The following general Sign location
• .

1. Location. A Sign affixed to a structure shall be deemed to be in compliance
■ •

C, or within 10 percent of the height or width of the facade (in feet) of that

ori
within 15 feet horizontally from that location. .. .

2. Hazard Review. Signs that adhere to the regulations outlined in this 
Ordinance shall be exempted from the Hazard Determination review 
procedures in the LAMC.

16



3. Fredway Exposure. Signs that adhere to the regulations outlined in this 
Ordinance shall be exempted from the Freeway Exposure regulations In the 

: ; LAMC. V; •;

D. Sign Zones. v : ■V- ,

1. Sign Zone A. . ■.

a. Vertical Sign Zone Level 1

(I) Allowed Signs. All. Signs which are allowed by this Ordinance limited
: . " . . .. tp: ;-v;-:'

1. Awning Signs; .

ii. Identification Signs;

iii. Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs;

iv. Information Signs;

v. Monument Signs;

vi. Pole Signs; . - . : ' ' . .

vii. Projecting Signs; 

vlil.Temporary Signs;

ix. Temporary Signs on Temporary Construction Walls;

x. Wall Signs;

xi. Wayfinding Signs;

xii. Window Signs; and

xiii. Any other Sign and/or Sign Support Structure exceptions 
described in Section 6.C.2 of this Ordinance.

(ii) Allowed Sign Area. The Sign Zone A, Vertical Sign Zone Level 1 
shall not exceed 756 square feet.

b. Vertical Sign Zone Level 2

Allowed Signs. All Signs which are allowed by this Ordinance not 
limited to:

(0

i. Digital Displays;

ii. Identification Signs;

17



I

i

i

I

ill. Information Signs 

Iv. Integral bfgiial Displays; 

v. Wall Signs; : : J > 

vL Wayfti^jingSjgns; : 

vli. Window Signs; and

v.i- .4

i

i

i

v-

(

i

\■i ••

(ii) Allowed Sigh Area. The Sign Zone A, Vertical Sign Zone Level 2 
' ■ • shall ngtSxceed-'3v747r;sguare'feefc^:V: V.V

c. Vertical Sign Zone Level $

(i) Ikr«
limited to: w.v.. •. .

I,;' Wa|l Sighs;' - f "■•• ^ v.V -

(ii) Allowed Sign Area. The Sign Zone A, Vertical Sign Zone Level 3 
shall not exceed 17,940 square feet for one sign on the north fagac 
and 8,190 square feet for one sigh on the east fagade for a total of 
26,130 square feet for two allowable signs.

2. Sign Zone B.

a. Vertical Sign Zone Level 1 ■ '■ ■ : _ '' ■ •

(i) Allowed Signs. AN Signs which are allowed by this Ordinance limited
to:
I. Awning Signs;

ii. Identification Signs;.

iii. Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs;

iv. Information Signs;

v. Monument Signs;

vi. Pole Signs 

vli. Projecting Signs; 

viii.Temporary Signs'

1

t
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tx. Temporary Signs on Temporary Construction Wails;

x. Wail Signs;

xi. Wayfinding Signs;

xii. Window Signs; and ,

xiii

described in Section 6.C.2 of this Ordinance.

(ii) The Sign Zone B, Vertical Sign Zone Level 1 shall not 
square feet.

b. Vertical Sign Zone Level 2

(i) Allowed Signs. All Signs which are allowed by this Ordinance limited
' IU» • . • . • ’ ■ . • . • ■

I. Identification Signs;

ii. Information Signs;

iii. Wall Signs; .

iv. Wayfinding Signs;

v. Window Signs; and

vi. Any other Sign and/or Sign Support Structure exceptions 
described in Section 6.C.2 of this Ordinance.

(ii) The Sign Zone B, Vertical Sign Zone Level 2 shail not exceed 4 22?
square feet. ’

c. Vertical Sign Zone Level 3

(i) Allowed Signs. All Signs which are allowed by this Ordinance limited 
to.

exceed 1,371

Wall Signs.

(ii) The Sign Zone B, Vertical Sign Zone Level 3 shall not exceed 2 926 
square feet each for two signs and 1,364 square feet each for two 
signs for a total of 8,580 square feet for four allowable signs.

i.

3. Sign Zone C.

a. Vertical Sign Zone Level 1

19
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(i) AllowedSigns. All Signs which are allowed by this Ordinaries ifmKctd
to:

I. Awning Signs;
H. identification Signs 

HI. Illuminated Xipf^dumrCanbgy Signs;

iv. Information sighs;

v. Monument Signs;

vi. Pole Signs; 

vtl. Projecting Signs; 

viH.femporary Signs;

;

r

' .v

*

ix.

X. Wall Sighs; 

xl. Window Signs; and

xii. Any other Sign and/or Sign Support Structure exceptions .
described In Section 6.C.2 of this Ordinance.

(II) Allowed Sigh Area. The Sign Zone 0, Vertical Sign Zone Level 1 
shall not exceed 749 Square feeL. -

b. Vertical Sign Zone Level 2 - Signs Prohibited

c. Vertical Sign Zone Level 3 •

(i) Allowed Signs. All Signs which are allowed by this Ordinance limited
to:

i. Wall Signs, . /

(II) Allowed Sign Area. The Sign Zone C, Vertical Sign Zone Level 3 
shall not exceed 5,325 square feet for one allowable sign.

4. Sign Zone D.

a. Vertical Sign Zone Level 1

(i) Allowed Signs. All Signs which are allowed by this Ordinance limited
to:
j. Awning Signs;

20
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ii. Identification Signs; 

lit. Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs;

Iv. information Signs;

v. Monument Signs;

vi. Pole Signs

vii. Projecting Signs; ;

viii. Temporary Signs;

ix. Temporary Signs on Temporary Construction Walls

x. Wall Signs;

xi. Window Signs; and

xii. Any other Sign and/or Sign Support Structure exceptions 
described in Section 6.C.2 of this Ordinance,

(ii) Allowed Sign Area. The Sign Zone D, Vertical Sign Zone Level 1 
shall not exceed 694 square feet.

b. Vertical Sign Zone Level 2 - Signage Prohibited

c. Vertical sign Zone Level 3 - Signage Prohibited

5. Sign Zone E.

a. Vertical Sign Zone Level 1

(i) Allowed Signs. All Signs which are allowed by this Ordinance limited

f

to:

i. Awning Signs;

ii. identification Signs;

iii. Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs;

iv. Information Signs;

v. Monument Signs;

vi. Pole Signs;

vii. Projecting Signs;

21



v i *: •St.

vlll. Temporary signs} y
'V--.

t ,

lx.
•t

S

x. Wall Slgnii} y • .; 
xl. Window signs; and

• \
t \

> ■*.y
v y

;s

xil.
/livti

*- V:: t’ ’l-.1 ‘I’..Vv i
(ii) Allowed SignArea. The Sign Zone Ei Vertical Sijgn Zone Level 1 

y.y y.; shall not exceed 81 square feet .......

b: Vertical Sign Zorie Level 2 - Signage Prohibited

c. Vertical Sign Zone Level 3 -Signage Prohibited

E. Sign Area

?•

' '■» •

J
!

1 .1. • \ ; "
Vt) •i

a. Total Sign Area. The Total Sign Area available for Signs in the District
i t

Area: yy..• V y \

(I) Existing Signsjand

(Si) Temporary Signs* K."-v-...',• ,;y

b. Temporary Sign Area. The combined maximum Sign Area of Temporary

»i
exceed a maximum often percent of the window area.

2. Maximum Individual Sign Area. The Maximum Individual Sign Area shall 
be as set forth in Table 8-1.
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Table 8-1

MAXIMUM INDIVIDUAL SIGN AREA*

Maximum Individual Sign 
Area i

Sign Zone

Sign Zone A

Vertical sign Zone Level 1 54 square feet
Vertical Sign Zone Level 2 I 200 square feet
Vert,ca* Sign Zone Level 3 I One sign at 17,940 square 

^ v feet and one sign at 8,190
_ I square feet
Sign Zone B
Vertical Sion Zone Level 1 
Vertical Sign Zone Level 2

198 square feet
____________________________ 54 square feet

Vertical SignZone Level 3 I Two signs at 2,926 square

I feet each and two signs at
1,364 square feet earh

Sign Zone C

Vertical Sign Zone Level 1 160 square feet
Vertical Sign Zone Level 2 Signage Prohibited

One sign at 5,325 
square feet

Vertical Sign Zone Level 3

Sign 2bne D

Vertical Sign Zone Level 1 100 square feet
Vertical Sign Zone Level 2 Signage Prohibited
Vertical Sign Zone Level 3 Signage Prohibited
Sign Zone E

Vertical Sign Zone Level 1 54 square feet
Vertical Sign Zone Level 2 Signage Prohibited
Vertical Sign Zone Level 3 Signage Prohibited

* Does not apply to Existing Signs or Temporary Signs.

F. Signs Within More Than One Sign Zone or Vertical Sign Level. Signs mav 
be located in more than ona Sign Zone and more than one Vertical Sign Zone Level * 
provided that each portion of the Sign contained In each of the Sign Zone or VeS 
Sign Zone Level meete the applicable requirements of this Ordinance for that Stan 
Zone or Vertical Sign Zone Level. In no event shall the Sign Area of an IrSteal sm„ 
exceed the Itedmum Individual Sign Area forthe Sign Zone or VeSItaS, ^ 
Level In which the majority of the Sign Is located. Adjustments for IdentifiraBon Sons 
pnmanly located within one Vertical Sign Zone Level, and protruding by less man 910
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Generally. Signs within the District may be Illuminated by either Internal or

• K-'lt'i-- '•■ “V.

t; h.

%Ii'! V.

es;h ' fc-

and wallwashflxtijresyt. r \\
V. ; \iSb. ■,■; ■■ ,v;.»W, • V;.- C'V*VF^^t: .-.ii2

. ! . > V
illumination:

a* The intensi .._ . ............................( ....................................... .
an adjustabie set-pointthat measures available daylight. This set-point

‘ ' ■! _;1- 'i 'A-s': ^ A ' ' I• Ailr'll> l' A__! -±.IA-.<-'Yl 'jt At; _ • 1 k. ''■ ' u.k " - .» • ' ‘ • ••
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v'•% .M'. Vr;i, • J •*• • ‘
6. Thi^ brightness of^ariy Sign that includes neon. neon-like, or LED elements 

shall be tuily dlmmable arid control!) 
maintained In good vrorking order;

c. '* *

public right-of-way; •5

d. a

H. Materials. The materials, construction, application, location and installation of

Fire Code and shall be subject to the following requirements:

1. U -

2. A Sign that Is comprised of vinyl or other material may be attached to a wall

mechanical means approved by LADBS.

such as3, H
perforated vinyl, may be applied directly to Windows using materials 
approved by LAFD:
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4.

materials or plastics approved by both the LAFO add LADBS. In the case of 
W dr untested materials* the Applicant shall submit * Se of
material to both the LAFD and LADBS for approval.

I. Visual Maintenance 
at all times: v .

a 's

criteria

to

2. All Sign copy shall be properly maintained and kept free from damaoe 
other unsightly conditions, including graffiti. • carnage and

3- AllSignSupport Structures shall be kept in good repair and maintained i 
safe and sound condition and in conformity with all applicable codes.

4‘ HT/h!!'!!’e,i,arbed ^ conc6rtina wire, or other barriere preventing 
unauthorized access to any Sign, if any, shall be hidden from public view.

5‘ Il!LSi9n copy,must be repaired or replaced immediately upon tearino 
ripping, or peeling, or when marred or damaged by graffiti

6. No access platform, ladder, or other service appurtenance 
sidewalk, street, or public right-of-way, shall be installed 
Sign Support Structure.

in a

p ■■

visible from the 
or attached to any

7‘ !!fithat arf ™,on9et serving the current tenants, including Sign SuDDort 
Strucfores, shall be removed and the building facades originally 9 PP * 
the Signs shall be repaired and/or resurfaced with materials 
are compatible with the facades.

covered by 
and colors that

8‘ £ny£ignjhat lnc,udes individual or corporate names as part of the buildinn

Sign are not of a significantly different scale than the rest of theSign ropy 

Section 9. STANDARDS FOR SPECIFIC TYPES OF SIGNS.

A. Awning Signs.

1. General.

a. No Sign shall be placed on any portion of an awning except the valance

25
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the topofthe valance. \

>' r'•jS.’.'O. » 1
’t

d; r0 3

djrnerisibns bftha>aiahcaji| 

RaVb no internal illumination

t’t;: H i
4

Be constructed of high-quality fabric, cafivas, metal, or other similar ■. 
materials; f Vv: :' £;'; ■ vV: ■; ■ \ v;:.■:.

• i
w

B. ExIstlng SIgns, 

. 1. General.

v
%

• i
.i • 9

a; '*

substantially remodeledorreplaced.

b.
r*

3 *: '■

C. Identification Signs;

permitted by this Ordinance.

2. Sign Area. The Sign Area of individual Signs may vary in size from the Sign 
Areas listed in Appendix A of this Ordinance.

3. Location.

a.

of an Identification Sign that readies above the plane of a roof shall 
consist of freestanding letters or characters that are not applied or 
attached to any background structure, building, or material, except as 
necessary for support

26



D. Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs

type of Sign permitted by this Ordinance, except that Illuminated Architectural 
Canopy Signs shall: .

a. Be constructed of ornate ironwork, ether metals, or decorative, solid and
fg gUj|d|.ng

Code.

b. Have three sign faces, one parallel and two perpendicular to the
associated street frontage V

c. Have sign faces designed in a complementary manner with the same
design. * ' I ' . .

d. Not be constructed of plastic, vinyl, fabric, or other nonstructural materials.

e. Not have changeable letters and symbols, such as those found on a 
marquee*

f. Be placed on a Hilly enclosed architectural canopy, with a decorative 
treatment on the bottom surface so as to shield from view any support 
mechanisms, wiring, and structures.

g. Be placed on a structure that Is above a primary building entrance, and 
shall be scaled to the horizontal width of that entrance.

2. Area. .

a. The area of Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs shall not exceed two 
square feet for each foot of street frontage, plus one square foot for each 
foot of Building Frontage along the same street.

b. In applying Sign Area limits, only the area occupied by the message of the 
Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs will be used.

c. The combined Sign Area of Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs and 
Wall Signs facing the same direction shall not exceed two square feet for 
each foot of street frontage, plus one square foot for each foot of Building 
Frontage along the same street.

d. The combined Sign Area of Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs, 
Projecting Signs, Monument Signs, Wail Signs, Pole Signs and Window 
Signs shall not exceed four square feet for each foot of street frontage on 
which the signs are located.

3. Height An Illuminated Architectural Canopy Sign shall not extend above the
top of the wall of a building.
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1f.
i. Ii

I

4. Clearance.

atiyroadway^asmeasured horizontally.

5. Emergency Personnel Access. Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs

V; xl‘

Hi

.ii

SO feet of the BuildingFrontage.,
V .

*.VT V- I

6. lirumInation. Th0 Slgn shall be IntemalIy lllunriinated so as to illuminate the

■»• ^

...... .____ .. ...................................................... ......................... ............ ..........,.......................
Projections. Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs may project over a
building line. However, In rib eventrnayan lllumlnatedArchitectural Canopy

.*•!■! i,'i sKivJ.i

7,

i ■

i r'v

E. Information Signs

1. General _
permitted by this Ordinance,

•-
■f

V,

2. Area

3. Location. IdentiflcatlonSIgns may be located in all Sign Zones Unless 
restricted by regulations in this Ordinance applicable to the particular type of

4. Height Information Signs shall be limited to a maximum overall height of 6 
feet 6 inches above the sidewalk grade or edge of roadway grade nearest thi

■ sign. . ••: ,: •' ■ ■: ■ :■ . . . . .
F. Monument Signs;

1. General. A Monument Sign may take the form of any type of Sign permitted 
by this Ordinance.

2. Area.-/,. .. ,; • • . . .

a. The sign area of Monument Signs shall not exceed 1.5 square feet per 
foot of street frontage nor a maximum of 75 square feet for the Sign Face 

' visible to the same direction of traffic.

,§ ■
b. l ua wiiiiuiiiou sJiyu aica ui iviuiiui i iui n i lujoviiiiy oiyiis, vvelll OiyUS,

Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs, Pole Signs and Window Signs 
shall not exceed four square feet for each foot of street frontage on which 
the signs are located, \ .

28



3. Height Monument signs shall be limited to a maximum overall height of 8
sign

4. Location. .Monument Signs shall be located at least 7.5 feet from interior lot 
lines and at least 15 feet from any other Monument Sign Proiectina sinn 
Pole Sign. TJe iocation of Monument Signs shall not interfere 9 9n 
hazard to pedestrian or vehicular trafflo. v

5‘ S'0n? shaM have a horizontal dimension equal to
greater than their vertical dimension, 4 °

or
or present a

or

6' SteMltir SlflnS Sha" project over the roof of a building or

G. Pole Signs 

1. General.

8 Ordinance*1 may take the fomi of any of sl9n Permitted by this

b‘ 5?,a ^tone shall not be permitted on that portion of a lot havina less than 
50 feet of street frontage. Lots having a street frontage of at least 50 feet 
may have a Pole Sign for each 200 feet or fraction of that area of street

ProjSingsf6 ****'fr°nta9edoes notcontalnan existing Pole Sign or

2. Area. '■ ■ • ' ; ' . '

a. Sign Area visible to the same direction of traffic shall not exceed two 
square feet for each foot of street frontage, plus onesSa^^each 
foot of Building Frontage along fee same street

b. The maximum area of any one Pole Sign shall not exceed 400 
feet.

£ny Po1 *Slgn that ls located at the street comer of a comer lot ma v use
the greater street frontage for area limitations. may use.

d. The combined Sign Area of Pole Signs. Projecting Signs. Monument 
Signs, IHuminated Architectural Canopy Signs, Wall Signs and Window 
Signs shall not exceed four square feet for each foot of street frontage.

square

3. Height

a. Height shall be measured from the nearest sidewalk or edge of roadwav
grade to the top of the Sign. The overall height limitation shall be y 
determined by street frontage as follows:

(i) 25 feet for lots having 50 feet of street frontage;
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street frontage; and i
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I

\ •i.
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. b.
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X
r*

j
sign 1$located.... ,

JV*

y
4: Location. .s\

lr
a. »»

. . . .. . , , y,T.TT.--T-.T.

from Interiorlotllnes.

/ b.
ProjectingSigii priyioriurrient Sign.

.»

c.
pedestrian or vehicular traffic.

d;
yir* ui

inches in height.

5. Projections,
extend beyond the limits shown in Appendix D. Sign projections shall fall
____lAl_i • 'il_ •_______: auUa il____i.LJ_ _____ I 1______ • : . a ■ m

'I

' ‘ >

6. Other Requirements. A maximum of two poles shall be permitted for any 
Pole Sign. The maximum cross-sectional dimension of a pole shall not 
exceed ten percent of the overall height of the Sign.

H. Projecting Signs. ^

1. General. . ■ ;... /, ... ■ : ■ ' ■

a. A Projecting Sign may take the form of any type of Sign permitted by this
Ordinance. ■." _ ' -

b. Projecting Signs shall not be permitted on that portion of a lot having less 
than 50 feet of street frontage. Lots having a street frontage of at least 50 
feet may have a Projecting Sign for each 200 feet or fraction of that area 
of street frontage, if the street frontage does not contain an existing 
Projecting Sign or a Pole Sign.
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a* ”I?e.iS,9n area Pr°iect,n9 Signs visible to the same direction of traffic 
shall not exceed 25 square feet plus 1.5 square feet for each foot of street ' 
frontage up to a maximum sign area of 300 square feet.. Any Projecting 
Sign located at the street comer of a comer lot may use the greater street 
frontage In computing area limitations.

b- Thsoomblnedjlgn area of Projecting Signs, Wall Signs, Monument Signs, 
Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs, Pole Signs and Window Signs

2. Area. -Y, '■ \:

• ' ■ *.

3. Height

a. A Projecting Sign shall not be located lower than eight feet above sidewalk 
grade or edge of roadway grade nearest the sign and shall not extend 
above the top of the wall.

* .

4. Location. . ' ■ :■ . . . ■■ .

a. A Projecting Sign shall be located at least 7.5 feet from any interior lot line.

b. A Projecting Sign shall be located at least 15 feet from any other 
Projecting Sign, Monument Sign or Pole Sign.

c. The plane of the Sign Face of a Projecting Sign shall be within 15 dearees 
of being perpendicular to the face of the building, except at the comer of 
the building.

. 5. Projections.

a. A Projecting Sign may project over the building line, but shall not extend 
h^ndthe limits shown in Appendix D of this Ordinance. Sign projections 
shall fall within an area that is perpendicular to the building line and has a 
width of three feet as measured parallel with the building line. In no event 
may a Projecting Sign project more than eight feet from the Face of ’ 
Building.

b. For Projecting Signs located above a 16-foot height and on a lot havino a 
street frontage greater than 50 feet, projections over the building line 
vary linearly from five feet at 50 feet to eight feet at 100 feet of street 
frontage.

I. Temporary Signs.

1. General. No Temporary Sign shall also be an off-site sign, except for
temporary signs on temporary construction walls.

2. Permit Required. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Ordinance
building permit shall be required for a temporary sign, pennant, banner,

may

. a
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■r..

ribbon, streamer or spinner,
t

i i *r'•v *Vsi

6XCE|*flbN: No building perinit shalf b^required for a taftpbrery sigh, y : 
pennant, banner* ribbon streamer or spinner of iessthan 20 square feet of 
sign area that cdritains a political, Ideological br othel1 noncommercial - .

t<% I

3. Area. . ■

a. Temporary Sfgnsshallnot beincluded in the calculation of Sign Zone
;y ^;:;''fA^a!wTbySignAma.;T{'V:yy "yy y":yyy"" /'y" ' ’yy y

b. The combined sign area of Temporary Signs shall not exceed two square, ■
feet for each foot of street frontage. ’ *

thi combined sign area of TbrnpOnafy SlgnS.when placed upon a window 
and any other Window Signs shall not exceed amaximumof ten percent ....

. ?'■ gfifii'wjwc^ >yy ■; '

4. Time LImitTemporary Slgns shall be removed within 30 days of installation
. and shall not be reihstalledfbra period of 30 days from the date of rerriova! of

the previous sign. The installation of temporary sighs shall not exceed a total 
of 90 ddys In any calendar year,................

EXCEPTION: Temporary signs that do not require a building permit may be 
installed for a period of greater than 30 days* provided that Such signs shall 
not exceed a total of 90 days in any calendar year. ;

' 5. Location. V y - \ ■■r''" y,. • ■ y

a, Temporary Signs may be located In ail Sign Zones;

b. Temporary Signs may be tacked, pasted or otherwise temporarily affixed 
to windows, on the wails of buildings or fences.

6. Construction. yy-.-/

a. Temporary Signs may contain or consist of posters, pennants, ribbons, 
streamers or spinners. Temporary Signs may be made of paper or any 
other material, if the Temporary Sign is made of cloth, it shall be flame 
retardant when the aggregate area exceeds 100 square feet. Every 
Temporary Sign shall be supported and attached with stranded cable of 
1/16-inch minimum diameter or by other methods as approved by LADBS.

J. Temporary Signs On Temporary Construction Walls

1. Permit Required. A building permit shall be required for a Temporary Sign on 
a Temporary Construction Wall. Temporary Signs on Temporary Construction

.\

i

*

4

c.
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purposes of this section, the term “applicant shall mean the owner of the sfan 
company or. If there is no sign company, the owner of the property.

2. Area. Signs placed on Temporaiy Construction Walls or solid wood fence*
inance shall not

extend

The combined Sign Area of Temporaiy Signs shall not exceed etaht 
square feet for each foot of street frontage.

b. Individual signs shall not exceed a sign area of 250 square feet.

c. Signs may be grouped to form a maximum sign area of250 square feet

d. Signs or groups of signs having an area of 250 square feet shall be
separated from any other sign on the temporary construction walls or solid 
wood fences surrounding vacant lots by at least ten feet measured 
horizontally. ' - ••• • ■; •• • •..

. . a,

3. Time Limit Signs placed on Temporary Construction Walls or solid wood 
fences surrounding vacant lots pursuant to the terms of this Ordinance shall 
be allowed to remain for as long as the building permits associated with the 
construction site remain in effect or for a period of two years, whichever is 
less. Signs on solid wood fences surrounding vacant lots, which 
construction sites, shall remain for a time period not to exceed

4. Height.

a. Signs may only be placed to a maximum height of eight feet.

5. Location.

a. Temporary Signs placed on the exterior surfaces of any Temporary

Construction Walls or solid wood fences surrounding vacant lots
limited to lots located in the C, M or RAS zones.

are not 
one year.

are

K. Wall Signs.

1 ’ OtoinanceWal1 Sl9nS ^ ^ ^ f0mi °f a°y type of Sign Pe^ltted by this 

2. Area.

a. The total Sign Area of Wall Signs facing a street shall not exceed two 
square feet for each foot of street frontage, plus one square foot for each 
foot of Building Frontage for a single-story building, except that any
Approved Sign that Is deemed a Wall Sign may be limited to the Sion Area 
identified in Appendix A. a
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i . I

I

I ‘
•• ‘J

K.
I

frqhjage ajbng tfie samesfreet t V.

v.»*.•. I*'1.;V 3
C, l*T

rf'*!

whicn slgh$

3 *k \
I

4. Location. t
<t v 11T- «*•. >

a.t*.
bb'intbHdr lot Iftrteij ‘i ; <t.: •

V-;*v V!
•J-j-V,.*';,’

b.
:......building, Includingdbori, arid verity,

5. Projection. j.>

a •r

Ordinance;

b.
Building. 'f

L. Window Signs.

this Ordinance, except that Window Signs shall:

a. Utilize a transparent background when comprised of individual letters.

b. Not be internally illuminated.

2. Area.: ■ ■ ■■■■ ''" ' " ' ' ' . . ' , . :,

a. The total area of all Window Signs shall not exceed ten percent of the 
area of the window.

b
Signs, Illuminated Architectural Canopy Signs, Pole Signs and Window 
Signs shall not exceed four square feet for each foot of street frontage on 
which the signs are located.

v
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Section 10. INTERPRETATION.

Whenever any ambiguity or uncertainty exists related to this Ordinance or the 
application of this Ordinance so that It is difficult to determine the precise 
application of these provisions, the Director shall, upon application by an Owner 
operator or lessee, issue written interpretations on the requirements of this ' 
Ordinance consistent with the purpose and intent of this Ordinance, A request 
for an interpretation shall be filed pursuant to Section 11.5.7.H (Interpretations of 

■ Specific Plans). 7 .'7 7- ■,■■■■ -:

Section 11> SEVERABILITY. - V ■ ■

any person or circumstance 
jny court of competent 

jurisdiction, the invalidity shall not affect other provisions, clauses or applications 
of said Ordinance, which can be implemented without the invalid provision 
clause or application, and to this end, the provisions and clauses of this ’ 
Ordinance are declared to be severable.

Section 12,

The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this Ordinance and have it 
published in accordance with Council policy, either in a daily newspaper 
circulated in the City of Los Angeles or by posting for ten days in three public 
places in the City of Los Angeles: one copy on the bulletin board located at the 
Main Street entrance to the Los Angeles City Hall; one copy oh the bulletin board 
located at the Main Street entrance to the Los Angeles City Hall East; and one 
copy on the bulletin board located at the Temple Street entrance to the Los 
Angeles County Hall of Records.
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DECLARATION OF POSTING ORDINANCE 

j, st^te I was at all times hereinafter mentioned,

^ of eighteen Peari ehdV Deputy city

bminahbe hldTt: j

• .s
\

I, [ a

\ .;: . ./ J-
X\ •5

it k‘\ v ,f.•
!•

i *■\y-, ■>;.v/t

< ■\ - .*

I dopy of which is
1,20i^ancr

r*
i

,i<

tv'' \i ’•• 5
V:'*.;:Vvv. I?:-*.*}» <,*' ,r.1vj» '. • .:ti iSV**:*iy}f

'»
.;v

:. t ‘•V
172959, ort f, J, 2016 I

i . • V'•t

1
City of Los Angeles, California, as follows: 1) one copy on the bulletin board located ait

1':
I"i.

on■»

of Records.

Copies of said ordinance were posted conspicuously beginning on [ ], 2016

and will be continuously posted for ten or more days.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Signed this [ ]thdayof[ ] 2016 at Los Angeles, California.

[ ], Deputy City Clerk

Ordinance Effective Date: [ ], 2016 Council File No. [ ]
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APPENDIX B

CONCEPTUAL SIGN LOCATIONS

[Appendix B follows this page.]
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APPENDIX C

CONCEPTUAL SIGN DRAWINGS

[Appendix C follows this page.]
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Exhibit C



EXHIBIT A

APPEAL OF VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. VTT-72914

I. INTRODUCTION

On July 6, 2016, the Advisory Agency of the Department of City Planning approved 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. VTT-72914; certified Final Environmental Impact Report No. 
ENV-2014-1773-EIR (“FEIR”); and adopted the Mitigation Monitoring Program, the required 
Findings for the adoption of the EIR, and a statement of Overriding Considerations. United 
Neighbors In Defense Against Displacement (“UNIDAD”) filed a timely appeal of that decision 
to the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (the “Planning Commission”). On August 11, 
2016, the Planning Commission confirmed the Advisory Agency’s certification of the FEIR and 
adoption of Mitigation Monitoring Program and Statement of Overriding Considerations; denied 
in part and granted in part the appeals of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. VTT-72914; and 
adopted Findings and Conditions (“Planning Commission action”).1 UNIDAD herein appeals the 
Planning Commission action to the Los Angeles City Council, as set forth below.

The project site is located at 1900-1933 Broadway; 104-122,132-150 Washington Blvd.; 
1900-1912 Hill Street; and 1905-2009 Main Street. Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. VTT- 
72914 (the “VTTM”) would permit the merger and subdivision of the 9.7 acre site into four 
ground lots and 76 airspace lots, allowing for 1,444 residential apartments and condominiums, 
96,670 square feet of retail/commercial use, and a 208 key hotel (the “Project”). Currently, the 
project site is zoned Ml-2-0, and has a General Plan land use designation of “Limited 
Manufacturing.” The Ml zone does not permit the uses proposed for the Project. As a result, the 
Applicant seeks to change the zone to (T)(Q)C2-2-0-SN. The “Limited Manufacturing” land use 
designation does not permit the uses proposed for the Project either. As a result, the Applicant 
also seeks a General Plan amendment to change the General Plan use designation to 
“Community Commercial.” However, the “Community Commercial” use designation does not 
permit the density proposed for the Project. As a result, the Applicant seeks another General Plan 
amendment to allow the Project to be built at Height District 2. The Applicant is seeking many 
additional discretionary land use entitlements.

As set forth below, UNIDAD appeals the Planning Commission action because the 
Findings and conclusions contained therein are not supported by substantial evidence. UNIDAD 
is a coalition of tenants, homeowners, workers, business owners, students, teachers, healthcare
providers and advocates, faith congregations, and community-based organizations who work.....
together to create a healthy and strong South Los Angeles community by ensuring that the 
interests of low-income communities, especially low-income communities of color, are 
represented in the decisions and processes that drive development in South Los Angeles. 
UNIDAD appeals the Planning Commission action because its members will be adversely 
affected by the Project, as proposed.

1 Determination Letter attached as Exhibit B.
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
RECOMMENDATIONS

II.

The Applicant has consistently proposed to construct 549 market rate rental units, 895 
market rate condominium units, and zero affordable units on a site that is less than a quarter mile 
from a major transit stop. At its August 11, 2016 hearing, the Planning Commission 
recommended a new Development Agreement term that would provide for “five (5) percent of 
the approved number of rental dwelling units to be reserved for Low Income Households.”2 This 
is a welcomed improvement from the Applicant’s proposal of zero affordable units and a step in 
the right direction. But with 549 proposed rental units, the Planning Commission 
recommendation amounts to just 28 units of affordable housing - or 1.9% of the total units in the 
project. Moreover, because the Planning Commission’s recommendation is tethered to the 
number of rental units, and not a percentage of the total, the number of affordable units could 
actually decrease even further if the rental-to-condo ratio changes.

III. GROUNDS FOR APPEAL

The Advisory Agency erred and abused its discretion in approving the VTTM. The 
Planning Commission erred and abused its discretion in denying UNIDAD’s appeal of the 
Advisory Agency’s approval and approving the VTTM, as set forth below.

(a) SUBDIVISION MAP ACT FINDINGS ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY 
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

Consistency with Applicable General and Specific Plansi.

The California Subdivision Map Act prohibits a city from approving a tentative tract map 
unless it is consistent with the city’s general plan.3 As described below, the Findings regarding 
consistency with the General Plan are unsupported and inaccurate.

The Planning Commission finds that the Project is consistent with Southeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan (“SELA CP”) Objective No. 1-2, which calls for the reduction of vehicular 
trips.4 However, the Project cannot be found to comply with this Objective because it will 
actually generate hundreds of additional daily vehicle trips.5 To truly reduce vehicle trips 
consistent with Objective No. 1-2, the Project should include adequate on-site affordable 
housing. In California, higher income households own twice as many vehicles and drive twice 
as many miles as extremely low-income households living near transit. Siting affordable housing 
near transit is a “powerfuLand-durable GHG reduction strategy.” 6 Without sufficient affordable

2 Los Angeles City Planning Commission, Letter of Determination for Case No. CPC-2014-1772-DA, 8.
3 Government Code § 66474(a)-(b).
4 Los Angeles City Planning Commission, Letter of Determination for Case No. VTT-72914-1A (hereafter, “VTT 
Determination”), 106.
5 See Reef Project DEIR, section IV .N Transportation at IV.N-22, (September 2015).
6 See California Housing Partnership Strategy & Transform, Why Creating and Preserving Affordable Homes Near 
Transit Is a Highly Effective Climate Protection Strategy, 3,2014.
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housing, the Project misses a valuable opportunity to reduce vehicle trips and is inconsistent with 
SELA CP Objective No. 1-2.

The Planning Commission finds the Project is consistent with the General Plan by 
selectively discussing just six objectives contained in the SELA CP,7 but fails to acknowledge or 
evaluate the Project’s inconsistency with numerous other relevant and applicable policies and 
programs in the current SELA CP. The Project is in fact inconsistent with Policy 11-2.3 of the 
SELA CP (“maximize opportunities for affordable housing and pedestrian access adjacent to rail 
stations.”), Policy 1-5.2 of the SELA CP (“ensure that new housing opportunities minimize 
displacement of the residents”), and Policy 2-1.4 of the SELA CP (“Ensure the viability of 
existing neighborhood stores (i.e., mom-and-pop) which support the needs of local residents and 
are compatible with the neighborhood.”). The Findings fail entirely to analyze the Project’s 
consistency with these and many other relevant, specific SELA policies. Without any such 
analysis, a finding of consistency with the General Plan cannot be made.

Specific policies such as SELA CP Policy 11-2.3 are fundamental, mandatory, and clear. 
Even if the Project is partially consistent with broad General Plan objectives, consistency with 
broad objectives cannot overcome a project's inconsistency with a general plan's more specific, 
mandatory and fundamental policies.

Further, the Subdivision Map Act requires consistency with applicable objectives, 
policies and programs in the entire General Plan - not just the land use element.8 The Planning 
Commission Findings fail entirely to analyze consistency with, and improperly omit, any 
findings of consistency with regard to other General Plan policies. In fact, the Project is 
inconsistent with a number of other important General Plan policies and objectives, including 
those inconsistencies described below, and those inconsistencies described in the July 15, 2016 
UNIDAD Appeal of VTT-72914 to the Planning Commission (Exhibit C); the August 8, 2016 
Comment Letter to the Planning Commission; (Exhibit D); the June 20, 2016 UNIDAD 
Comment Letter (Exhibit E); the November 2, 2015 Public Counsel DEIR Comment Letter 
(Exhibit F); the November 2, 2015 UNIDAD DEIR Comment Letter (Exhibit G), and the August 
10, 2016 UNIDAD FEIR Comment Letter (Exhibit H), each incorporated herein by reference.

Whether the Project includes zero affordable housing as proposed by the Applicant, or 
1.9% affordable housing as recommended by the Planning Commission, it is clearly inconsistent 
with a number of General Plan policies relating to the integrity of existing land use incentives. 
Well-established state and local General Plan policies dictate that increases in the building 
footprint should correspond with the provision of certain minimum percentages of on-site 
affordable housing. The State Density Bonus law, the City’s Density Bonus ordinance, the -

7 VTT Determination, 106-108.
8 See Government Code §66473.5 (“A proposed subdivision shall be consistent with a general plan or a specific plan 
only if the local agency has officially adopted such a plan and the proposed subdivision or land use is compatible 
with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs specified in such a plan.”). See also Friends of “Bs ”
St. v. City of Hayward, 106 Cal. App. 3d 988,998 (1980) (“City approval of a proposed subdivision, construction of 
public improvements, and private sale of subdivided lots may be enjoined for lack of consistency of the subdivision 
map with the general plan. Such consistency is expressly required by Government Code § 66473.5. [City] was 
required to adopt all mandatory elements specified in Government Code § 65302, and was required to conform 
[projects] to its general plan.”)

Page 3 of 14



UNIDAD appeal to City Council of VTT-72914. September 19. 2016.

Downtown Housing Incentive floor area bonus, the Draft Southeast LA Community Plan and 
numerous other local programs are all predicated on aligning density increases with on-site 
affordable housing. The General Plan plainly calls on the City to strengthen affordable housing 
incentive programs and avoid undermining the density bonus.9 State law requires the same.10

Because current zoning does not allow residential use on the site, the Applicant is seeking 
a zone change and a General Plan amendment to change the use designation from “Limited 
Manufacturing” to “Community Commercial.” But the General Plan limits the “Community 
Commercial” zone to a floor-area-ratio (FAR) of 1.5:1 for this site. So the Applicant seeks 
another amendment to exempt the Project from the density limits of Community Plan Footnote 1 
and instead allow Height District 2 and 6:1 FAR on the site. The first part of the General Plan 
amendment would allow residential use where none was previously allowed. The second part 
would create a 400% increase in allowable residential density (from 1.5 FAR to 6 FAR). In other 
words, the Applicant seeks a General Plan amendment to effectuate a site-specific density 
increase. Under state and local density bonus law, to achieve a density increase of 35% or 
greater, the Project would need to provide at least 11% Very Low Income units or 20% Low 
Income units.11

Here, the Applicant proposes to bypass these requirements under the guise of a zone 
change and General Plan amendment.12 The Applicant proposes zero on-site affordable housing, 
while the Planning Commission recommends just 1.9% affordable housing. In either case, the 
Project would enjoy the maximum benefits of the density bonus law without meeting even the 
minimum requirements to qualify. This is the very definition of undermining the density bonus. 
It is entirely inconsistent with the General Plan, and further, represents a failure to implement 
these mandatory Programs of the Housing Element.

Providing zero or 1.9% affordable housing in a project that is located less than !4 mile 
from a major transit stop is inconsistent with a number of other General Plan policies and

9 See, General Plan Housing Element Program 73 (“When building envelopes are increased, take care not to 
undermine the density bonus program. Aim to attach community benefits, including affordable housing, to 
significant bonuses in floor area and density.”); General Plan Housing Element Program 99 (“Explore ways to 
improve affordable housing production under the [Downtown Affordable Housing Bonus] program...”); General 
Plan Housing Element Program 101 (“Take care to not undermine the density bonus program by providing 
significant land-use incentives without an affordable housing provision...”); General Plan Framework Element 
Policy 4.1.6 (“Create incentives and give priorities in permit processing for low- and very-low income housing 
developments throughout the City.”); General Plan Framework Element Policy 4.2.1 (“Offer incentives to include 
housing for very low- and low-income households in mixed-use developments.”).

California Government Code§ 659T7(“aTocality~shallnot offer a density bonus or any other incentive that would 
undermine the intent of [state density bonus law].”).
11 See Cal. Gov. Code § 55915 (f) (“the amount of density bonus to which the applicant is entitled shall vary 
according to the amount by which the percentage of affordable housing units exceeds the percentages established in 
subdivision (b).” (emphasis added)); Los Angeles Municipal Code § 12.22A25 (c)(1). Under the Downtown Housing 
Incentive Area floor area bonus, the Reef would need to provide 5% of units for Very Low Income Households, and 
either 10% for Low Income Households or 15% for Moderate Income Households. LAMC 12.22 A29.

The Planning Department claims that the “project does not propose to use the density bonus,” (Department of City 
Planning, Appeal Recommendation Report for Case No. VTT-72914-1A, B-4). State law defines a “density bonus” 
as any “density increase over the otherwise maximum allowable residential density as of the date of the application.” 
(Cal. Gov. Code § 65915(f)).

10

12
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programs that highlight the importance of creating meaningful new affordable housing, 
especially in developments located near transit.13 In conflict with Housing Element Policy 2.5.1 
(and a number of other policies in the Housing Element),14 the Project would be provided with 
enormous residential density increases without providing even the minimal percentages of 
affordable housing required by state density bonus law.

As proposed, the Project threatens to add to the daunting displacement pressures 
experienced by lower income, rent burdened households. According to the Reef Project Health 
Impact Study, over 40,000 people have a moderate to very high risk for financial strain and/or 
displacement as a result of the Project’s impacts on housing prices in the surrounding area. 
Within the South Central community that would be impacted by the Project, thousands of 
households are already rent burdened, and a large number of subsidized affordable housing units 
are at risk of converting to market rate in the near future.16 The Health Impact Study also 
highlights the potential for this Project to contribute to disruption and destabilization for small 
local businesses.17 Unmitigated, these displacement and community destabilization risks cause 
the Project to conflict with numerous General Plan policies,18 and clearly implicate the public 
health considerations outlined in the City’s new Plan for a Healthy LA.19

15

Obscuring the fact that the Project needs over a dozen discretionary land use entitlements, 
the Findings merely state that “[t]he proposed General Plan designation will be consistent with 
the proposed zone upon approval of Case No. CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP- 
CUX-ZV-SPR-MSC.”20 This circular logic presumes a laundry list of discretionary approvals 
and it fails to present evidence that such approvals are permitted by the City Charter or otherwise 
allowed by law.

In sum, because the Findings fail to adequately evaluate consistency with the Community 
Plan, fail entirely to evaluate consistency with other General Plan policies and programs, and

See, General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.1.2 (“Expand affordable rental housing for all income groups that 
need assistance.”); General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.5.1 (“Target housing resources, policies and incentives 
to include affordable housing in residential development, particularly in mixed use development, Transit Oriented 
Districts and designated Centers.”); General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.5.2 (“Foster the development of new 
affordable housing units citywide and within each Community Plan Area.”); General Plan Housing Element 
Program 8 (“Explore the feasibility and appropriateness of creating affordable housing requirements for projects that 
receive benefits from the City, including projects that receive City subsidies or City land, projects receiving zone 
changes that result in significantly more units than otherwise permitted, as well as projects that obtain a 
Development Agreement.”).

See, e.g., supra note 13.
Human Impact Partners, Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Proposed Reef Development Project in 

South Central Los Angeles, 19-20 (October, 2015) (hereafter, “Reef Project Health Impact Study”). Available at 
http://www.humanimpact.org/news/reefdevelopmentproject/

14

15

16 Id.
17 Id.
18 See, e.g., Southeast LA Community Plan Policy 1-5.2; Southeast LA Community Plan Policy 2-1.4; General Plan 
Housing Element Objective 1.2; General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.2.2; General Plan Housing Element Policy 
1.2.8.

See, General Plan Health Element Policy 1.7 Displacement and Health (“major revitalization efforts that have the 
potential to cause displacement should be evaluated and mitigated.”); General Plan Health Element Program 86 
Displacement.

VTT Determination, 105.

19

20
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because the Project is in fact inconsistent with many other General Plan policies and programs, 
the Findings are unsupported, and the decision to approve the VTTM constitutes an abuse of 
discretion.

Physical Suitability of the Site for the Proposed Type and Density of 
Development

ii.

The Subdivision Map Act requires a city to deny approval of a tentative map where the 
site is not physically suitable for the type or density of development.21 As described below, the 
Findings and conclusions regarding the Project site’s suitability for the proposed type and 
density of development are entirely unsupported.

The Planning Commission finds that the site is physically suitable for the proposed type 
of development based on a short description of the site’s current and proposed uses.22 This 
unsupported conclusion is entirely insufficient to justify approval of the VTTM. The Findings 
neglect to acknowledge or adequately evaluate the site’s history of being zoned for industrial 
uses, the proposal to erect large signage next to major freeways, the impacts of luxury housing 
on neighboring rental housing stock, and other important considerations regarding such a 
substantial change of use on the site.

The Findings state that “the project site’s density is suitable because it is compatible with 
the high density campuses of the Los Angeles Trade Technical College and the Santee Education 
Complex.”23 Such a comparison might be laughable, were it not such an egregious affront to 
informed decision-making. It goes without saying, but high schools and commuter colleges with 
no residential uses are clearly inappropriate and non-instructive examples when considering 
impacts of adding 1,444 housing units on an industrially zoned site. Incredibly, the Findings then 
state that the Project is compatible with the Rutland apartment building directly north of the 
Project site.24 The Rutland building contains 127 residential units. In contrast, the Project would 
create 1,444 residential units among 10 low and mid-rise buildings, a 35-story residential tower, 
a 32-story residential tower, and another 19-story hotel tower. Based on a comparison to a 
building that contains less than one-tenth the number of units as the Project, the Planning 
Commission’s finding that the Project site is suitable for the proposed density is unsupported.

Likelihood of the Design of the Subdivision and Improvements to Cause 
Substantial Environmental Damage

ui.

The Planning Commission’s finding regarding the environmental impact of the Project 
also is unsupported by substantial evidence. The Project will have significant and unavoidable 
impacts relative to Aesthetics, Air Quality, and Transportation, as acknowledged in the FEIR, 
indicating that the subdivision design and improvements may cause substantial environmental 
damage. UNIDAD hereby adopts and incorporates by reference the comments regarding the 
Project’s environmental impacts contained in the July 15, 2016 UNIDAD Appeal of VTT-72914

Government Code § 66474(c)-(d). 
VTT Determination, 110-111 
VTT Determination, 112.

22

23

24 Id.
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to the Planning Commission (Exhibit C); the August 8, 2016 UNIDAD Comment Letter (Exhibit 
D); the June 20, 2016 UNIDAD Comment Letter (Exhibit E); the November 2, 2015 Public 
Counsel DEIR Comment Letter (Exhibit F); the November 2, 2015 UNIDAD DEIR Comment 
Letter (Exhibit G); and the August 10, 2016 UNIDAD FEIR Comment Letter (Exhibit H).

Likelihood of the Design of the Subdivision and Proposed Improvements 
to Cause Public Health Problems

IV.

The Subdivision Map Act requires a city to deny approval of a tentative tract map where 
the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause serious public health 
problems.25 As proposed, the Project threatens to add to the daunting displacement pressures 
experienced by lower income, rent burdened households. According to the Reef Project Health 
Impact Study (included in Exhibit G), over 40,000 people have a moderate to very high risk for 
financial strain and/or displacement as a result of the Project’s impacts on housing prices in the 
surrounding area.26 Within the South Central community that would be impacted by the Project, 
thousands of households are already rent burdened, and a large number of subsidized affordable 
housing units are at risk of converting to market rate in the near future.27

There are severe negative public health consequences associated with the Project’s 
displacement threat. For example, the Reef Project Health Impact Study found:

“Housing instability, living in substandard housing, overcrowding, and 
homelessness are all determinants of poor health that can be caused by the 
financial strain of gentrification. These health determinants can have negative 
impacts on mental and physical health for adults, and can also specifically impact 
children...There are significant associations between high housing costs and 
hunger, inadequate childhood nutrition, and poor childhood growth.”28

The Reef Project Health Impact Study also notes:

“Disruption of social networks through forced serial displacement and root shock 
can lead to additional health challenges including exposure to fragmented social 
environments that have higher rates of violence and sexually transmitted diseases. 
Multi-generational traumas of this nature can potentially influence the genetic 
makeup of future generations, leaving them more physiologically susceptible to 
the impacts of stress.”29

In a letter to the City Council (“DPH Letter”), the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health further advises that “[mjoving frequently leads to housing instability and has 
negative impacts on children including increased absenteeism and poor performance in school,

25 Government Code § 66474(f).
Reef Project Health Impact Report, 19-20. 
Id. at 20.
Id. at 25.
Id at 4.

26

27

28

29
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„30 And the City of Los Angeles’ ownwhich is linked with negative health and social outcomes.
General Plan Health Element explicitly acknowledges the many negative public health 
consequences of displacement.

Given the demonstrated displacement threats posed by the Project and the corresponding 
public health risks, the Planning Commission’s finding that “there appear to be no potential 
public health problems caused by the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision 
tone deaf, without merit, and not supported by the evidence.

32 ■
IS

(b) THE FEIR’S CONCLUSIONS AND THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S CEQA 
FINDINGS ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE.

UNIDAD hereby adopts and incorporates by reference the comments regarding the 
Project’s environmental impacts contained in the July 15, 2016 UNIDAD Appeal of VTT-72914 
to the City Planning Commission (Exhibit C); the August 8, 2016 Comment Letter to the City 
Planning Commission; (Exhibit D); the June 20, 2016 UNIDAD Comment Letter (Exhibit E); 
the November 2, 2015 Public Counsel DEIR Comment Letter (Exhibit F); the November 2, 2015 
UNIDAD DEIR Comment Letter (Exhibit G); and the August 10, 2016 UNIDAD FEIR 
Comment letter (Exhibit H).

The Project Aesthetics are Entirely Different from the Current Aesthetic 
of the Neighborhood in which the Project would be Located, and Changes 
Should be Made to the Project Including Fewer Signs, Smaller and Fewer 
Billboards, and Less Lighting

i.

The proposed Project’s height, size and the number and types of buildings it will contain 
will be significantly greater than other projects in South Los Angeles. The neighborhood in 
which the Project is proposed to be built is comprised of small businesses, older residential and 
commercial buildings, and longtime residents who have established a close-knit and unique 
community. The Reef Project, as proposed, would stand in stark contrast to the current aesthetic 
of the area in all aspects of the development, including its size, design, height, and character. The 
sheer size, and buildings to be included in the Project (a hotel, high-end stores and a 
supermarket) will effectively transform the aesthetics and character of the neighborhood by 
virtue of their appearance and the clientele they will attract.

In addition, the Applicant proposes a Sign District that would total 234,067 square feet, 
some of which would be animated and in operation from dawn until 2 a.m. South Los Angeles 
does not currently contain many high rise buildings, and those that are located in the area are not 
outfitted with large, animated signs and billboards. As we pointed out in our comments on the 
DEIR, this quantity and type of signage is more characteristic of Downtown Los Angeles, where 
the demographics and aesthetics are significantly different than those of South Los Angeles. As

30 The County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Health May 23,2016 Project letter to PLUM (hereafter “DPH 
Letter”).
31 See Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles, A Health and Wellness Element of the General Plan, at 32 (March 2015). 
Available at http://planning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/PlanforHealthyLA.pdf 

VTT Determination, 113.32
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stated in the DEIR, the Project, as proposed, “would establish a new visual identity for the 
otherwise non-descript Project Site and surrounding area, and would serve as a visual focal point 
in the area.”33 The current neighborhood surrounding the Project site has a distinct, unique and 
historically robust identity and character, made up of dedicated and connected residents. The 
City clearly admits that the Reef Project, as proposed, would completely alter this identity. The 
FEIR should not be approved until measures are implemented to mitigate these impacts and 
preserve the neighborhood’s important character and culture.

The Project Will Likely Result in Indirect Displacement, and the 
Findings of the Health Impact Report Should have Been Taken Into 
Account and the Corresponding Impacts Mitigated.

n.

The Reef Project Health Impact Study was prepared by Human Impact Partners, an 
independent, well respected, science and research-based organization, which reached its 
conclusions based on data, facts, direct resident engagement, and peer reviewed articles. Based 
on this research and studies conducted in other cities in similar communities and areas, the Reef 
Project Health Impact Study predicted that the effects of the Project could reach up to 43,000 
residents in South Los Angeles, and result in their displacement. In the response to comments, 
the City repeatedly tries to discredit the study through a variety of assertions including that the 
Study lacks evidence or its conclusions are speculative. In fact, the Study provides ample 
sources, studies and appendices on which the Study’s results were based, and supplements the 
City’s failure to examine indirect displacement impacts of the Project. In addition, because the 
Project has not yet been built, all predictions, assumptions and assertions made in the FEIR are, 
in effect, speculative. Therefore, the results of the Reef Project Health Impact Study should be 
seriously considered, and the anticipated impacts mitigated. It is troubling that the City has 
elected to dedicate significant staff time and resources to discrediting a robust, community- 
driven study, as opposed to utilizing those resources to consider its findings and incorporate 
measures to mitigate the impacts

Residents of the community surrounding the Project site and in the nearby neighborhood 
are low-income people of color, who are already overburdened with health issues and rising 
rents. These individuals and families are already struggling to remain in South Los Angeles, 
where rent is lower than most other parts of Los Angeles, including Downtown. The charts 
presented in the response to comments clearly demonstrate that in Downtown Los Angeles, there 
are substantially more large, multi-unit buildings with significantly fewer persons residing in 
each unit.34 The Project, which will contain units similar to those in Downtown Los Angeles, 
both in cost and in design, will not be affordable for current South Los Angeles residents. 
Further, the City claims that the area surrounding the Project Site is not conducive to 
development similar to the Project because of current zoning designations.35 It is precisely for 
this reason that the Project, and its potential for displacement of existing residents and 
businesses, should be carefully considered; construction of the Project hinges on numerous zone 
changes requested by the developers. There is a real possibility that the Project will lead to 
additional developments and changes in the local economy to cater to the higher-income

33 DEIR at IV.B. 1-22. 
FEIR at III-239. 
FEIR at III-240.

34

35

Page 9 of 14



UNIDAD appeal to City Council of VTT-72914. September 19.2016.

population, which the Project hopes to attract. Such changes are not merely speculative, but have 
been experienced and documented in other areas, and could drive up the costs of goods, services, 
and housing, which would displace current residents. The potential for this is well-documented 
in the Reef Project Health Impact Study.

In the response to comments, the City states that “the Project will operate as an extension 
of downtown, and that potential future residents will exhibit the characteristics in common with 
current residents of downtown Los Angeles.”36 Because of the distinct socioeconomic 
characteristics of current South Los Angeles residents as compared to residents of Downtown 
Los Angeles, this confirms that the project intends to serve a higher-income population than the 
population that currently resides in the Project area, at the possible expense of these residents. It 
is critical to the health, survival and integrity of the South Los Angeles community that the 
Project’s potential for displacement is addressed, analyzed and taken into account.

The Project’s True Growth-Inducing Impacts and Cumulative Impacts 
Should Have Been Analyzed and Mitigated in the FEIR

iii.

The Reef Project has been described as a “catalytic” and “transformative” project, yet the 
effects of this transformation on the current South Los Angeles population are ignored through 
the EIR’s failure to examine the Project’s true growth-inducing and cumulative impacts. There is 
a concrete potential for the Project to attract a different population than that which currently 
resides in the Project area by virtue of the luxury housing it intends to provide; this may lead to a 
shift in the types of services provided in the area, the construction of new retail and other 
commercial developments to serve new area residents, and economic challenges for existing area 
businesses serving current residents. Similarly, the FEIR’s response to comments repeatedly 
states that the trend of development in Downtown Los Angeles is moving southward into the 
Project area, but fails to truly account for the cumulative indirect displacement which may result 
from this Project, taken in concert with this new development trend.

The City Should Address the Project’s Potential to Exacerbate Los 
Angeles’ Current Affordable Housing Crisis By Requiring the Inclusion 
of Affordable Housing

IV,

As mentioned above and in our DEIR comments, the community surrounding the Project 
site is comprised mainly of low- and very low-income people of color who already live in 
overcrowded housing, and experience housing insecurity despite an average rent that is 
significantly lower than average in Los Angeles. Because the Project’s impacts will 
disproportionately affect this community, affordable housing units should be included to ensure 
that community members are given the opportunity to be included in the development. The 
DEIR claims that current residents will benefit from the supermarket and other amenities that 
will be built on site. They should not be excluded from also living on site, and accommodating 
the local community in the Project will help mitigate a number of impacts identified in the FEIR 
including displacement impacts, and Air Quality and Climate Change impacts by, for example, 
increasing transit ridership. The speculation in the response to comments that affordable units

36 FEIR at ffl-246.

Page 10 of 14



UNIDAD appeal to City Council of VTT-72914. September 19. 2016.

may be required in the Project’s Development Agreement (and the eventual Planning 
Commission recommendation for 28 units, or 1.9%) does not remedy the failure to include them 
as mitigation in the EIR.

The FEIR Should Have Included an Environmental Justice Section to 
Account for the Impacts that will be Felt by the Low-Income Community 
of Color Surrounding the Project

v.

Lead agencies are encouraged to include Environmental Justice analyses in EIRs for 
Projects that are likely to have a significant and disproportionate effect on surrounding 
communities or communities of color.37 Although CEQA does not explicitly define the term 
“environment,” it is commonly accepted that people make up an important part of the 
environment. As Attorney General Kamala Harris noted, because “human beings are an integral 
part of the environmentf, in a CEQA analysis,] ‘an agency is required to find that a ‘project may 
have a significant effect on the environment’ if, among other things, ‘[t]he environmental effects 
of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.” 
An Environmental Justice analysis is not limited to, as the response to comments states, 
identification of “situations where a project would result in disproportionate impacts on a low 
income community, as compared to similar impacts that are experienced from projects located in 
higher income communities.”38 Rather, the analysis extends to identifying whether the affected 
community will be disproportionally impacted by the Project because it is a low-income 
community of color, or disadvantaged in another way. Whether or not the impacts are typical for 
a development is not at issue. The analysis aims to determine whether these “typical” impacts 
will have a greater significance or exaggerated effect on a protected class, and in this case on a 
community that is already struggling with health, financial and other concerns, as compared with 
communities that are not burdened in these ways.

As expressed in our DEIR comments, and emphasized in the attached Reef Project Health 
Impact Study, the community surrounding the Project site is an environmental justice 
community. Its members are overburdened with mental and physical health issues, financial 
struggles, and overcrowded and unaffordable housing. As a result, the impacts of the Project, 
particularly those that have been found to be significant and unavoidable will likely 
disproportionately affect the community. In order to properly analyze and mitigate these impacts 
and to ensure a fair, just and equitable Los Angeles, an Environmental Justice analysis should 
have been included in the FEIR. Without this analysis, the Project should not be approved.

37 It is important to note that the response to comments only mentions low-income communities as those 
necessitating an Environmental Justice analysis. Environmental Justice communities include those that are 
comprised of members of any protected class including race, national origin, ethnic group identification, religion, 
age, sex, sexual orientation, color or disability. The FEIR should have taken each of these classes into account in 
determining whether to include an Environmental Justice analysis, as opposed to focusing exclusively on income. 
This is especially true considering that our DEIR comments referred repeatedly to the demographics and racial 
makeup of this community and the disadvantages that they encounter daily.

FEIR, pg. III-249.38
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The DEIR Contained Numerous Inaccuracies and Improper Deferral of 
Impact Analyses and Mitigation, Which Were Not Resolved in the FEIR

VI.

The DEIR contained an inaccurate project description, inaccurate characterization of 
impacts, and improper deferral of mitigation measures, none of which were resolved in the FEIR. 
These deficiencies were laid out in detail in comments on the DEIR. For example, at numerous 
times throughout the EIR, the City concludes that based on the specific features of the project, 
impacts will be less than significant or fully mitigated. Elsewhere, the City provides flexibility to 
the project under the Design Guidelines and Land Use Equivalency Program. These programs 
allow the specific locations of buildings, uses, and other project features to be modified after the 
FEIR is certified. This inconsistency was identified in comments on the DEIR. However, the 
FEIR does not resolve it, but merely states that if the project is changed through the Design 
Guidelines or Land Use Equivalency Program, new impacts will be analyzed through additional 
environmental review. This, arguably, represents improper deferral under CEQA, and implies 
that the DEIR provides no more than an approximation as to the specific impacts of the proposed 
Project. Similarly, reliance on the negotiation of a development agreement between the City and 
Project developers to defer inclusion of feasible mitigation measures such as incorporating 
affordable housing into the Project is improper under CEQA. The FEIR should have included a 
full and accurate description of all features and requirements of Project development, including 
incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures, a clear and accurate description of the location 
and layout of Project design features, and the conditions under which the Project will be 
constructed.

The Sign District Approved By the City Planning Commission on August 
11, 2016 Is Not Analyzed in the June, 2016 FEIR.

vii.

On August 11, 2016, the City Planning Commission approved the creation of a 
Supplemental Use Sign District that, while not including all of the Applicant’s outlandish 
requests, still allows over 50,000 square feet of signage and includes digital signs and off-site 
advertising.39 The FEIR for the Reef project was completed months earlier, in June 2016. The 
FEIR does not evaluate the new Sign District recommended by the City Planning Commission.

viii. Per the November 2, 2015 DEIR Comment Letter and July 15,2016
UNIDAD Appeal of VTT-72914, the FEIR’s Conclusions Regarding the 
Impacts of the Original Sign District Proposed By the Applicant Are 
Inadequate and Unsupported by Substantial Evidence.

The Applicant has requested, and the FEIR evaluated, the creation of a Supplemental Use 
District - Sign District allowing the Project to erect nearly a quarter million square feet of 
signage, including animated digital signs and off-site advertising.40 The FEIR’s analysis of this 
proposed Sign District is inadequate.

39 See, The Reef Transit-Oriented Sign District Ordinance, Section 3(B) (allowing off-site advertising) and Section 
8(D)(b)(allowing digital displays in Vertical Level 2 of Sign Zone A).

DEIR at 11-30.40
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On November 2, 2015, Public Counsel submitted comments to the DEIR, incorporated by 
reference herein. In this letter, Public Counsel registered numerous serious concerns about the 
DEIR’s perfunctory, inaccurate and conclusory assessment of the Project’s proposed Sign 
District. Unfortunately, the FEIR fails to adequately address these concerns in its responses to 
the comments. On the contrary, the responses double down on the DEIR’s original inadequacies 
by advancing conclusions unsupported by their own analyses. Although UNIDAD disputes as 
inaccurate all of the responses to these comments, several starkly highlight the inadequacy of the 
environmental review and the unsupported, false conclusions reached in the FEIR with respect to 
the proposed signage.

No response captures the dangers contained in the FEIR with respect to inadequate 
signage analysis more accurately than the response to comment 9-19. Comment 9-19 addressed 
the DEIR’s failure to consider the significance of allowing the Project to erect signs which would 
otherwise violate the City’s ban in both the current sign ordinance and draft sign ordinance 
prohibiting signage within 2000 feet of a freeway that would be viewed primarily from a main 
traveled roadway of a freeway or an on-ramp/off-ramp.41 The DEIR failed to acknowledge the 
impact of exempting the Project from this central rule of the City’s sign policy and the attendant 
effects on aesthetics and public safety.

Furthermore, the DEIR failed to account for how allowing the Project’s signage threatens 
to invalidate the City’s hard fought ban on freeway facing signs and the significant 
environmental impacts that would follow. The Staples Center and the Fifteenth Street SUD 
exemptions to the freeway ban survived a legal challenge in World Wide Rush LLC et al v. City 
of Los Angeles only because those districts furthered the City’s objectives in “traffic and 
aesthetics.”42 Here, those arguments are absent. Thus, the Project threatens the City’s continued 
ability to ban freeway facing signs, and opens up the entire length of every freeway to signage 
the City has fought so hard to ban.

The FEIR response to comment 9-19 does not address any of the concerns raised and 
simply cross references to responses to other comments. Tellingly, the cross referenced 
responses acknowledge that the signage will be “viewed primarily from”43 the nearby freeways. 
Despite the Project’s obvious violation of the signage ordinance entitled “Hazard to Traffic,” the 
FEIR erroneously and dangerously concludes that the signage would not impair road safety. 
Equally troubling is the fact that the response entirely fails to address the fact that the proposed 
signage stands to eviscerate the City’s ban on freeway facing billboards.

The FEIR’s response to Public Counsel’s comment 9-6 is similarly inadequate. Public 
Counsel’s DEIR Comment Letter cited to studies showing the negative impact on human health 
from exposure to excessive artificial nighttime lighting. Here, the FEIR acknowledges that this 
nighttime signage would have a significant impact on the residents of the Rutland Apartment

Article 4.4, Section 14.4.6 and Section 14.4.5 of draft Signage Ordinance under CPC consideration.
Word Wide Rush LLC et al., vs. City of Los Angeles, 606 F.3d 676 (9th Cir. 2010).
The phrase “viewed primarily from” shall mean that the message may be seen with reasonable clarity for the 

greater distance by a person traveling on the main traveled roadway of a freeway or on-ramp/off ramp than by a 
person traveling on the street adjacent to the sign. Sign Ordinance, Los Angeles Building Code, Chapter 62 § 
91.6205.5

42

43
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(Response to Comment 9-13). And it acknowledges that scientific studies show that human 
health is placed at risk when exposed to excessive artificial nighttime lighting. Despite these 
acknowledgements, the FEIR seeks to minimize these acknowledged impacts by attempting to 
distinguish the cited literature as “primarily focusing” on indoor lighting. The falsity of this 
distinction is self-evident given that the signage from the proposed Project will illuminate the 
insides of the Rutland Apartment residents’ bedrooms during sleeping hours. Rather than 
seriously confront this impact, the FEIR cavalierly asserts these residents can simply draw their 
blinds to shield themselves from the Project’s electronic signage. This suggestion not only 
requires affected individuals to alter their environment to protect themselves from the Project’s 
impacts, it requires every occupant to have and use window coverings sufficient to block out the 
proposed electronic signage. Clearly, the FEIR fails to account for the impacts the Project’s 
nighttime lightshow would have on Rutland Apartment residents.

In sum, whether the Project goes forward with the new Sign District approved by the 
City Planning Commission (but not analyzed in the FEIR), or the original proposed Sign District, 
the FEIR’s conclusions regarding a Sign District are unsupported.

IV. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above and those presented during the public hearing for this 
appeal, the City Council should grant this appeal and overturn the Planning Commission’s 
approval.
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EXHIBIT A

APPEAL OF VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. VTT-72914

I. INTRODUCTION

On July 6, 2016, the Advisory Agency of the Department of City Planning 
approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map no. VTT-72914, certified Final Environmental 
Impact Report No. ENV-2014-1773-EIR (“FEIR”) and adopted the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program, the required Findings for the adoption of the EIR, and a statement 
of Overriding Considerations (the “Determination”). United Neighbors In Defense 
Against Displacement (“UNIDAD”) herein appeals the Determination to the Los Angeles 
City Planning Commission.

The project site is located at 1900-1933 Broadway; 104-122, 132-150 Washington 
Blvd.; 1900-1912 Hill Street; and 1905-2009 Main Street. Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
No. VTT-72914 (the “VTTM”) would permit the merger and subdivision of the 9.7 acre 
site into four ground lots and 76 airspace lots, allowing for 1,444 market rate residential 
apartments and condos, 96,670 square feet of retail/commercial use, and a 208 key hotel 
(the “Project”). Currently, the project site is zoned Ml-2-0, and has a General Plan land 
use designation of “Limited Manufacturing.” The Ml zone does not permit the uses 
proposed for the Project. As a result, the Applicant seeks to change the zone to (T)(Q)C2- 
2-O-SN. The “Limited Manufacturing” land use designation does not permit the uses 
proposed for the Project either. As a result, the Applicant also seeks a General Plan 
Amendment to change the General Plan use designation to “Community Commercial.” 
The “Community Commercial” use designation does not permit the density proposed for 
the Project. As a result, the Applicant seeks another General Plan amendment to allow the 
Project to be built at height district 2. The Applicant is seeking many additional 
discretionary land use entitlements.

As described below, UNIDAD appeals the Determination because the findings 
and conclusions contained therein are not supported by substantial evidence. UNIDAD is 
a coalition of tenants, homeowners, workers, business owners, students, teachers, 
healthcare providers and advocates, faith congregations, and community-based 
organizations who work together to create a healthy and strong South Los Angeles 
community by ensuring that the interests of low-income communities, especially low- 
income communities of color are represented in the decisions and processes that drive 
development in South Los Angeles. UNIDAD appeals the Determination because its 
members will be adversely affected by the Project, as proposed.

II. GROUNDS FOR APPEAL

The Advisory Agency erred and abused its discretion in approving the VTTM as 
set forth below.

July 15,2016
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(a) SUBDIVISION MAP ACT FINDINGS ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY 
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

Consistency with Applicable General and Specific Plansi.

The California Subdivision Map Act prohibits a city from approving a tentative 
tract map unless it is consistent with the city’s general plan.1 As described below, the 
Determination’s findings and conclusions regarding consistency with certain General 
Plan objectives are plainly wrong.

The Determination claims the Project is consistent with Southeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan (“SELA CP”) Objective No. 1-2, which calls for the reduction of 
vehicular trips.2 However, the Project cannot be found to comply with this Objective 
because it will actually generate hundreds of additional daily vehicle trips.3

The Determination finds the Project is consistent with the General Plan by 
selectively discussing just six objectives contained in the SELA CP. The Determination 
fails to acknowledge or evaluate the Project’s inconsistency with numerous other relevant 
and applicable policies and programs in the current SELA CP. The Project is in fact 
inconsistent with Policy 11-2.3 of the SELA CP (“maximize opportunities for affordable 
housing and pedestrian access adjacent to rail stations.”), Policy 1-5.2 of the SELA CP 
(“ensure that new housing opportunities minimize displacement of the residents”), and 
Policy 2-1.4 of the SELA CP (“Ensure the viability of existing neighborhood stores (i.e., 
mom-and-pop) which support the needs of local residents and are compatible with the 
neighborhood.”).

Further, the Subdivision Map Act requires consistency with applicable objectives, 
policies and programs in the entire General Plan - not just the land use element.4 In fact, 
the Project is inconsistent with a number of other important General Plan policies and 
objectives. The Project proposes to construct 549 market rate rental units and 895 market 
rate condominium units and zero affordable units on a site that is less than a quarter mile 
from a major transit stop. This is clearly inconsistent with a number of General Plan 
policies and objectives that highlight the importance of creating new affordable housing,

1 Government Code 66474(a)-(b).
2 Determination, 108.
3 See DEIR of The Reef Project, section IV.N Transportation at IV.N-22, (September 2015). Available at 
http://planning.lacity.org/eir/theReef/deir/DEIR%20Sections/IV.N.%20Transportation.pdf#page=22
4 See Government Code §66473.5. “A proposed subdivision shall be consistent with a general plan or a 
specific plan only if the local agency has officially adopted such a plan and the proposed subdivision or 
land use is compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs specified in such a 
plan.” See also Friends of ‘‘Bs ” St. v. City of Hayward, 106 Cal. App. 3d 988,998 (1980) ("City approval 
of a proposed subdivision, construction of public improvements, and private sale of subdivided lots may be 
enjoined for lack of consistency of the subdivision map with the general plan. Such consistency is expressly 
required by Government Code section 66473.5. [City] was required to adopt all mandatory elements 
specified in Government Code section 65302, and was required to conform [projects] to its general 
plan." (citations omitted)).
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especially in developments located near transit.5 To build these residential units, the 
Project requests General Plan amendments, a zone change and parking reductions in 
order to dramatically increase the number of residential units permitted on site. Yet the 
Project seeks this increase in residential density without utilizing the city’s density bonus 
ordinance, the Downtown Housing Incentive Ordinance, or meeting the standards of the 
FAR incentive program in the draft Southeast LA Community Plan. In other words, the 
Project would receive all the benefits contained in these incentive programs, without 
meeting even the minimum requirements to qualify. By completely circumventing 
existing density incentive programs, the Project would undermine the city’s entire 
affordable housing incentive structure. This is entirely inconsistent with numerous 
important General Plan policies and objectives.6

Obscuring the fact that the Project needs over a dozen discretionary land use 
entitlements to be developed as proposed, the Determination merely states that “[t]he 
proposed General Plan designation will be consistent with the proposed zone upon 
approval of Case No. CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR- 
MSC.”7 This circular logic presumes a laundry list of discretionary approvals and it fails 
to present evidence that such approvals are permitted by the City Charter or otherwise 
allowed by law.

The Project is inconsistent with numerous other policies, programs and 
requirements of the General Plan, including but not limited to those inconsistencies 
described in the November 2, 2015 UNIDAD DEIR Comment Letter8, the November 2,

5 See, General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.1.2: (“Expand affordable rental housing for all income 
groups that need assistance.”), General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.5.1 (“Target housing resources, 
policies and incentives to include affordable housing in residential development, particularly in mixed use 
development, Transit Oriented Districts and designated Centers.”), General Plan Housing Element Policy 
2.5.2 (“Foster the development of new affordable housing units citywide and within each Community Plan 
Area.”), General Plan Housing Element Program 8. (“Explore the feasibility and appropriateness of 
creating affordable housing requirements for projects that receive benefits from the City, including projects 
that receive City subsidies or City land, projects receiving zone changes that result in significantly more 
units than otherwise permitted, as well as projects that obtain a Development Agreement.”).
6 See, General Plan Housing Element Program 73. (“When building envelopes are increased, take care not 
to undermine the density bonus program. Aim to attach community benefits, including affordable housing, 
to significant bonuses in floor area and density.”), General Plan Housing Element Program 99: (“Explore 
ways to improve affordable housing production under the [Downtown Affordable Housing Bonus] 
program...”), General Plan Housing Element Program 101: (“Take care to not undermine the density bonus 
program by providing significant land-use incentives without an affordable housing provision...”), General 
Plan Framework Element Policy 4.1.6: (“Create incentives and give priorities in permit processing for low- 
and very-low income housing developments throughout the City.”), General Plan Framework Element 
Policy 4.2.1: (“Offer incentives to include housing for very low- and low-income households in mixed-use 
developments.”).
7 Determination, 107.
8 Available at,
http://planning.lacity.org/eir/TheReef/FEIR/FEIR%20Sections/III.%20Responses%20to%20Comments%2 
0(The%20Reef)%20Public%20Review%20FEIR%20060616.pdf
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2015 Public Counsel DEIR Comment Letter,9 and the June 20, 2016 UNIDAD Comment 
Letter (EXHIBIT B), which are incorporated herein by reference.

Because the Determination fails to adequately evaluate consistency with the 
Community Plan, and because the Project is inconsistent with many other General Plan 
policies and programs, the Determination is not supported by substantial evidence and the 
decision to approve the VTTM constitutes an abuse of discretion.

Physical Suitability of the Site for the Proposed Type and Density 
of Development

ii.

The Subdivision Map Act requires a city to deny approval of a tentative map 
where the site is not physically suitable for the type or density of development.10 11 12 As 
described below, the Determination’s findings and conclusions regarding the Project 
site’s suitability for the proposed type and density of development are not supported by 
substantial evidence.

The Determination finds that the site is physically suitable for the proposed type 
of development based on a short description of the site’s current and proposed uses.’1 
This unsupported conclusion is entirely insufficient to support the decision to approve the 
VTTM. The Determination neglects to acknowledge or adequately evaluate the site’s 
history of being zoned for industrial uses, the proposal to erect enormous digital signage 
in close proximity to major freeways, the impacts of luxury housing on neighboring 
rental housing stock, and other important considerations regarding such a substantial 
change of use on the site.

The Determination states that “the project site’s density is suitable because it is 
compatible with the high density campuses of the Los Angeles Trade Technical College 
and the Santee Education Complex.”1^ Such a comparison might be laughable, were it not 
such an egregious affront to informed decision-making. It goes without saying, but high 
schools and commuter colleges with no residential uses are clearly inappropriate or non- 
instructive examples when considering impacts of adding 1,444 housing units on an 
industrially zoned site. Incredibly, the Determination then states that the Project is 
compatible with the Rutland apartment building directly north of the Project site.13 The 
Rutland building contains 127 residential units. Conversely, the Project would create 
1,444 residential units among 10 low and mid-rise buildings, a 35-story residential tower, 
a 32 story residential tower, and another 19-story hotel tower. What does it say when the 
best available comparison to justify the suitability of proposed density is a neighboring 
building that contains less than one-tenth the number of units as the Project? What it says

9 Available at,
http://planning.lacity.org/eir/TheReef/FEIR/FEIR%20Sections/III.%20Responses%20to%20Comments%2 
0(The%20Reef)%20Public%20Review%20FEIR%20060616.pdf
10 Government Code 66474(c)-(d).
11 Determination, 12
12 Determination, 113.
13 Determination, 113.
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is that the Project is patently incompatible. The blunder of the Determination’s findings 
and conclusion is self-evident.

Likelihood of the Design of the Subdivision and Improvements to 
Cause Substantial Environmental Damage

in.

The Determination’s conclusion regarding the environmental impact of the 
Project also is unsupported by substantial evidence. The Project will have significant and 
unavoidable impacts relative to Aesthetics, Air Quality, and Transportation, as 
acknowledged in the FEIR. UNIDAD hereby adopts and incorporates by reference the 
comments regarding the Project’s environmental impacts contained in the November 2, 
2015 UNIDAD DEIR Comment Letter, the November 2, 2015 Public Counsel DEIR 
Comment Letter, and the June 20, 2016 UNIDAD Comment Letter.

Likelihood of the Design of the Subdivision and Proposed 
Improvements to Cause Public Health Problems

iv.

The Subdivision Map Act requires a city to deny approval of a tentative tract map 
where the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause serious 
public health problems.14 As proposed, the Project threatens to add to the daunting 
displacement pressures experienced by lower income, rent burdened households. 
According to the Reef Project Health Impact Study, over 40,000 people have a moderate 
to very high risk for financial strain and/or displacement as a result of the Project’s 
impacts on housing prices in the surrounding area.15 Within the South Central community 
that would be impacted by the Project, thousands of households are already rent 
burdened, and a large number of subsidized affordable housing units are at risk of 
converting to market rate in the near future.16

There are severe negative public health consequences associated with the 
Project’s displacement threat. For example, the Reef Project Health Impact Report found:

“Housing instability, living in substandard housing, overcrowding, and 
homelessness are all determinants of poor health that can be caused by the 
financial strain of gentrification, These health determinants can have 
negative impacts on mental and physical health for adults, and can also 
specifically impact children...There are significant associations between 
high housing costs and hunger, inadequate childhood nutrition, and poor 
childhood growth.”17

The Reef Project Health Impact Report also notes:

4 Government Code § 66474(f).
15 Human Impact Partners, Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Proposed Reef Development 
Project in South Central Los Angeles, 19-20 (October, 2015) (hereafter, “Reef Project Health Impact 
Report”). Available at http://www.humanimpact.org/news/reefdevelopmentproject/
16 Reef Project Health Impact Report, at 20.
17 Id. at 25.
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“Disruption of social networks through forced serial displacement and root 
shock can lead to additional health challenges including exposure to 
fragmented social environments that have higher rates of violence and 
sexually transmitted diseases. Multi-generational traumas of this nature 
can potentially influence the genetic makeup of future generations, leaving 
them more physiologically susceptible to the impacts of stress.”18

In a letter to the Chair of the City Council Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee (“DPH Letter”), the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health further 
advises that “[m]oving frequently leads to housing instability and has negative impacts on 
children including increased absenteeism and poor performance in school, which is 
linked with negative health and social outcomes.”19 And the City of Los Angeles’ own 
General Plan Health Element explicitly acknowledges the many negative public health 
consequences of displacement.29

Given the demonstrated displacement threats posed by the Project and the 
corresponding public health risks, the Determination’s conclusion that “there appear to be 
no potential public health problems caused by the design or improvement of the proposed 
subdivision”21 is tone deaf, without merit, and not supported by the evidence.

(b) THE FEIR’S CONCLUSIONS AND THE ADVISORY AGENCY’S CEQA 
FINDINGS ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE.

UNIDAD hereby adopts and incorporates by reference the comments regarding 
the Project’s environmental impacts contained in the November 2,2015 UNIDAD DEIR 
Comment Letter, the November 2,2015 Public Counsel DEIR Comment Letter, and the 
June 20, 2016 UNIDAD Comment Letter.

The CEQA Process has Been Significantly Flawed.i.

The CEQA process for the proposed Project has been significantly flawed, and 
fails to account for the true potential impacts of this project on area residents, the 
community, and the environment. UNIDAD’s objections to the CEQA process include 
but are not limited to:

• The FEIR should have included an Environmental Justice section to 
account for the impacts that will be felt by the low income community of 
color surrounding the Project.

18 Id. at 4.
The County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Health May 23,2016 Project letter to PLUM (hereafter 
DPH Letter”);]
See Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles, A Health and Wellness Element of the General Plan, at 32 (March 

2015). Available at http://planning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/PlanforHealthyLA.pdf 
Determination, 114.

19

20

21

July 15,2016
UNIDAD appeal to City Planning Commission ofVTT-72914 6

http://planning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/PlanforHealthyLA.pdf


The FEIR should have analyzed, addressed, and mitigated indirect 
Displacement of residents in the surrounding community as a result of the 
Project.
The results of the Reef Project Health Impact Report, which was prepared 
by a reputable organization, should have been addressed, instead of 
callously discounted in the responses to comments.
The lack of affordable housing included in the Project is unacceptable 
considering the community surrounding the Project.
The Project aesthetics are entirely different from the current aesthetics of 
the South LA neighborhood in which the Project would be located and 
changes should have been made to the Project, as proposed in the DEIR, 
including fewer signs, smaller and fewer billboards, and less lighting.

The FEIR’s Responses and Conclusions Regarding Project 
Description and Characterization of Impacts are not Supported by 
Substantial Evidence.

ii.

The Draft EIR contained numerous inaccuracies with respect to the Project 
description and characterization of impacts, which are especially important features of an 
EIR because they provide a baseline understanding of the activity being analyzed in the 
document for decision makers and the public. The FEIR’s response to comments did not 
remedy these inaccuracies. For example, throughout the EIR, the City concludes that 
based on the specific features of the Project, impacts will be less than significant, while at 
the same time providing flexibility to the Project under the Design Guidelines and Land 
Use Equivalency Program with respect to specific building locations, uses, and other 
project features. UNIDAD’s comments to the Draft EIR identified this outright 
inconsistency. And yet the FEIR fails to remedy this inconsistency, and merely states that 
if the Project is changed through the Design Guidelines or Land Use Equivalency 
Program, its impacts will be analyzed through separate environmental review at that time. 
This represents improper deferral of study and mitigation of project impacts under 
CEQA, and suggests the Draft EIR provides merely a “best guess” as to the specific 
features and impacts of the proposed Project, in violation of CEQA.

It is especially troubling that the City dedicates significant attention to attempting 
to dismiss and discredit the lived experience and concrete challenges faced by Project 
area residents, which were presented in the November 2,2015 UNIDAD DEIR Comment 
Letter and the Reef Project Health Impact Report. Rather than addressing the evidence 
presented, the City unsuccessfully attempts to discredit its methodology (and by 
extension, the extensive outreach done to collect input from the impacted community). 
The City disregards the Reef Project Health Impact Report and instead relies on 
oversimplified assumptions about displacement, without taking into account the 
economic considerations outlined in the report, as required by CEQA in evaluating the 
significance of a project’s potential impacts.

The DPH Letter, incorporated by reference herein, which acknowledges the Reef 
Project Health Impact Report, agrees that a lack of affordable housing and increasing
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economic pressures on residents have important implications for the project area. The 
DPH Letter concludes that “[increased access to affordable housing in housing 
development projects such as the Reef Project Development would help ameliorate the 
lack of quality, affordable housing in the City of Los Angeles and related negative health 
outcomes...” Despite this, and numerous studies establishing that the siting of affordable 
housing in projects such as The Reef can alleviate such negative outcomes, ease 
displacement pressures, and increase utilization of public transit systems (reducing 
greenhouse gas, air quality, and transportation/traffic impacts), the EIR concludes that 
including affordable housing as mitigation would not affect the impacts of the Project, 
and would not be appropriate for inclusion in project mitigation measures. It is beyond 
disturbing that the City can make this outrageous statement against the backdrop of a 
declared homelessness emergency, increasing housing insecurity, and a citywide 
affordable housing crisis. Instead of engaging with the community to investigate the true 
impacts of the Project, and considering feasible measures to mitigate those impacts, the 
City has prioritized development at all costs and expressed a lack of interest in the needs 
of current residents.

The FEIR’s Conclusions Regarding the Impacts of the Project’s 
Signage are Inadequate and Unsupported by Substantial 
Evidence.

iii.

On November 2, 2015, Public Counsel submitted comments to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted for The Reef Project, incorporated by 
reference herein. In its November 2, 2015 letter, Public Counsel registered numerous 
serious concerns about the DEIR’s perfunctory, inaccurate and conclusory nature. 
Unfortunately, the FEIR fails to adequately address these concerns in its responses to the 
comments. On the contrary, the responses double down on the DEIR’s inadequacies by 
advancing conclusions unsupported by their own analyses. Although UNIDAD disputes 
as inaccurate all of the responses to these comments, several starkly highlight the 
inadequacy of the environmental review and the falsity of the conclusions reached in the 
FEIR with respect to the proposed signage.

Response to Comment 9-19

No response captures the dangers contained in the FEIR with respect to 
inadequate signage analysis more accurately than the response to comment 9-19. 
Comment 9-19 reads as follows:

The Project would have significant environmental impacts 
on the City’s signage regulations and policies.

(ii)

Regardless of which signage ordinance its conclusions are based, the DEIR 
ignores significant signage restrictions that form the bedrock of the City’s signage 
policy with respect to aesthetics and public safety. Specifically, the DEIR fails to 
address the fact that the Project violates the City’s ban on signage within 2000 
feet of a freeway that would be viewed primarily from a main traveled roadway of

July 15,2016
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a freeway or an on-ramp/ofF-ramp.22 Not only does this gaping oversight stand as 
a powerful indictment of its inadequacy, the DEIR fails to account for how its 
Project’s signage threatens to invalidate the City’s hard fought ban of freeway 
facing signage - an environmental impact of monumental significance. Although 
emerging victorious in World Wide Rush LLC et al v. City of Los Angeles, the 
Ninth Circuit cautioned the City that although the Staples Center and the Fifteenth 
Street SUD exemptions to the freeway ban did not invalidate the ordinance, 
additional exceptions could “break the link between Freeway Facing Sign Ban 
and the City’s objectives in traffic and aesthetics.”23

The Project has all the elements of a sign district that would invalidate the City’s 
ban of freeway facing signs ordinance. Its fully animated billboards would be 
highly visible from multiple freeways. The City’s arguments of blight and 
improving traffic safety available for the Staples Center and Fifteenth Street SUD 
are absent. Thus, the Project threatens the City’s continued ability to ban freeway 
facing signs, and opens up the entire length of every freeway to signage the City 
has fought so hard to ban. The environmental impacts of such a risk are 
immensely significant. Yet the DEIR fails to acknowledge and analyze this 
environmental impact. Accordingly the DEIR is inadequate and must be 
recirculated.

The FEIR responded as follows:

The commenter contends that the Project signage would have significant impacts 
related to existing signage regulations and policies, in particular the City’s ban on 
signs facing freeways. See Responses to Comments 9-5, 9-13, 9-17 and 9-18.

This response grossly neglects to address the hazards relayed in comment 9-19. 
First, the attempt to dismiss the comment by cross referencing earlier responses fails 
because the cross referenced responses acknowledge the fact that the signage will be 
“viewed primarily from”24 the nearby freeways, notwithstanding the FEIR’s artful efforts 
to obscure this fact. By the FEIR’s own account, the proposed signage will be “primarily 
viewable” from the Southbound 1-110, Northbound 1-110, Westbound 1-10, and 
Eastbound 1-10 freeways. Specifically with each viewing, the proposed signage would 
be visible to the freeway driver for a greater distance than a person traveling on the street 
adjacent to the sign. Accordingly, the proposed signage would violate the Sign 
Ordinance, Chapter 62 § 91.6205.5. Despite the Project’s obvious violation of the 
signage ordinance entitled “Hazard to Traffic”, the FEIR erroneously and dangerously 
concludes that the signage would not impair road safety.

22 Article 4.4, Section 14.4.6 and Section 14.4.5 of draft Signage Ordinance under CPC consideration. 
Word Wide Rush LLC et al., vs. City of Los Angeles, 606 F.3d 676 (9th Cir. 2010).
The phrase “viewed primarily from” shall mean that the message may be seen with reasonable clarity for 

the greater distance by a person traveling on the main traveled roadway of a freeway or on-ramp/off ramp 
than by a person traveling on the street adjacent to the sign. Sign Ordinance, Los Angeles Building Code, 
Chapter 62 § 91.6205.5.

23

24
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Equally troubling is the fact that the response entirely fails to address the fact that 
the proposed signage stands to eviscerate the City’s ban on freeway facing billboards. 
The Ninth Circuit in World Wide Rush LLC et al v. City of Los Angeles held that projects 
like the Reef threaten to invalidate the ordinance, as additional freeway signage 
exceptions could “break the link between Freeway Facing Sign Ban and the City’s 
objectives in traffic and aesthetics.”25

Response to Comment 9-6

Public Counsel’s DEIR Comment Letter cited to studies showing the negative 
impact on human health from exposure to excessive artificial nighttime lighting. Here, 
the FEIR acknowledges that the Project would amount to the single largest concentration 
of outdoor electronic signage in the City. It acknowledges that this nighttime signage 
would have a significant impact on the residents of the Rutland Apartment (Response to 
Comment 9-13). And it acknowledges that scientific studies show that human health is 
placed at risk when exposed to excessive artificial nighttime lighting. Despite these 
acknowledgements, the FEIR seeks to minimize these acknowledged impacts by 
attempting to distinguish the cited literature as “primarily focusing” on indoor lighting. 
The falsity of this distinction is self-evident given that the signage from the proposed 
Project will illuminate the insides of the Rutland Apartment residents’ bedrooms during 
sleeping hours. Rather than seriously confront this impact, the FEIR cavalierly asserts 
these residents can simply draw their blinds to shield themselves from the Project’s 
electronic signage. This suggestion not only requires affected individuals to alter their 
environment to protect themselves from the Project’s impacts, it requires every occupant 
to have and use window coverings sufficient to block out the proposed electronic signage. 
Clearly, the FEIR fails to account for the impacts the Project’s nighttime lightshow would 
have on Rutland Apartment residents.

III. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above and those presented during the public hearing for this 
appeal, the City Planning Commission should grant this appeal and overturn the 
Determination.

25 Worldwide World Wide Rush LLC. 606 F.3d at 687.
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ij:ii*7‘D UNITED NEIGHBORS 
IN DEFENSE AGAINST 
DISPLACEMENT

August 8, 2016

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012.

RE: CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR-MSC; 
CPC-2014-1772-DA;
ENV-2014-1773-EIR.

Dear Planning Commissioners:

United Neighbors in Defense Against Displacement (UNIDAD) submits these comments to 
express our strong objections to the proposed development at 1900 South Broadway (“the 
Project” or “the Reef’). We renew and incorporate by reference herein, all comments previously 
submitted by UNIDAD with regard to the Project. This letter also serves as a response to the 
Department of City Planning Recommendation Report (“Staff Recommendation Report”).

PHR LA MART, LLC (the “Applicant”) is asking this Commission to approve two amendments 
to the General Plan, a zone change, multiple conditional use permits, variances, and a new Sign 
District, among other entitlements. The Applicant seeks these fundamental rule changes to enable 
the development of multiple high- and mid-rise buildings with 1,444 market rate condos and 
apartments, significant retail use, a 208 key hotel, unprecedented display of intense signage, and 
zero on-site affordable housing units. All of this is proposed for a site that is zoned for industrial 
use. The Applicant is also seeking a Development Agreement (CPC-2014-1772-DA) that would 
provide funding for off-site affordable housing, but would not provide any on-site affordable 
units. As proposed, the Project is fundamentally inconsistent with important citywide standards 
for equitable development and improperly conflicts with relevant provisions of the General Plan.

The City’s Industrial Land Use Policy requires on-site affordable housing.I,

This Commission is being asked to approve a General Plan amendment to convert the Reef 
property’s land use designation from “Limited Manufacturing” to “Community Commercial.” 
The City’s Industrial Land Use Policy (ILUP) sets forth the procedures for evaluating and 
approving General Plan amendments and zone changes for industrial sites. This well-established 
city land use policy dictates that in order to qualify for the proposed change of use, the Reef must 
provide specific Community Benefits, including on-site affordable housing. i

This is not a matter of debate. The ILUP Staff Directive literally directs Department of City 
Planning (DCP) Staff to “recommend approval of applications for changes of use or zone 
provided Community Benefits are incorporated,” and states that “[wjhen considering approval of 
projects within ... ‘transition’ Districts, staff recommendations should include Community 
Benefits set forth below.”1 2 The enumerated Community Benefits include minimum required 
percentages of on-site affordable housing units.3 This directive is repeated throughout the ILUP.

The Staff Recommendation Report acknowledges the applicability of the ILUP - but not once 
does it mention the Community Benefits provisions.4 This omission is both alarming and deeply

1 Los Angeles ILUP, Staff Direction Memorandum Regarding Industrial Land Use and Potential 
Conversion to Residential or Other Uses [hereafter, “Staff Directive.”], 5. available at, 
http://planning.lacity.org/Code_Studies/LanduseProj/Industrial_Files/StaffDirections.pdf.
2 Staff Directive, 5 and 8.
3 Staff Directive, 8.
4 Department of City Planning Recommendation Report, A-22.

http://planning.lacity.org/Code_Studies/LanduseProj/Industrial_Files/StaffDirections.pdf


troubling. The Commission, and the public, requires a full analysis of all applicable policies, not 
just cherry-picked provisions that support approval.

To be very clear: the ILUP does not require the City to retain the Reefs industrial land use 
designation. However, if a conversion is approved, the ILUP does call for specific Community 
Benefits, including on-site affordable housing. The Applicant and DCP Staff are proposing that 
the Commission ignore this policy directive. But policies are not made to be ignored. We urge the 
Commission to adhere to the ILUP provisions and not approve the Project unless on-site 
affordable housing is provided.

As proposed, the Project is inconsistent with numerous General Plan policies 
and programs, and does not conform to good zoning practice.

II.

In a June 20 letter to DCP staff (“June 20 Letter”), incorporated herein by reference, UNIDAD 
identified numerous General Plan policies and programs intended to: (i) protect affordable 
housing incentive programs;5 (ii) increase affordable housing near transit;6 (iii) prevent 
displacement and avoid the loss of affordable housing;7 and (iv) reduce homelessness.8 The Staff 
Recommendation Report improperly fails to acknowledge or assess the Project’s consistency with 
many of these relevant General Plan policies.

In order to approve the Project, the Commission must find that it is consistent with the provisions 
of the General Plan. As proposed, the Project is in fact inconsistent with important General Plan 
policies and programs, including but not limited to the following:

A. The Project improperly undermines existing affordable housing incentive programs.

The project site is currently in the Ml zone, with a land use designation of “Limited Industrial.” 
To allow residential uses, the Applicant seeks a General Plan amendment to “Community 
Commercial” and a zone change to the C2 zone. But “Community Commercial” is limited to 
Height District 1 and 1.5 FAR. So, in order to develop the full 1,444 dwelling units, the Applicant 
seeks another amendment to the General Plan to modify footnote 1 of the land use map to allow 
Height District 2 and a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 6:1 (a 400% density increase). The Applicant 
also seeks to expand the building envelope by requesting a reduction in parking requirements.

UNIDAD recognizes that increasing residential density for individual projects is sometimes 
appropriate, especially near transit. However, well-established state and local policies dictate that 
increases in the building footprint should correspond with the provision of on-site affordable 
housing. The State Density Bonus law, the City’s density bonus ordinance, the Downtown 
Housing Incentive floor area bonus, the Draft Southeast LA Community Plan, and numerous 
other local programs are all predicated on aligning density increases with on-site affordable 
housing. The General Plan plainly calls on the City to strengthen incentive programs and avoid 
undermining the Density Bonus.9 State law requires the same.10 ..................

5 See, e.g., Housing Element Programs 73, 99 and 101, and Framework Element Policies 4.1.6 and 4.2.1.
6 See, e.g., Community Plan Policy 11-2.3, Housing Element Policies 1.1.2, 2.5.1,2.5.2, and Program 8.
7 See, e.g., Community Plan Policies 1-5.2 and 2-1.4, Housing Element Objective 1.2 and Policies 1.2.2 and 
1.2.8, and Health Element Policy 1.7 and Program 86.
8 See, e.g., General Plan Housing Element Objectives 4.1 and 4.2 and Policy 4.2.3.
9 General Plan Housing Element Program 73 (“When building envelopes are increased, take care not to 
undermine the density bonus program. Aim to attach community benefits, including affordable housing, to 
significant bonuses in floor area and density.”); General Plan Housing Element Program 101 (“Take care to 
not undermine the density bonus program by providing significant land-use incentives without an 
affordable housing provision.”)

California Government Code 65917 (“a locality shall not offer a density bonus or any other incentive that 
would undermine the intent of [state density bonus law].”)
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2



Granting a zone change and General Plan amendment to allow significantly increased density 
without any on-site affordable housing is the very definition of undermining the Density Bonus. 
This is bad policy, and undeniably inconsistent with the General Plan.

B. The Project contradicts General Plan Policies to increase affordable housing near transit.

The Applicant proposes to build 1,444 market rate units without any affordable housing on a site 
that is less than a !4 mile from a transit station. This lack of affordability is antithetical to 
numerous planning policies, undermines efforts to increase ridership and reduce GHGs, and is 
tone deaf to the needs and priorities of our region." Moreover, as described in the June 20 Letter, 
it is fundamentally inconsistent with numerous General Plan policies to increase affordable 
housing near transit. 12

The Staff Recommendation Report omits these policies from its analysis, and simply claims that 
the Project is consistent with Housing Element policies to produce housing generally.13 Touting 
only the total number of market rate units is a red herring. Housing Element Goal 1 refers to “an 
adequate supply of ownership and rental housing that is safe, healthy and affordable to people of 
all income levels.” The most recent Housing Element Reports show that the City is on track to 
exceed the RHNA allocation for above-moderate income units, while falling woefully short on 
Low- and Very Low-income units.14 Adding 1,444 units at rents starting at $1,200 (and likely 
going much higher) - without any on-site affordable units - exacerbates this imbalance and is 
inconsistent with General Plan Housing Element provisions.

C. The Project fails to adequately address displacement impacts.

The Project threatens to add to the overwhelming displacement pressures experienced by lower 
income, rent burdened households. According to a Health Impact Study conducted by Human 
Impact Partners (the “Reef Project Health Impact Study”), over 40,000 people have a moderate to 
very high risk for financial strain and/or displacement as a result of the Project’s impacts on 
housing prices in the surrounding area.15 Within the South Central community that would be 
impacted by the Project, thousands of households are already rent burdened.16 The Reef also 
threatens to contribute to disruption and destabilization for small local businesses. 17

The Staff Recommendation Report fails to acknowledge or evaluate the findings of the Health 
Impact Report. Moreover, the repeated assertion that the Project has no displacement impact

In California, higher income households drive more than twice as many miles and own more than twice 
as many vehicles as extremely low-income households living near transit. One recent study found that 
increasing affordable housing near transit would be “a powerful and durable GHG reduction strategy” and 
would significantly improve our air quality standards. See, California Housing Partnership Strategy & 
Transform. Why Creating and Preserving Affordable Homes Near Transit Is a Highly Effective Climate 
Protection Strategy, 3, 2014. http://www.transformca.org/transform-report/why-creating-and- 
preservingaffordable-homes-near-transit- highly-effective-climate. By providing exclusively luxury 
housing and no affordable units near a major transit stop, the Project contradicts the environmental and 
equity goals of increasing opportunities for low-income core transit riders to live near transit.

See, e.g. Southeast LA Community Plan Policy 11-2.3 “Maximize opportunities for affordable housing 
... adjacent to rail stations,” and General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.5.1 and Program 8.

See, e.g., Staff Recommendation Report, F-6 - F-7.
Los Angeles, Annual Element Progress Report, Housing Element Implementation, 2014. Available at, 

http://planning.lacity.org/policyinitiatives/Housing/ProRept/APR2014.pdf 
Human Impact Partners, Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Proposed Reef Development 

Project in South Central Los Angeles, 19-20 (October, 2015) (hereafter, “Reef Project Health Impact 
Report”). Available at http://www.humanimpact.org/news/reefdevelopmentproject/

Reef Project Health Impact Report, at 20 
Id., at 33-35.

12

13

14

15

16

17
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plainly ignores the lived experiences of low-income residents in communities across our city. 
While housing units may not be demolished as a direct result of this Project, it threatens to drive 
up housing costs and accelerate real estate speculation, contributing to enormous displacement 
and community destabilization pressures throughout the area. We can’t afford to ignore these 
risks, which render the Project inconsistent with numerous General Plan policies,18 and clearly 
invoke the public health considerations outlined in the City’s new General Plan Health Element 
(“Plan for a Healthy LA”).19 The Commission should not approve the Project until these risks are 
appropriately evaluated and addressed.

Approving the proposed Sign District would be improper at this time.III.

The Applicant is seeking a Supplemental Use District - Sign District (SUD) to allow an 
aggressive array of signage covering large buildings and beaming animated, digital advertising in 
all directions. In addition to all of the objections in the UNIDAD Draft EIR Comment Letter and 
the Public Counsel Draft EIR Comment letter, which are incorporated herein by reference, we 
urge the Commission to not approve the requested SUD in light of the fact that the City is 
actively revising its sign ordinance.

This Commission has in fact approved and recommended revisions to the City’s sign ordinance 
that would prohibit a sign district for this Project, as it simply falls outside one of the designated 
regional center or regional commercial areas. This point was raised in various public comments in 
response to the Draft EIR. The Final EIR states that because the new sign district regulations had 
not yet been adopted by City Council, they were irrelevant. This response improperly disregards 
the hours of deliberation of this Commission. We urge you to carefully consider the impact of the 
proposed sign district on the health of the surrounding community, the threat to the safety of the 
millions of motorists on the nearby freeways, and the harmful precedent it would set in the midst 
of a citywide conversation about appropriate sign regulation.

Moreover, approving the SUD would threaten to undo the City’s hard-won environmental and 
public safety policies concerning freeway-facing signage. The Staff Recommendation Report 
downplays this risk by merely noting the outcome of World Wide Rush, LLC v. City of Los 
Angeles,20 while ignoring the court’s reasoning. There, the fundamental question was whether 
exceptions to the freeway facing sign ban in the Staples Center and Fifteenth Street SUD would 
undo the ordinance. The court found unique circumstances that did “not break the link between 
the Freeway Facing Sign Ban and the City’s objectives in traffic safety and aesthetics.”21 But 
additional exceptions that do not improve safety and aesthetics likely would break this 
link. Because unique circumstances are not present in this case, approving this SUD threatens the 
constitutionality of the ordinance.

The Project is inconsistent with the Department’s own vision for this site.IV.

The Department is currently in the process of updating the Southeast Los Angeles Community 
Plan. The most recent draft of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) was released 
just last month - July, 2016.22 The Staff Recommendation Report correctly notes that the Project

See, e.g., Community Plan Policy 1-5.2, Housing Element Objective 1.2, and Policies 1.2.2. and 1.2.8.
The City’s new General Plan Health Element, or “Plan for a Healthy LA,” explicitly acknowledges the 

negative health consequences of displacement and includes a Policy 1.7 that states that “major 
revitalization efforts that have the potential to cause displacement should be evaluated and mitigated.”

606. F.3d 676 (9,h Cir. 2010).
Id. at 687.
Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Implementation Overlay, Available at, 

https://drive.google.eom/file/d/0B2-Bso5cdFL9RnV0Rnkyei0zZVU/view

19

20

21

22

4

https://drive.google.eom/file/d/0B2-Bso5cdFL9RnV0Rnkyei0zZVU/view


site is slated for transition from industrial to commercial and residential uses, and would be part 
of a “Transit Oriented District” subarea.

But the Staff Recommendation Report is missing the other crucial half of this analysis. The 
recently released draft CPIO would also regulate the allowable density on the Project site through 
a set of carefully crafted density incentives. As drafted, the Community Plan would allow FAR 
greater than 1.5 on this site only if the Project provides minimum percentages of on-site 
affordable housing.23 The Reef proposes to construct none.

Once again, the City has carefully crafted affordable housing incentives only to see the Reef flout 
these efforts with a contradictory and non-compliant proposal. Approving the Project at 6 FAR 
without any affordable housing would directly negate the CPIO and would be inconsistent with 
the Department’s vision for this site and for this community. The Staff Recommendation Report 
obscures this fact by failing to mention the density limitations and incentive programs contained 
in the Draft Community Plan. Likewise, the proposed Findings omit any reference to the CPIO 
density regulations.24 We urge the Commission to consider this serious inconsistency.

The evidence does not support approving a General Plan amendment.V.

The Staff Recommendation Report fails to provide evidence to support the findings required 
under Charter Section 555 and Municipal Code Section 11.5.6. Moreover, the proposed General 
Plan Amendment may not have been properly initiated. Pursuant to the City Charter, a General 
Plan amendment may only be initiated by the Director of Planning, the City Planning 
Commission, or the City Council. The Staff Recommendation Report states that “the Director of 
Planning proposed the amendment to the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan (General Plan 
Land Use Element), pursuant to Council instructions to the Department of City Planning in a 
motion by Councilmember Curren Price on May 13, 2014 (Council File No. 14-0620).
However, this motion is still pending in the Planning and Land Use Management Committee, and 
therefore the directive has not yet received City Council approval.26

„25

As proposed, the Reef project should not be recommended for approval. The lack of on-site 
affordable housing is blatantly inconsistent with the City’s ILUP requirements. The Project 
directly and improperly undermines several carefully crafted land use incentive programs and 
contradicts numerous General Plan policies and programs. The proposed Sign District undercuts 
this Commission’s recommendations for city wide sign regulations. The Staff Recommendation 
Report - including the Findings that this Commission is being asked to adopt - obscures these 
inconsistencies and fails to acknowledge contradictory policy directives. The provisions of the 
draft Development Agreement do not remedy the inadequacies of the Project. Given these serious 
flaws, we urge the Commission to not approve the Reef project. While we need equitable 
development and community investment in our neighborhoods, the residents and stakeholders of 
South Central deserve far better than what the Reef is currently proposing.

Sincerely,

27UNIDAD Coalition

23 Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Implementation Overlay, 21-22.
Staff Recommendation Report, A-22, and Findings, F-4.
Staff Recommendation Report, Findings, F-l 1.
Council File 14-0620.
For more information on the UNIDAD coalition, visit http://www.unidad-la.org/who-we-are/
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»JJII»7iD UNITED NEIGHBORS
IN DEFENSE AGAINST
DISPLACEMENT

June 20, 2016

Via electronic mail

Vince Bertoni, Director of Planning, City Planning Department, vince.bertoni@lacity.org 
Sarah Molina-Pearson, City Planning Department, sarah.molina-pearson@lacity.org 
Henry Chu, City Planning Department, Henry.Chu@lacity.org 
Erin Strelich, City Planning Department, erin.strelich@lacity.org

REEF Project -1900 South Broadway
CPC-2014-1771-GPA-VZC-SN-VCU-MCUP-CUX-ZV-SPR-MSC
CPC-2014-1772-DA
VTT-72914
ENV-2014-1773-EIR

RE:

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Department:

We submit this letter to highlight significant concerns with the proposed development at 
1900 South Broadway, otherwise referred to as the Reef Project (“the Project”). PHR LA MART, 
LLC (the Applicant) seeks approval to construct a development that deviates from the existing 
code in numerous and significant ways. The Project seeks a laundry list of exceptions and 
fundamental rule changes, including General Plan amendments, a zone change, several 
conditional use permits, FAR averaging, parking reductions and other significant departures from 
the City’s General Plan and other adopted plans and policies. All of these entitlements are being 
requested to enable the development of 1,444 residential units and hundreds of thousands of 
square feet of commercial uses and electronic signage on a site that is currently zoned for 
industrial use. As proposed, the Project is inconsistent with standards for equitable and inclusive 
development, and conflicts with numerous important planning and development standards and 
General Plan policies.

United Neighbors in Defense Against Displacement (UNIDAD) is a coalition of tenants, 
homeowners, workers, business owners, students, teachers, health providers and advocates, faith 
congregations, and community-based organization who work together to create a healthy and 
strong South Los Angeles community by ensuring that the interests of low-income communities, 
especially low-income communities of color, are represented in the decisions and processes that 
drive development in our neighborhoods.

Our collaborative was formed in the early 1990s. In all of our work, we have sought to 
deepen the quality of community resident engagement in land use and economic development 
policy creation and implementation, knowing that such engagement ultimately results in better 
planning and implementation. We have built capacity among local residents to be active 
participants in the planning processes through community-based programs, such as People’s 
Planning School. Through this process residents have created a set of Equitable Development 
Principles that guide our work.

These comments draw upon our years of experience living and working in this 
community and engaging in land use planning and development processes, including the LA Live
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development, the USC Specific Plan, the Lorenzo housing project at the 23rd St. Expo Line 
station, the Grand Metropolitan mixed use project at the Washington/Grand Blue Line station, the 
City’s Housing Element, the Health and Wellness Element, and the updates to the Southeast LA 
and South LA Community Plans. Our member organizations are long-standing members of this 
community and are active in numerous economic development projects and programs, affordable 
housing and commercial development, health care service provision, social services, faith-based 
community building, the Community Plan Advisory Committees, and the Los Angeles 
Department of Public Health’s Community Prevention and Population Health Task Force.

These comments also draw upon the results of a rigorous community engagement process 
over the course of several months in 2015 and 2016. UNIDAD organizations convened hundreds 
of South Central community members to discuss the proposed Project and to lift up a vision for 
development in this neighborhood. This visioning process culminated in a community-based 
analysis of impacts of the proposed Project and a community benefits proposal that called for 
funding and/or support for the following: affordable housing, displacement prevention, good 
permanent and construction jobs at the development and support for local job programs, support 
for existing small businesses, health and safety improvement measures, programs for the 
homeless, green space, youth development, and community benefits implementation. The full 
proposal can be found online at http://www.unidad-la.org/resources/.

In this light, we provide the following comments on the proposed Reef Project at 1900 
South Broadway.

As proposed, the Project falls short of equitable development standards for the South LA
community.

For decades South LA communities have been harmed by poor planning efforts that have resulted 
in ill-fitting development and a lack of investment in the people and health-promoting 
infrastructure. Polluting industrial uses were placed on top of residential areas. Mega 
development projects have been encouraged that have exacerbated displacement of residents and 
small businesses in the area. And the promise of jobs for local residents has often fallen short 
both in terms of quality and quantity. In response, communities have taken it upon themselves to 
respond with visions for a different way of doing development - one that benefits all residents, 
especially those most economically vulnerable. The UNIDAD coalition - along with many other 
groups - have shown through policy change, community benefits agreements, and demonstration 
projects that development can be done to support the health and well-being of its long-time 
residents, including African-Americans and Latino immigrants.

The community benefits residents identified during UNIDAD’s recent community engagement 
process support a vision of South LA where existing and future redevelopment opportunities 
create economic opportunity and decrease the displacement of low-income residents of color in 
the Figueroa Corridor area of South Los Angeles, where development promotes healthy and 
equitable neighborhoods through planning and land use that is rooted in the community. The 
Reef is proposed within a community and so should adhere not only tb land use regulation and 
city policies, but also to community standards for development established through decades of 
work done by local groups. Unfortunately, the Project, as proposed, does not meet local standards 
for equitable development.
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As proposed, the Project fails to include the community benefits required by the City’s
Industrial Land Use Policy (ILUP).

The Project site is located in the Ml-2-0 zone and has a General Plan land use 
designation of “Limited Manufacturing.” The Ml zone does not permit the uses currently 
proposed for the Project. As a result, the Applicant is requesting a General Plan amendment to 
change the use designation to “Community Commercial,” and a zone change from M1 -2 to 
(T)(Q)C2-2-0-SN. Well-established city policy dictates that in order to qualify for these 
discretionary approvals, the Project should provide specific community benefits, including on-site 
affordable housing. Until the Project is revised to include these community benefits, the 
Department of City Planning (DCP) should not recommend approval.

The Industrial Land Use Policy (the “ILUP”) is the City’s core tool to regulate industrial- 
to-residential conversions — just like the one requested here. The ILUP provides a comprehensive 
assessment of the viability of the City’s industrial districts. Based on this assessment, the ILUP 
organizes industrial zoned land according to four distinct typologies, ranging from districts that 
should be preserved to parcels that are appropriate for conversion.1 The ILUP culminated in a 
memorandum to DCP staff (“Staff Directive”),2 which clearly establishes the process and 
procedures that DCP staff must now follow when evaluating requests for General Plan 
amendments and zone changes on industrial zoned land. The ILUP is a touchstone of city land 
use policy, and plainly requires the inclusion of certain community benefits as part of any land 
use change on this Project site.

The ILUP Report’s “Guiding Principles” include the following: “ When zone changes 
and/or other actions increase land value, ensure that community benefits are appropriately 
identified and provided.”3 The ILUP Staff Directive calls for DCP staff to “recommend approval 
of applications for changes of use or zone provided Community Benefits are incorporated...'” This 
directive applies even in areas identified as appropriate for transition. The ILUP 
recommendations for this exact Project site state that “[///residential development is studied and 
recommended to replace industrial uses, an affordable housing component and/or other public 
benefits should be incorporated... ”4 And the Staff Directive instructs: “[wjhen considering 
approval of projects within “Industrial Mixed Use” and “Transition” Districts, staff 
recommendations should include Community Benefits set forth below.” The Staff Directive then 
defines specific Community Benefits that should be required, including: “a minimum number of 
on-site affordable units,” relocation consultation for displaced business,” the creation of a job 
training assistance fund, minimum job-producing space, open space, and infrastructure 
improvements. 5

Department of City Planning and Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles, “Los 
Angeles’ Industrial Land: Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy” [hereafter, “ILUP Report”].
2 Los Angeles Industrial Land Use Policy, Staff Direction Memorandum Regarding Industrial Land Use 
and Potential Conversion to Residential or Other Uses [hereafter, “Staff Directive.”] Available at, 
http://planning.lacity.org/Code_Studies/LanduseProj/Industrial_Files/StaffDirections.pdf
3 ILUP Report, 32.
4 Preliminary Southeast Los Angeles Industrial Area Data and Recommendations, 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/Code_Studies/LanduseProj/Recommendations/sela.pdf.
5 StaffDirective, 5-8.
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The ILUP is undeniably relevant to this Project. Even if the Project site is determined to 
be appropriate for transition to other uses, the ILUP requires any such transition to include certain 
community benefits. At this stage, the Applicant has not mentioned the ILUP, and the Project as 
proposed does not include the affordable housing or other benefits required by this long-standing 
city policy. In this situation, the role of DCP staff is clear. As you prepare the Recommendation 
Report for this proposed Project you must comply with the directives of the ILUP and ensure the 
provision of specific community benefits, including on-site affordable housing.6

As proposed, the Project is inconsistent with numerous General Plan policies and programs, 
and does not conform to good zoning practice.

The Project requires over a dozen different discretionary land use entitlements, including 
General Plan amendments, a zone change, tentative tract map, multiple conditional use permits 
and variances, FAR averaging and the creation of a new sign district. Each of these entitlements 
requires the City to find that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and/or in conformance 
with good zoning practice. The Applicant claims that the Project is consistent with the General 
Plan by selectively citing just a few Community Plan objectives. This cursory assessment 
obscures the many ways in which this proposal does not demonstrate consistency with other 
important General Plan policies and objectives, many of which are listed below. Until these 
substantial inconsistencies are resolved, the City should not approve the entitlements for the 
Project as proposed.

The Project conflicts with General Plan policies to increase affordable housing near transit.

A number of General Plan policies and objectives highlight the importance of creating 
new affordable housing, especially in developments located near transit. For example:

Southeast LA Community Plan Policy 11-2.3: “Maximize opportunities for affordable 
housing and pedestrian access adjacent to rail stations.”
General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.1.2: “Expand affordable rental housing for all 
income groups that need assistance.”
General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.5.1 “Target housing resources, policies and 
incentives to include affordable housing in residential development, particularly in mixed 
use development, Transit Oriented Districts and designated Centers.”
General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.5.2 “Foster the development of new affordable 
housing units city wide and within each Community Plan Area.”
General Plan Housing Element Program 8. “Explore the feasibility and appropriateness of 
creating affordable housing requirements for projects that receive benefits from the City, 
including projects that receive City subsidies or City land, projects receiving zone 
changes that result in significantly more units than otherwise permitted, as well as 
projects that obtain a Development Agreement.”

o

o

o

o

o

6 Staff Directive, 8 (“When considering approval of projects within ‘Industrial Mixed Use’ and ‘Transition’ 
Districts, staff recommendations should include Community Benefits set forth below.”)
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As proposed, the Project would provide 549 market rate rental units and 895 market rate 
condominium units and zero affordable units on a site that is less than one-quarter of a mile from 
a major transit stop. This is counter to sound public policy and planning objectives to maximize 
affordable housing near transit.7 The Project’s failure to provide on-site affordable housing 
directly contradicts the spirit and intent of numerous General Plan policies and programs.

As proposed, the Project would improperly undermine existing affordable housing programs.

A number of General Plan policies and programs seek to prevent developments and city 
actions from undermining existing affordable housing incentives. For example:

General Plan Housing Element Program 73. “When building envelopes are increased, 
take care not to undermine the density bonus program. Aim to attach community benefits, 
including affordable housing, to significant bonuses in floor area and density.”
General Plan Housing Element Program 99: “Explore ways to improve affordable 
housing production under the [Downtown Affordable Housing Bonus] program...” 
General Plan Housing Element Program 101: “Take care to not undermine the density 
bonus program by providing significant land-use incentives without an affordable 
housing provision...”
General Plan Framework Element Policy 4.1.6: “Create incentives and give priorities in 
permit processing for low- and very-low income housing developments throughout the 
City.”
General Plan Framework Element Policy 4.2.1: “Offer incentives to include housing for 
very low- and low-income households in mixed-use developments.”

o

o

o

o

o

The Project seeks a General Plan amendment, zone change and parking reductions that would 
dramatically increase the number of residential units permitted on site, thereby creating enormous 
new value. Yet, the Project seeks this increase in residential density without utilizing the city’s 
Density Bonus Ordinance, the Downtown Housing Incentive Floor Area Bonus, or meeting the 
standards of the FAR incentive program in the draft Community Plan. If the City grants the zone 
change and General Plan amendment as proposed, the Project would exceed the benefits 
contained in the Density Bonus Ordinance and the Downtown Housing Incentive Ordinance 
without meeting even the minimum requirements to quality for these programs. By completely 
circumventing existing density incentive programs, this procedure undermines the City’s entire 
affordable housing incentive structure. This result is profoundly inconsistent with numerous

7 In California, higher income households drive more than twice as many miles and own more than twice 
as many vehicles as extremely low-income households living near transit. One recent study found that 
increasing affordable housing near transit would be “a powerful and durable GHG reduction strategy” and 
would significantly improve our air quality standards. See, California Housing Partnership Strategy & 
Transform. Why Creating and Preserving Affordable Homes Near Transit Is a Highly Effective Climate 
Protection Strategy, 3, 2014. http://www.transformca.org/transform-report/why-creating-and-preserving- 
affordable-homes-near-transit- highly-effective-climate. By providing exclusively luxury housing and no 
affordable units near a major transit stop, the Project proposal runs counter to the environmental and equity 
goals of increasing opportunities for low-income core transit riders to live near transit.

5
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important General Plan policies and objectives and is the opposite of good zoning practice.8 If the 
City chooses to create incredible financial value for the Project by permitting significant 
residential development where none was previously allowed, then we urge that some of that new 
value be captured and redirected - in the form of affordable housing and other important benefits 
- to the South LA community that will be most impacted.

The Project fails to adequately address displacement and community destabilization impacts.

Numerous General Plan policies and programs seek to prevent displacement and avoid 
the loss of affordable housing and local small businesses. For example:

Southeast LA Community Plan Policy 1-5.2 “Ensure that new housing opportunities 
minimize displacement of the residents. Program: Require that a decision-maker adopt a 
finding which addresses any potential displacement of residents as part of any decision 
relating to the construction of new housing.”
Southeast LA Community Plan Policy 2-1.4 “Ensure the viability of existing 
neighborhood stores (i.e., mom-and pop) which support the needs of local residents and 
are compatible with the neighborhood.”
General Plan Housing Element Objective 1.2: “Preserve quality rental and ownership 
housing for households of all income levels and special needs.”
General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.2.2 “Encourage and incentivize the preservation 
of affordable housing, including non-subsidized affordable units, to ensure that 
demolitions and conversions do not result in the net loss of the City’s stock of decent, 
safe, healthy or affordable housing.”
General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.2.8 “Preserve the existing stock of affordable 
housing near transit stations and transit corridors. Encourage one-to-one replacement of 
demolished units.”
General Plan Health Element Policy 1.7 Displacement and Health: “Reduce the harmful 
health impacts of displacement on individuals, families, and communities by pursuing 
strategies to create opportunities for existing residents to benefit from local revitalization 
efforts by: creating local employment and economic opportunities for low-income 
residents and local small businesses; expanding and preserving existing housing 
opportunities available to low income residents; preserving cultural and social resources; 
and creating and implementing tools to evaluate and mitigate the potential displacement 
caused by large-scale investment and development. [...] While communities naturally 
change over time, major revitalization efforts that have the potential to cause 
displacement should be evaluated and mitigated.”

o

o

o

o

o

o

8 In 2015, the City approved a project at 233 W. Washington Blvd. that was similarly requesting a General 
Plan amendment and zone change to allow mixed-use development on an industrial zoned site. The City 
acknowledged that with the requested conversion to C2 zoning, the project would be eligible for the 
Downtown Housing Incentive Area density incentives. To facilitate on-site affordable housing, the City 
approved the conversion but placed a “D” Development limitation on the site to limit the FAR below the 
requested 6:1. This allowed the project to reach its desired density through the 35% increase obtained in 
exchange for providing on-site affordability. See, Department of City Planning Recommendation Report, 
CPC-2008-0596-GPA-ZC-SPR.
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o General Plan Health Element Program 86 Displacement: “To mitigate displacement, 
leverage government resources (including land) to preserve the social, cultural and 
economic diversity of the city. Evaluate best practices to develop criteria to assess the 
displacement potential of low-income and vulnerable populations; identify and 
implement an array of mitigation tools that can preserve existing small businesses and 
affordable housing for low-income households; and create opportunities for low-income 
and vulnerable populations to access the benefits created by new development and 
investment in their neighborhoods.”

As proposed, the Project threatens to add to the daunting displacement pressures 
experienced by lower income, rent burdened households. According to the Reef Project Health 
Impact Study, over 40,000 people have a moderate to very high risk for financial strain and/or 
displacement as a result of the Project’s impacts on housing prices in the surrounding area.9 
Within the South Central community that would be impacted by the Project, thousands of 
households are already rent burdened, and a large number of subsidized affordable housing units 
are at risk of converting to market rate in the near future.10 11 The Health Impact Study also 
highlights the potential for this Project to contribute to disruption and destabilization for small 
local businesses." Unmitigated, these displacement and community destabilization risks cause 
the Project to conflict with numerous General Plan policies, and clearly implicate the public 
health considerations outlined in the City’s new Plan for a Healthy LA.

The City should acknowledge the health impacts of displacement and must ensure the 
Project’s consistency with programs and policies aimed at addressing these impacts. It is not 
sufficient to merely state that construction of the Project will not remove housing from the Project 
site. The City should acknowledge and address the broader impacts of large-scale development in 
historically disinvested communities. Per the direction of Health Element Program 86, the City 
should consider and require an “array of mitigation tools that can preserve existing small 
businesses and affordable housing for low-income households; and create opportunities for low- 
income and vulnerable populations to access the benefits created by new development and 
investment in their neighborhoods.”

The Project threatens to contribute to the worsening of our City’s homelessness crisis.
The General Plan includes policies and programs aimed at reducing homelessness and 

providing resources and opportunities to individuals and families experiencing homelessness. For 
example:

9 The County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Health May 23,2016 Project letter to PLUM (hereafter 
“DPH PLUM Letter”); Human Impact Partners, Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Proposed Reef 
Development Project in South Central Los Angeles, 19-20 (October, 2015) (hereafter, “Reef Project Health 
Impact Report”). Available at http://www.humanimpact.org/news/reefdevelopmentproject/
10 Reef Project Health Impact Report, at 20.
11 Id., at 33-35. The Reef Project Health Impact Study also notes one example of a local business that had 
operated in the neighborhood for 20 years experiencing a rent increase of over 100%, forcing the business 
to close down immediately. Other businesses in the vicinity of the Project are only being offered short term 
leases, despite owners’ efforts to negotiate longer terms.

7
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General Plan Housing Element Objective 4.1: “Provide an adequate supply of short-term 
and permanent housing and services throughout the City that are appropriate and meet 
the specific needs of all persons who are homeless or at risk of homelessness.”
General Plan Housing Element Objective 4.2: “Promote outreach and education to: 
homeless populations; residents; community stakeholders; health, social service and 
housing providers and funders; criminal justice system agencies; and, communities in 
which facilities and services may be located.”
General Plan Housing Element Policy 4.2.3: “Strengthen the capacity of the 
development community to locate, construct and manage housing facilities for the 
homeless.”

o

o

o

A number of individuals and families experiencing homelessness currently live near the 
Project site, and Council District 9 has the second largest homeless population in the City. The 
Reef Project Health Impact Report notes that local residents and focus group participants fear 
becoming homeless as a result of increasing displacement pressures in the area.12 Yet, as 
proposed, the Project provides zero affordable housing and fails to address or evaluate 
opportunities to support community stakeholders, health, social service and housing providers 
and funders to provide crucial services to the homeless population and to construct and manage 
housing facilities for the homeless. The Project’s silence on the issue of homelessness when the 
City has declared a state of emergency on the same reflects the depths of its deficiency.

As proposed, the Project is inconsistent with the Redevelopment Plan for the Council 
District Nine Corridor South of the Santa Monica Freeway Recovery Redevelopment
Project (“Redevelopment Plan”).

The Applicant asserts the Project is consistent with the “relevant objectives” of the 
Redevelopment Plan by claiming that Objectives 1,2,4, 6, 7, 8, and 11 are the “relevant Plan 
objectives”.13 Yet, Applicant completely ignores the fact that the Project clearly undermines the 
following three critically important and highly relevant objections.

o Redevelopment Objective 3: “Industrial area stabilization and expansion by appropriate 
development incentives.”

o Redevelopment Object 5: “Housing for all income levels to be provided along with 
preservation of existing single family housing stock 

o Redevelopment Objective 7: “The cultural heritage of the area to be preserved and 
promoted.”

With respect to Objective 3, as noted above, the Project seeks to change the zoning and 
designated use of the site from industrial to commercial residential, in direct conflict with this 
objective. ” Additionally, the Project proposes not a single unit of affordable housing, in direct 
conflict with Objective 5’s call for housing at all income levels. On the contrary, the 
development would be home exclusively to residents able to pay the ever increasing market rates. 
Additionally, the Applicant errs in claiming that the development would preserve the cultural 
heritage of the area. In reality, the Project will immediately impact and over the long term erase

12 Reef Project Health Impact Report, 21. 
13 Attachment A Section M.
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the cultural heritage of this traditionally lower-income community of color. As noted by the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Health, the Project’s lack of affordable housing is likely to 
result in the displacement of current neighborhood residents, many of whom have lived there for 
generations. A project that stands to displace existing residents through gentrification and rent 
pressures cannot be described as preserving cultural heritage of the area. Until these consistencies 
are address, the Project, as proposed, should not be approved.

As proposed, the Project is inconsistent with the draft Southeast LA Community Plan.

The Department of City Planning is currently in the process of updating the Southeast 
Los Angeles Community Plan. The most recent draft of the plan was revised in October 2014, 
along with a corresponding draft of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO).

The Applicant highlights that the Project site would be designated for Community 
Commercial use under the current draft of the Southeast LA Community Plan (Draft Plan). 
While claiming consistency with the Draft Plan’s vision for a mixed-use TOD district along the 
Blue Line, the Applicant fails to acknowledge the Project’s dramatic inconsistency with the 
density regulations. The Applicant also neglects to mention that the Project is fundamentally 
inconsistent with many of the Draft Plan’s fundamental policies and objectives.

14

As proposed, the Project would have a floor area ratio (FAR) of at or just below 6:1. But 
the draft CPIO would allow density greater than 1.5:1 FAR on the Project site only for projects 
that provide on-site affordable housing. In addition, the CPIO would only permit the type of 
parking reduction sought by the Applicant if the Project included on-site affordable housing. 
Because the Project would have a floor area ratio at 6:1 and enjoy parking reductions without 
including any affordable housing, it is patently inconsistent with the CPIO.

15

In addition to the affordable housing provisions in the CPIO, the Draft Plan also contains 
a number of broader goals and policies that are inconsistent with the Project. For example:

Policy LU 1.5 “Encourage affordable housing options by promoting ... the density 
bonus ordinance.”
Policy LU4.1 “Maintain and increase the commercial employment base for 
community residents through local hiring, job resource centers and job training.” 
Policy LU5.6 “Prioritize housing that is affordable to a broad cross-section of income 
levels and that provides the ability to live near work.”
Policy LU14.3 “Encourage job training and local hiring for community residents.” 
Policy LU18.3 “Prioritize new housing for the transit-dependent community and 
discourage upscale luxury housing at TODs in Southeast Los Angeles, which has a 
large transit-user and low income population.”
Policy LU18.4 “Promote and incentivize mixed income and/or affordable housing in 
TODs”

o

o

o

o
o

o

14 Attachment A, 26
Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Implementation Overlay, 38.15
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Policy LU 18.7 “Discourage the displacement of existing residents in TODs and 
encourage the protection of affordable housing units protected by the Rent 
Stabilization Ordinance.”
Program 17 “The CPIO provides incentives for the development of mixed-income 
and affordable housing within LRT station areas, along commercial corridors that are 
well-served by transit and in close proximity to jobs, services and facilities.”
Program 55 “Encourage businesses to hire locally, and require local hiring for 
discretionary projects with Development Agreements to the extent feasible.”

o

o

o

The Draft Plan clearly contemplates and advances a comprehensive vision for transit- 
oriented development in the Southeast LA Community Plan Area. The Draft Plan calls for TOD 
projects that include housing opportunities for low-income core riders and contribute economic 
opportunities to local residents. Lacking an affordability component or detailed programs to 
ensure permanent jobs for local residents, the Project is inconsistent with this vision. It also 
threatens the kind of community destabilization that directly contradicts the goals and objectives 
outlined above.

The Project’s Request for a Variance with respect to Tree Planting Should be
Denied.

City zoning requires the Project to plant 361 trees. Despite its purported commitment to 
green, sustainable design, the Project seeks a variance to reduce its tree planting obligation to 289 
trees - nearly 100 fewer than required. The Project attempts to justify this significant reduction 
by claiming that so many trees would interfere with the Project’s open space design. The Project 
asserts that the City’s tree planting requirement is out of step with high density urban construction 
and was crafted for more suburban settings. This statement is unsupportable. Urban settings, if 
anything, have greater needs for maximal tree plantings than suburban environs. Urban settings 
such as the site of the Proposed Project are shade starved and in desperate need for more tree 
canopy. The Project’s application fails to adequately explain why this variance is necessary. The 
Project contends that if it were obligated to comply with the law, the “vast majority of the open 
space would need to be dedicated to tree planting ... [which would not allow] the exterior open 
space to be used by residents or the community.” 16 It is unclear how trees interfere with open 
space, given that trees are traditionally needed for open space to be welcoming and comfortable 
to human users. Moreover, the Project’s request to plant fewer than the required numbers of trees 
conflicts with the self-described “green” nature of the Project’s design. Accordingly, the 
requested variance should be denied.

As proposed, the City should not approve the Supplemental Use District (SNI - Sign 
District.

(i) It is Premature to Approve the SUP in light of the Complete Overhaul of the 
City’s Signage Ordinance currently underway.

16 Attachment A Section G(l).
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Although neither necessary to its construction or functionality, the Project nevertheless 
requests a Supplemental Use District for Signage to allow over 200,000 square feet of electronic 
billboards. In addition to the objections submitted to the proposed SUD in our comments to the 
DEIR, which are incorporated herein by reference, the SUD should not be approved in light of the 
fact that the City is actively revising its Signage Ordinance with proposals that would not allow 
the SUD proposed here. Specifically, the Project falls outside one of the regional high intensity 
commercial centers in which signage districts would be allowed under the revised ordinance 
approved by the City Planning Commission in October of last year. Moreover, PLUM in April of 
this year, instructed City agencies to continue their work in preparing a revised Signage 
Ordinance, thus further highlighting the uncertain future of electronic billboards in the City as a 
whole. Given the enormous scale of the proposed SUD, prudence warrants withholding 
evaluation and approval until the City finalizes its vision for new signage regulations.

(ii) The Project threatens to dismantle the City’s signage regulations and 
policies.

Additionally, approval of the SUD threatens to undermine the bedrock of the City’s 
signage policy with respect to aesthetics and public safety. Specifically, the Project applications 
and FEIR ignore fact that the Project violates the City’s ban on signage within 2000 feet of a 
freeway that would be viewed primarily from a main traveled roadway of a freeway or an on- 
ramp/off-ramp.17 In this regard, approval of the SUD threatens to invalidate the City’s hard 
fought ban of freeway facing signage - an environmental and policy impact of monumental 
significance. Although emerging victorious in World Wide Rush LLC et al v. City of Los Angeles, 
the Ninth Circuit cautioned the City that although the Staples Center and the Fifteenth Street SUD 
exemptions to the freeway ban did not invalidate the ordinance, additional exceptions could 
“break the link between Freeway Facing Sign Ban and the City’s objectives in traffic and 
aesthetics. 99 18

The Project has all the elements of a sign district that would invalidate the City’s ban of 
freeway facing signs ordinance. Its fully animated billboards would be highly visible from 
multiple freeways. The City’s arguments of blight and improving traffic safety available for the 
Staple Center and Fifteenth Street SUD are absent. Thus, the Project threatens the City’s 
continued ability to ban freeway facing signs, and opens up the entire length of every freeway to 
signage the City has fought so hard to ban. Accordingly, as proposed, the SUD should not be 
approved.

The City should not approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Man as proposed.

In order to approve the requested tentative tract map, the City must find that the Project is 
designed in compliance with zoning and all other elements of the General Plan.19 The Project 
must also satisfy the requirements of the California Subdivision Map Act. In addition to requiring

17 Article 4.4, Section 14.4.6 and Section 14.4.5 of draft Signage Ordinance under CPC consideration. 
Word Wide Rush LLC et al,, vs. City of Los Angeles, 606 F.3d 676 (9th Cir. 2010)
Los Angeles Municipal Code section 17.05.C.

18

19
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consistency with the city’s General Plan,20 the Subdivision Map Act also requires a city to deny 
approval of a tentative map where the site is not physically suitable for the type or density of 
development, or where “the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause 
serious public health problems. »21

For the reasons described above, the Project as proposed is not consistent with numerous 
important policies and programs contained in several different General Plan Elements, including 
the Land Use Element (Community Plan), Health and Wellness Element, Framework Element, 
and Housing Element. As a result, the Project fails to satisfy the findings required by LAMC 
17.05 and the Subdivision Map Act. The City should resolve these inconsistencies before it can 
approve the tentative tract map.

In addition to General Plan inconsistencies, the Project may also demonstrate several of 
the criteria listed in the Subdivision Map Act that compel denial of a tract map application. As 
proposed, the Project would construct 10 low and mid-rise buildings in addition to a 35-story 
residential tower, a 32 story residential tower, and another 19 story hotel tower, each of which are 
out of scale with the surrounding uses. This increase in density and height is proposed on a site 
that is currently zoned industrial and surrounded by industrial uses. This suggests that the site 
may not be physically suitable for both the type and density being proposed^ which would compel 
the City to deny the tract map request under Government Code 66474(c)-(d).

Moreover, the Reef Project Health Impact Study has determined that over 40,000 people 
have a moderate to very high risk for financial strain and/or displacement as a result of the 
Project’s impacts on housing prices in the surrounding area.22 The Reef Project Health Impact 
Report also identifies a large number of subsidized affordable housing units are at risk of 
converting to market rate in the near future.23 There are severe negative public health 
consequences associated with this displacement threat. For example, the Reef Project Health 
Impact Report found:

“Housing instability, living in substandard housing, overcrowding, and 
homelessness are all determinants of poor health that can be caused by the 
financial strain of gentrification. These health determinants can have negative 
impacts on mental and physical health for adults, and can also specifically impact 
children.. .There are significant associations between high housing costs and 
hunger, inadequate childhood nutrition, and poor childhood growth.„24

The Reef Project Health Impact Report also notes:

“Disruption of social networks through forced serial displacement and root 
shock can lead to additional health challenges including exposure to fragmented 
social environments that have higher rates of violence and sexually transmitted

20 California Government Code section 66473.5. 
California Government Code section 66474. 
Reef Project Health Impact Report, 19-20. 
Reef Project Health Impact Report, 19-20. 
Reef Project Health Impact Report, 21.

21
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24
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diseases. Multi-generational traumas of this nature can potentially influence the 
genetic makeup of future generations, leaving them more physiologically 
susceptible to the impacts of stress.

The LA County Department of Public Health further advises that26:

»25

“Moving frequently leads to housing instability and has negative impacts on children 
including increased absenteeism and poor performance in school, which is linked with 
negative health and social outcomes.”

The City of Los Angeles’ own General Plan Health Element explicitly acknowledges the many 
negative public health consequences of displacement. Given the clear, demonstrated displacement 
threats posed by the Project and the corresponding health risks, the Subdivision Map Act compels 
denial of this tract map until these serious public health problems are evaluated and mitigated.27

It is unclear whether the City has properly initiated the General Plan amendment under
consideration.

Under the City Charter, a General Plan amendment may only be initiated by the Director 
of Planning, the City Planning Commission, or the City Council. In May 2014, Councilmember 
Curren Price introduced a motion to instruct the Planning Department to initiate the proceedings 
for a General Plan Amendment and the creation of a Supplemental Use District (SN) - Sign 
District for the property.28 This motion is currently pending in the Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee, and therefore the directive has not yet received City Council approval. 
Since City Council has not yet directed the Department to initiate the amendment, that leaves 
only the City Planning Commission (CPC). Assuming the CPC has not initiated this proposed 
amendment, it would appear that the amendment has not been properly initiated and the 
Department’s review and recommendation at this time is premature.

There have been significant flaws in the CEOA review process.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIR are herein incorporated by reference, and the Coalition 
reserves the right to submit additional, more detailed comments regarding the Final EIR (FEIR). 
However, it is important to address some general concerns at this time. The CEQA process for the 
proposed project has been significantly flawed, and fails to account for the true potential impacts 
of this project on area residents, the community, and the environment.

25 Id.
26 DPH PLUM letter.

See, California Government Code section 66474. “A legislative body of a city or county shall deny 
approval of a tentative map, or a parcel map for which a tentative map was not required, if it makes any of 
the following findings:[...](f) That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to cause 
serious public health problems.

Council File 14-0620.

27

28
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The Draft EIR contained numerous inaccuracies with respect to the project description and 
characterization of impacts, which are especially important features of an EIR because they 
provide a baseline understanding of the activity being analyzed in the document for decision 
makers and the public. The FEIR’s response to comments did not remedy these inaccuracies. For 
example, at numerous times throughout the EIR, the City concludes that based on the specific 
features of the Project, impacts will be less than significant, while at the same time providing 
flexibility to the Project under the Design Guidelines and Land Use Equivalency Program with 
respect to specific building locations, uses, and other project features. This is an outright 
inconsistency, which was identified in comments on the Draft EIR. However, the FEIR does not 
remedy this inconsistency, but merely states that if the project is changed through the Design 
Guidelines or Land Use Equivalency Program, its impacts will be analyzed through separate 
environmental review at that time. This, arguably, represents improper deferral of study and 
mitigation of project impacts under CEQA, and suggests the Draft EIR provides merely a “best 
guess” as to the specific features and impacts of the proposed Project, in violation of CEQA.

It is especially troubling that the City dedicates significant attention to attempting to dismiss and 
discredit the lived experience, important concerns and concrete challenges faced by Project area 
residents, which were presented in the Coalition’s comments to the Draft EIR as well as an 
accompanying report entitled “Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Proposed Reef 
Development Project in South Central Los Angeles.” Rather than addressing the evidence 
presented by the report, the City attempts to discredit its methodology (and by extension, the 
extensive outreach done to collect the local community’s input). This is especially inappropriate 
given that Human Impact Partners, who conducted the study, is a well-respected organization 
with a proven track record in evaluation of health impacts in connection with development and 
government decision-making. The City relies on oversimplified assumptions about displacement, 
without taking into account the economic considerations outlined in the study, as required by 
CEQA in evaluating the significance of a project’s potential impacts.

The Department of Public Health’s PLUM Letter, which acknowledges the study, agrees that a 
lack of affordable housing and increasing economic pressures on residents have important 
implications for the project area. That letter concludes that “[ijncreased access to affordable 
housing in housing development projects such as the Reef Project Development would help 
ameliorate the lack of quality, affordable housing in the City of Los Angeles and related negative 
health outcomes...” Despite this, and numerous studies indicating that the siting of affordable 
housing in projects such as The Reef can alleviate such negative outcomes, ease displacement 
pressures, and increase utilization of public transit systems (reducing greenhouse gas, air 
quality, and transportation/traffic impacts), the EIR concludes that including affordable 
housing as mitigation would not affect the impacts of the project, and would not be 
appropriate for inclusion in project mitigation measures. This statement is made by the City 
against the backdrop of increasing homelessness, increasing housing insecurity, and a 
citywide affordable housing crisis. Instead of engaging with the community to investigate 
the true impacts of the project, and considering feasible measures to mitigate those impacts, 
the City has prioritized development at all costs and expressed a lack of interest in the 
needs of current residents.

We appreciate the Planning Department’s efforts to fully review this project and take our 
comments into consideration.
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On behalf of the UN1DAD Coalition29,

Joe Donlin
Associate Director
Strategic Actions for a Just Economy
ldonlin@saie.net

4816-1830-7891, v. 1

29 For more information on the UNIDAD coalition, visit http://www.unidad- 
la.org/who-we-are/
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August 10, 2016

Erin Strelich
Major Projects & EIR Section 
The City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2601

Via email (erin. strelichCcvlacitv. ore)

Re: Final Environmental Impact Report for the Reef Project 
(City Case No. ENV-2014-1773-EIR; SCH No. 2014071054)

Dear Ms. Strelich:

On behalf of the United Neighbors in Defense Against Displacement Coalition (UNIDAD), we 
submit these comments on the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for The Reef Project 
(Project). We have continued concerns regarding the proposed development, as expressed in our 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). We are disconcerted by the City’s 
disregard for these concerns, as made apparent in the response to comments and the lack of 
changes made to the EIR to incorporate feedback overall. Unless the flaws in the FEIR are 
corrected and changes are made to ensure that the Project’s significant impacts are thoroughly 
mitigated, the EIR should not be approved in its current form.

The Project Aesthetics are Entirely Different from the Current Aesthetic of the 
South Los Angeles Neighborhood in which the Project would be Located, and 
Changes Should be Made to the Project Including Fewer Signs, Smaller and 
Fewer Billboards, and Less Lighting

I.

The proposed Project’s height, size and the number and types of buildings it will contain will be 
significantly greater than other projects in South Los Angeles. The neighborhood in which the 
Project is proposed to be built is comprised of small businesses, older residential and commercial 
buildings, and longtime residents who have established a close-knit and unique community. The 
Reef Project, as proposed, would stand in stark contrast to the current aesthetic of the area in all 
aspects of the development, including its size, design, height, and character. The sheer size, and 
buildings to be included in the Project (a hotel, high-end stores and a supermarket) will 
effectively transform the aesthetics and character of the neighborhood by virtue of their 
appearance and the clientele they will attract.

In addition, the signage proposed for the Project will total 234,067 square feet, some of which 
will be animated and in operation from dawn until 2 a.m. South Los Angeles does not currently
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contain many high rise buildings, and those that are located in the area are not outfitted with 
large, animated signs and billboards. As we pointed out in our comments on the DEIR, this 
quantity and type of signage is more characteristic of Downtown Los Angeles, where the 
demographics and aesthetics are significantly different than those of South Los Angeles. As 
stated in the DEIR, the Project, as proposed, “would establish a new visual identity for the 
otherwise non-descript Project Site and surrounding area, and would serve as a visual focal point 
in the area.”1 The current neighborhood surrounding the Project site has a distinct, unique and 
historically robust identity and character, made up of dedicated and connected residents. The 
City clearly admits that the Reef Project, as proposed, will completely alter this identity. The 
FEIR should not be approved until measures are implemented to mitigate these impacts and 
preserve the neighborhood’s important character and culture.

The Project Will Likely Result in Indirect Displacement, and the Findings of the 
Health Impact Report Should have Been Taken Into Account and the 
Corresponding Impacts Mitigated

n.

The Health Impact Report (HIR) was prepared by Human Impact Partners, an independent, well 
respected, science and research-based organization, which reached its conclusions based on data, 
facts, direct resident engagement, and peer reviewed articles. Based on this research and studies 
conducted in other cities in similar communities and areas, the HIR predicted that the effects of 
the Project could reach up to 43,000 residents in South Los Angeles, and result in their 
displacement. In the response to comments, the City repeatedly tries to discredit the study 
through a variety of assertions including that the HIR lacks evidence or its conclusions are 
speculative. In fact, the HIR provides ample sources, studies and appendices on which the 
Study’s results were based, and supplements the City’s failure to examine indirect displacement 
impacts of the Project. In addition, because the Project has not yet been built, all predictions, 
assumptions and assertions made in the FEIR are, in effect, speculative. Therefore, the results of 
the HIA should be seriously considered, and the anticipated impacts mitigated, before the Project 
is considered for approval. It is troubling that the City has elected to dedicate significant staff 
time and resources to discrediting a robust, community-driven study, as opposed to utilizing 
those resources to consider its findings and incorporate measures to mitigate the impacts.

Residents of the community surrounding the Project site and in the nearby neighborhood are 
low-income people of color, who are already overburdened with health issues and rising rents. 
These individuals and families are already struggling to remain in South Los Angeles, where rent 
is lower than most other parts of Los Angeles, including Downtown. The charts presented in the 
response to comments clearly demonstrate that in Downtown Los Angeles, there are 
substantially more large, multi-unit buildings, with significantly fewer persons residing in each 
unit.2 The Project, which will contain units similar to those in Downtown Los Angeles, both in 
cost and in design, will not be affordable for current South Los Angeles residents. Further, the

1 DEIR, p. IV.B.l-22.
2 FEIR, pg. III-239.
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City claims that the area surrounding the Project Site is not conducive to development similar to 
the Project because of current zoning designations.3 It is precisely for this reason that the Project, 
and its potential for displacement of existing residents and businesses, should be carefully 
considered; construction of the Project hinges on numerous zone changes requested by the 
developers. There is a real possibility that the Project will lead to additional developments and 
changes in the local economy to cater to the higher-income population, which the Project hopes 
to attract. Such changes are not merely speculative, but have been experienced and documented 
in other areas, and could drive up the costs of goods, services, and housing, which would 
displace current residents. The potential for this is well-documented in the HIR.

In the response to comments, the City states that “the Project will operate as an extension of 
downtown, and that potential future residents will exhibit the characteristics in common with 
current residents of downtown Los Angeles.”4 Because of the distinct socioeconomic 
characteristics of current South Los Angeles residents as compared to residents of Downtown 
Los Angeles, this confirms that the project intends to serve a higher-income population than the 
population that currently resides in the Project area, at the possible expense of these residents. It 
is critical to the health, survival and integrity of the South Los Angeles community that the 
Project’s potential for displacement is addressed, analyzed and taken into account before the 
Project is approved.

The Project’s True Growth-Inducing Impacts and Cumulative Impacts Should 
Have Been Analyzed and Mitigated in the FEIR

III.

The Reef Project has been described as a “catalytic” and “transformative” project, yet the effects 
of this transformation on the current South Los Angeles population are ignored through the 
EIR’s failure to examine the Project’s true growth-inducing and cumulative impacts. There is a 
concrete potential for the Project to attract a different population than that which currently 
resides in the Project area by virtue of the luxury housing it intends to provide; this may lead to a 
shift in the types of services provided in the area, the construction of new retail and other 
commercial developments to serve new area residents, and economic challenges for existing area 
businesses serving current residents. Similarly, the FEIR’s response to comments repeatedly 
states that the trend of development in Downtown Los Angeles is moving southward into the 
Project area, but fails to truly account for the cumulative indirect displacement which may result 
from this Project, taken in concert with this new development trend.

3 FEIR, pg. III-240.
4 FEIR, pg. III-246.
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The City Should Address the Project’s Potential to Exacerbate Los Angeles’ 
Current Affordable Housing Crisis By Requiring the Inclusion of Affordable 
Housing

IV.

As mentioned above and in our DEIR comments, the community surrounding the Project site is 
comprised mainly of low- and very low-income people of color who already live in overcrowded 
housing, and experience housing insecurity despite an average rent that is significantly lower 
than average in Los Angeles. Because the Project’s impacts will disproportionately affect this 
community, affordable housing units should be included to ensure that community members are 
given the opportunity to be included in the development. The DEIR claims that current residents 
will benefit from the supermarket and other amenities that will be built on site. They should not 
be excluded from also living on site, and accommodating the local community in the Project will 
help mitigate a number of impacts identified in the FEIR including displacement impacts, and 
Air Quality and Climate Change impacts by, for example, increasing transit ridership. The 
speculation in the response to comments that affordable units may be required in the Project’s 
Development Agreement does not remedy the failure to include them as mitigation in the EIR.

The FEIR Should Have Included an Environmental Justice Section to Account 
for the Impacts that will be Felt by the Low-Income Community of Color 
Surrounding the Project

V.

Lead agencies are encouraged to include Environmental Justice analyses in EIRs for Projects that 
are likely to have a significant and disproportionate effect on surrounding communities or 
communities of color.5 Although CEQA does not explicitly define the term “environment,” it is 
commonly accepted that people make up an important part of the environment. As Attorney 
General Kamala Harris noted, because “human beings are an integral part of the environment[, in 
a CEQA analysis,] ‘an agency is required to find that a ‘project may have a significant effect on 
the environment’ if, among other things, ‘[t]he environmental effects of a project will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. []” An Environmental 
Justice analysis is not limited to, as the response to comments states, identification of “situations 
where a project would result in disproportionate impacts on a low income community, as 
compared to similar impacts that are experienced from projects located in higher income 
communities.”6 Rather, the analysis extends to identifying whether the affected community will 
be disproportionally impacted by the Project because it is a low-income community of color, or 
disadvantaged in another way. Whether or not the impacts are typical for a development is not at

5 It is important to note that the response to comments only mentions low-income communities as those 
necessitating an Environmental Justice analysis. Environmental Justice communities include those that are 
comprised of members of any protected class including race, national origin, ethnic group identification, religion, 
age, sex, sexual orientation, color or disability. The FEIR should have taken each of these classes into account in 
determining whether to include an Environmental Justice analysis, as opposed to focusing exclusively on income. 
This is especially true considering that our DEIR comments referred repeatedly to the demographics and racial 
makeup of this community and the disadvantages that they encounter daily.
6 FEIR, pg. III-249.
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issue. The analysis aims to determine whether these “typical” impacts will have a greater 
significance or exaggerated effect on a protected class, and in this case on a community that is 
already struggling with health, financial and other concerns, as compared with communities that 
are not burdened in these ways.

As expressed in our DEIR comments, and emphasized in the attached HIR, the community 
surrounding the Project site is an environmental justice community. Its members are 
overburdened with mental and physical health issues, financial struggles, and overcrowded and 
unaffordable housing. As a result, the impacts of the Project, particularly those that have been 
found to be significant and unavoidable will likely disproportionately affect the community. In 
order to properly analyze and mitigate these impacts and to ensure a fair, just and equitable Los 
Angeles, an Environmental Justice analysis should have been included in the FEIR. Without this 
analysis, the Project should not be approved.

The DEIR Contained Numerous Inaccuracies and Improper Deferral of Impact 
Analyses and Mitigation, Which Were Not Resolved in the FEIR

VI.

The DEIR contained an inaccurate project description, inaccurate characterization of impacts, 
and improper deferral of mitigation measures, none of which were resolved in the FEIR. These 
deficiencies were laid out in detail in comments on the DEIR. For example, at numerous times 
throughout the EIR, the City concludes that based on the specific features of the project, impacts 
will be less than significant or fully mitigated. Elsewhere, the City provides flexibility to the 
project under the Design Guidelines and Land Use Equivalency Program. These programs allow 
the specific locations of buildings, uses, and other project features to be modified after the FEIR 
is certified. This inconsistency was identified in comments on the DEIR. However, the FEIR 
does not resolve it, but merely states that if the project is changed through the Design Guidelines 
or Land Use Equivalency Program, new impacts will be analyzed through additional 
environmental review. This, arguably, represents improper deferral under CEQA, and implies 
that the DEIR provides no more than an approximation as to the specific impacts of the proposed 
Project. Similarly, reliance on the negotiation of a development agreement between the City and 
Project developers to defer inclusion of feasible mitigation measures such as incorporating 
affordable housing into the Project is improper under CEQA. The FEIR should have included a 
full and accurate description of all features and requirements of Project development, including 
incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures, a clear and accurate description of the location 
and layout of Project design features, and the conditions under which the Project will be 
constructed.

VII. Conclusion

It is disappointing that the City failed to account for the full extent of potential Project impacts. 
We believe that the FEIR failed to include a number of important analyses and mitigation 
measures, most notably to address the likely indirect displacement of existing residents, the
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aesthetic impacts of the Project, the lack of affordable housing, and Environmental Justice 
impacts. The Project should not be approved until these deficiencies are addressed and a fair and 
complete environmental review is produced. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Alexander Harnden, Attorney 
Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 
On behalf of the UNIDAD Coalition

Los Angeles City Planning Commission (cpc(cplacitv.ore) 
Sarah Molina Pearson (sarah.moling-pearson(w,lacitv.ors) 
James Williams (iames. k. williams®,lacitv. ors

CC:
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THE PUBLIC INTEREST LAW OFFICE OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND BEVERLY HILLS BAR ASSOCIATIONS 

610 SOUTH ARDMORE AVENUE • LOS ANGELES, CA 90005 • TEL: 213.385.2977 FAX: 213.385.9089 •
WWW.PUBLICCOUNSEL.ORG

November 2,2015

Attn: Erin Strelich
Major Projects & EIR Section
The City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2601
Via Email (erin, strelich(a),lacitv. ors)

Public Comment on The Reef Project DEIRRe:

Dear Ms. Strelich:

We write to register our concerns with respect to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) submitted for The Reef Project in September 2015. Although insufficient 
time was given for public comment, the DEIR’s perfunctory, inaccurate and conclusory 
nature is, nevertheless, obvious and alarming. So deficient and substandard is the DEIR, 
only a revised and recirculated DEIR will satisfy California Environmental Quality Act’s 
(CEQA) mandate. We support and adopt the comments submitted by our clients and 
colleagues of the UNIDAD coalition. We tender this separate letter, however, to focus 
our comments on the DEIR’s signage and land use & planning review, which we found 
particularly troubling.

Founded in 1970, Public Counsel is the public interest law firm of the Lbs 
Angeles County and Beverly Hills Bar Associations and the Southern California affiliate 
of the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights under Law. For 30 years, our Community 
Development Project has worked to confront a wide range of economic, social and 
environmental challenges faced by low-income communities in Los Angeles County. As 
part of our work, we represent and partner with nonprofit affordable housing developers 
to provide housing equity and prevent homelessness. At the same time, the communities 
we serve routinely bear the brunt of environmental burdens and have the greatest need for 
robust environmental review. As such, our work frequently balances the need to 
streamline affordable housing development and the need to ensure meaningful 
environmental review and community engagement.
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A RECIRCULATED DEIR MUST CORRECT THE DEIR’S 
DANGEROUS DEFICIENCIES WITH RESPECT TO 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED SIGNAGE.

I.

The proposed Reef Project (The Reef or the Project) is a behemoth development 
by any standard. So out of step and inconsistent with the neighborhood it seeks to 
“transform”, the Project cannot be erected without General Plan Amendments, zone 
changes, variances from the existing Code, FAR averaging, parking reductions and other 
significant departures from the City’s General Plan and other adopted plans and policies. 
Nowhere is the Project’s community incongruence more disturbing than its request for a 
Supplemental Use District for Signage (SUD) seeking to install 234,067 square feet of 
electronic billboards in a community where virtually none exist.

The signage proposed is a dizzying array of offsite advertising stacked 400 feet 
high, like a massive vertical outdoor TV showroom. Not only would these proposed signs 
negatively impact, in the most profound ways, the quality of life for the residents living, 
working and studying just feet away, the signage would also pull the attention of every 
driver along the I-10 and 1-110 freeways away from the road and toward the animated 
advertising, creating untold hazards for every person obliged to drive in the Project’s 
vicinity.

The DEIR utterly fails to evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed 
billboards. Rather than acknowledging the devastating environmental impact its 
electronic billboards would have on both the immediate community and the City as a 
whole, the DEIR either underestimates the impacts or fails to evaluate them entirely. 
Below we have outlined key deficiencies with respect to signage, any one of which 
requires a recirculated DEIR.

A. DEIR Fails to Acknowledge and Evaluate Significant Environmental 
Impacts Resulting from the Proposed Signage.

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate the health and safety problems caused by 
the physical changes resulting from a project.1 Here, the DEIR does not comply with this 
requirement in many respects - especially so with regard to the proposed 234,067 square 
feet of electronic and animated billboards.

The DEIR fails to address the public safety hazard caused bv 
billboards.

(i)

Due to their severe threat to public safety, the City of Los Angles has banned 
billboards within 2000 feet of freeways.2 It is well established that billboards increase 
the risk of injury and death for drivers, passengers and pedestrians, as outdoor advertising 
draws drivers’ attention away from the road. This danger is heightened when, as here, the

1 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15126.2.
2 Sign Ordinance, Los Angeles, Chapter 62 § 91.6205.5.
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signage includes electronic animation. The Project and its proposed electronic billboards 
would tower over the 1-110 and I-10 freeways - distracting the attention of every driver. 
So close is the Project to I-10, its towers would cast “far-reaching” shadows over the 
freeway for most of the day. And yet the DEIR fails to evaluate the environmental 
impact the proposed signage would have on the safety of our roadways.3 As such, the 
DEIR fails to acknowledge and evaluate one of the most significant environmental 
impacts created by the Project, an evaluation gap that must be corrected with a 
recirculated DEIR.

(ii) The DEIR fails to acknowledge and evaluate the known harm to 
human health caused by electronic billboards.

The science is well settled - exposure to nighttime lighting is harmful to both 
human and plant life.4 Nighttime lighting disrupts the circadian rhythm, which in turns 
impairs the production of melatonin. Suppression of melatonin is linked to numerous 
serious chronic diseases, such as cancer (especially breast cancer), obesity, diabetes, 
depression and reproductive problems.5 So serious and universally accepted is this risk, 
the American Medical Association adopted a policy recognizing that exposure to light at 
night disrupts sleep, exacerbates sleep disorders and creates unsafe driving conditions.6 
These threats to human health are even more pronounced when considering LEDs, the 
type of lighting proposed by this Project, given that light from blue LEDs in electronic 
billboards is even more dramatically damaging to human health and to the natural 
environment due to its peak spectral output falling within the sensitivity range of 
melanopsin.7

The proposed Project would be the single largest concentration of electrified 
signage in Los Angeles - dwarfing anything even contemplated in Hollywood or by 
LAX. The DEIR acknowledges that the animated advertising extravaganza would be 
viewed by sensitive receptors - including apartment dwellers living under its shadows. 
And yet the DEIR declines even the most modest evaluation of the health impacts the 
signage would undoubtedly have on existing community members and residents of the 
Project. This is a profound and alarming deficiency in the DEIR that must be corrected 
to comply with CEQA.

3 The DEIR’s passing reference to compliance with the California Motor Vehicle Code does not constitute
an analysis of the traffic hazards created by the freeway adjacent billboards proposed here. See DEIR, IV 
8.2.17. ...................
4 Department of Neurology, Thomas Jefferson University, “Adverse Health Effects of Nighttime Lighting: 
Comments on American Medical Association Policy Statement,” 9-1-2013; Ron Chepesiuk, “Missing the 
Dark, Health Effects of Light Pollution,” Environmental Health Perspective, 2009 January, 117(1)
5 “Missing the Dark,” at 5; Council on Science and Public Health Report 4, “Light Pollution: Adverse 
Health Effects of Nighttime lighting, American Medical Association House of Delegates Annual Meeting, 
June 2012, Chicago, IL.
6 American Medical Association, h-135.932, Light Pollution: Adverse Health Effects of Nighttime 
Lighting.
7 Council on Science and Public Health Report 4, “Light Pollution: Adverse Health Effects of Nighttime 
lighting, American Medical Association House of Delegates Annual Meeting, June 2012, Chicago, IL; 
Roland Deschesne, “Electronic Digital Billboards as a Health Hazard,”2013-07011.
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(iii) The DEIR fails to evaluate the health and safety risks, particularly 
for lower income communities, posed bv outdoor advertising.

Although the DEIR favors describing the electronic billboards as “improvements” 
and “adding visual interest” to the area, in fact, they are outdoor advertising, the content 
of which would likely have negative health and environmental impacts on their viewers. 
In fact, a study of such signage in Los Angeles showed that outdoor advertising adversely 
impacts public health and targets lower income communities at a higher percentage for 
advertising of unhealthy foods and life choices.8 Moreover, the images commonly 
promote the use of guns and objectify women.9 Again, the DEIR fails to acknowledge, 
much less evaluate, these health and safety impacts the proposed signage would have on 
the surrounding community. This deficiency must be corrected in the recirculated DEIR.

B. The Sign District Criteria contained in the DEIR’s Project Description 
Inaccurately Describes the Environmental Impacts of the Signage.

A recirculated DEIR must correct the proposed Sign District Criteria.10 First, with 
respect to Vertical Sign Levels 1 and 2, the proposed criteria guidelines describe certain 
proposed "unrestricted animation" and "light color animation" signs as "Digital Display 
signs and Integral Electronic Display Signs that are in encapsulated areas that are no 
more than incidentally visible from the public right of way." According to the Project 
design, however, very little of the signage at Levels 1 and 2 would be "in encapsulated 
areas that are no more than incidentally visible from the public right of way." The DEIR 
repeatedly touts the Project's open design with all sides visible from a public right of 
way. In fact, the only differences between the signs proposed at these levels versus 
"integral electronic display signs" proposed at Level 3 are that they are lower and would 
run 24 hours a day. The recirculated DEIR must correct the mischaracterization of the 
signage proposed for Levels 1 and 2.

Additionally, the Signage District Criteria would allow the animated signage in 
Zone 3 to operate from dawn until 2 a.m. - nearly 24 hours a day. As a mitigation 
measure, the DEIR proposes to shorten the time of operation from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. It is 
suspect to offer the shortened time as a mitigation measure rather than simply embedding 
the shorter period within the proposed signage district regulation. Notwithstanding the 
inadequacy of this particular mitigation measure, the Signage District Criteria should be 
modified to reduce the hours of operation to the shorter period, as suggested by the 
DEIR, rather than being offered as a mitigation measure.

8 Bryce C. Lowry and David Sloane, “The Prevalence of Harmful Content in Outdoor Advertising in Los 
Angeles: Land Use, Community Characteristics, and the Spatial Inequality of a Public Health Nuisance,” 
American Journal of Public Health, February 13,2014.
9 Id.
10 DEIR, Figures 11-15 and 16.
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C. The DEIR Aesthetics mischaracterizes significant environmental impacts 
from signage as less than significant.

(i) The DEIR engages in impermissible segmentation with respect to its 
signage and the SUD analysis.

As noted above, the DEIR breaks the proposed electronic signage onslaught into 
five sign zones (Zone A- E) and then further breaks each of these zones into three vertical 
signage subzones (Zones 1-3). Inexplicably, the DEIR proceeds to address the 
environmental impacts of each separately - as if the visual and environmental disturbance 
of one can be isolated from the others. And in doing so, the DEIR attempts to minimize 
the environmental impacts of the signage through impermissible segmentation. Even the 
causal-observer understands that individual zones do not stand-alone and in fact have a 
cumulative environmental impact. The DEIR’s impermissible segmentation results in the 
flawed conclusion that signage in Vertical Zones 1 and 2 pose “less than significant” 
environmental impacts.11 Although individually each zone presents significant impacts, 
the impact of these signs as a whole - as humans perceive them - is undoubtedly even 
more severe. Yet, the DEIR fails to acknowledge and analyze this. As such, the 
Aesthetic section is built on a faulty foundation that invalidates all its conclusions, 
requiring a revised and recirculated DEIR.

The DEIR’s test for assessing aesthetic impacts is fatally flawed.(ii)

The DEIR self-selects a test for significant impacts with respect to the signage 
that fails to account for the reality of the visual quality/aesthetic impacts. Specifically, the 
DEIR asserts:

Project signage would result in a significant impact with regard to visual 
quality/aesthetics, if it is: (1) prominent and visible at a distance from the Project Site, 
and provides a visual appearance that is not consistent with or complimentary [sic] to 
the effects of Project development on the visual environment of the Project Site and 
surrounding areas, as previously discussed; or (2) if the operation of one or more 
specific signs would adversely impact the visual environment as experienced at a 
particular sensitive receptor, such as a residence or school.” 12

This criterion wrongly prioritizes aesthetic impacts experienced by communities at a 
distance and inappropriately disregards the aesthetic experience of the local community 
members - the very persons most impacted by the Project and its electronic signage. But 
even under this flawed test, the DEIR’s characterization of signage in Zones 1 and 2 as 
less than significant is clearly wrong for several reasons and must be revised. First, the 
signage in Zone 2 projecting 75 feet into the air would be visible from a distance,

It is well established California law that CEQA is violated when a DEIR piecemeals a project to 
minimize environmental impacts. See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 
California, (1988) 47 Cal. 3d. 376.

DEIR, IV.B. 1-27.12
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including from the I-10. Thus, even under the DEIR’s faulty test, their impacts should 
have be classified and evaluated as significant. Moreover, with respect to both Zones 1 
and 2, the electronic signage would be visible and adversely impact the visual 
environment of every person living, working, and studying in this area. The signage in 
Zones 1 and 2 would have a significant impact and the DEIR must be revised to account 
for these zones.

(a) Views of Project Signage from the West

Although conceding that the signs in Zone 3 would have a significant impact, the 
DEIR erred in basing this conclusion solely on the impacts Zone 3 signs would have from 
a distance. The surrounding community would be negatively impacted from the 
existence of the proposed signage and, as such, the DEIR must be revised to account for 
the local impact of Zone 3 in all directions, not just from the far west.

Additionally, the DEIR incorrectly concludes that the signage in Zone 2 would be 
“less than significant because the signage would be visible and prominent only in the 
immediate vicinity of the Project, where it would reinforce and contribute to the aesthetic 
image of an urban center that would result from the Project by providing contrast and 
color that promotes the identity of the areas as a center of activity.” 13

This conclusion is ludicrous. The billboard proponent may choose to euphemize 
the blighting impact of their signage, but the reality is that these billboards would 
profoundly impact the environmental experience of the surrounding community. The 
DEIR goes on to contend, “[i]n addition, the proposed Reef Project SUD would not place 
west-facing highly animated signage in the Vertical Zone 2 immediately adjacent to 
sensitive receptors, where it could adversely affect the visual environment as observed 
from these receptors.” (Emphasis added.) Such obfuscation must be addressed. Any 
signage, whether “highly animated” or not, will negatively impact the visual experience 
and quality of life of the sensitive receptors within the area. In fact, the DEIR 
acknowledges that a residential apartment would bear the blunt of the Zone 2 signage 
impacts given that the apartment would visually shield other local buildings from seeing 
the Zone 2 signage.14 Moreover, the DEIR notes in the glare discussion that the residents 
of the Rutland Apartments and Southland Apartments and the students at LA Trade Tech 
would see the signs in Vertical Zones 1 and 2, and still asserts a less than significant 
environmental impact.

The DEIR makes the same conclusion as to Zone 1, asserting that since the 
signage would only be viewed by the “immediate vicinity,” it would not have a 
significant environmental impact. Again, this is wrong and must be corrected.

DEIR, IV B. 1-28. 
DEIR, IV.B.1-28.14
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(b) Views of the Project Signage from the North

Likewise, the DEIR acknowledges that the environmental impacts from Zone 3 
would be significant, but insignificant as to Zones 2 and 1. Again, the DEIR’s 
conclusions are wrong and in this case, even more so given that animated signage in Zone 
2 would face directly into the sensitive receptor of the Rutland Apartments. The DEIR 
callously states that by limiting the animated signage invading the Rutland Apartment to 
2,550 square feet, the impacts would be less than significant. This suggestion is as 
insulting and it is injurious to the residents who would be forced to live not only with the 
signage pointed directly at them, but also with all the other billboards in all the zones. 
There is a cumulative effect of the proposed signage that the DEIR completely ignores.

The DEIR makes the same conclusion as to Zone 1, asserting that since the 
signage would only be viewed by the “immediate vicinity,” it would not have a 
significant environmental impact. Again, this is wrong and must be corrected.

(c) Views of the Project Signage from the East

Here again DEIR relies on the same faulty and self-serving assessments of the 
signage in this region with respect to Zones 2 and 1 to conclude they are less than 
significant. The proposed signage undoubtedly would have a significant environmental 
impact and must be analyzed and mitigated.

(d) Views of the Project Signage from the South

The DEIR makes the same conclusion as to Zone 1, asserting that since the 
signage would only be viewed by the “immediate vicinity,” it would not have a 
significant environmental impact. Again, this is wrong and must be corrected.

THE DEIR PROJECT’S LAND USE AND PLANNING 
EVALUATION IS INADEQUATE AND INACCURATE.

II.

As proposed, the Project seeks a laundry list of General Plan Amendments, zone 
changes, variances from the existing Code, FAR averaging, and other significant 
departures from the City’s General Plan and adopted policies. This long list of required 
departures from adopted plans lays bare the fact that the Project upends existing city 
policy. In order for the development to proceed as proposed, the Project must show 
consistency with relevant General Plan policies and objectives.15 Moreover, the EIR must

5 Government Code § 65860(a)(2) (land uses authorized by zoning ordinance must be "compatible with the 
objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs specified in the [general] plan."); see also 
Neighborhood Action Group v. County of Calaveras (1984) 156 Cal.App.3d 1176, 1184.) (A project cannot 
be found consistent with a general plan if it conflicts with a general plan policy that is "fundamental, 
mandatory, and clear," regardless of whether it is consistent with other general plan policies.) Even in the 
absence of a direct conflict, an ordinance or development project may not be approved if it interferes with
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evaluate “any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans 
and regional plans.”16 As detailed below, the DEIR fails to evaluate the Project’s many 
conflicts with existing zoning requirements and applicable general and regional plans. 
And where the DEIR does discuss applicable plans, the analysis is often flatly inaccurate 
and self-serving. A recirculated DEIR must resolve this inadequate analysis and provide 
meaningful mitigation measures relating to the significant impacts associated with land 
use (in)consistency.

A. The DEIR’s Dangerously Deficient Supplemental Use District for Signage 
Land Use Assessment Leads to False Conclusions and Risks Invalidating 
the City’s Signage Ordinance.

Despite having devoted nearly half its Project Description to describing the 
proposed SUD, the DEIR mustered an anemic paragraph for the same topic in its Land 
Use & Planning analysis, of which two sentences address the Project’s impacts on 
signage regulations and policies. Specifically, the DEIR’s Land Use & Planning analysis 
on the SUD obliquely reads:

The potential environmental impacts of The Reef Project SUD are evaluated in 
this EIR. Therefore, the Project would have less than significant impacts with 
regards to signage regulations and policies.

This circular assessment gives new meaning to the phrase “environmental window 
dressing.” The DEIR’s assessment is as wrong as it is inadequate for the following 
reasons.

(i) The DEIR fails to account for the land use regulations and policies 
upon which it based its erroneous conclusions.

The history and status of our City’s signage regulations play a controlling role in 
the Project’s request for a SUD for Signage. Yet the DEIR is silent on both. This is a 
glaring obfuscation given that the ordinance on the books is currently being revised and, 
for all intents and purposes, no longer controls the City’s evaluation of new Supplemental 
Use Districts for Signage applications and the signs a project proposes.

The DEIR fails to acknowledge that the City is in the process of establishing new 
sign regulations and that sign district applications are being viewed through the lens of 
the proposed new regulations. This shortcoming is all the more troubling given that the 
DEIR incorrectly asserts that it “would have less than significant impacts with regard to 
signage regulations and policies.»17 This statement holds no water under either the

or frustrates the general plan's policies and objectives. Napa Citizens for Honest Gov't v. County of Napa, 
(2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 378-79.

CEQA Guidelines, 15125(d); see also, City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, calling for an 
evaluation of “whether the proposal is inconsistent with the General Plan or adopted environmental goals or 
policies contained in other applicable plans.”

DEIR, IV J-72.

16

17
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current sign ordinance or the revised ordinance under consideration. Further, under the 
revised ordinance approved by the City Planning Commission on October 22,2015, the 
Project would not qualify for a signage district even with the proposed rezoning given 
that it falls outside one of the regional centers in which signage districts would be 
allowed. Additionally, under the same revised ordinance, the Project would be required to 
acquire and remove 10 square feet of existing billboards for every 1 square foot of 
signage planned for the Project. And yet the Project does not discuss any of the 
numerous environmental impacts associated with removing 2,340,670 square feet of 
billboards.

The Project would have significant environmental impacts on the 
City’s signage regulations and policies.

(ii)

Regardless of which signage ordinance its conclusions are based, the DEIR 
ignores significant signage restrictions that form the bedrock of the City’s signage policy 
with respect to aesthetics and public safety. Specifically, the DEIR fails to address the 
fact that the Project violates the City’s ban on signage within 2000 feet of a freeway that 
would be viewed primarily from a main traveled roadway of a freeway or an on- 
ramp/off-ramp.18 Not only does this gaping oversight stand as a powerful indictment of 
its inadequacy, the DEIR fails to account for how its Project’s signage threatens to 
invalidate the City’s hard fought ban of freeway facing signage - an environmental 
impact of monumental significance. Although emerging victorious in World Wide Rush 
LLC et al v. City of Los Angeles, the Ninth Circuit cautioned the City that although the 
Staples Center and the Fifteenth Street SUD exemptions to the freeway ban did not 
invalidate the ordinance, additional exceptions could “break the link between Freeway 
Facing Sign Ban and the City’s objectives in traffic and aesthetics.”19

The Project has all the elements of a sign district that would invalidate the City’s 
ban of freeway facing signs ordinance. Its fully animated billboards would be highly 
visible from multiple freeways. The City’s arguments of blight and improving traffic 
safety available for the Staple Center and Fifteenth Street SUD are absent. Thus, the 
Project threatens the City’s continued ability to ban freeway facing signs, and opens up 
the entire length of every freeway to signage the City has fought so hard to ban. The 
environmental impacts of such a risk are immensely significant. Yet the DEIR fails to 
acknowledge and analyze this environmental impact. Accordingly the DEIR is 
inadequate and must be recirculated.

Environmental Review of the Project’s nronosed SUD and Sign 
District Criteria is premature given that the City is actively 
overhauling it Signage Ordinance.

(iii)

As noted above, the City is actively overhauling its signage ordinance, with a 
recent vote by the City Planning Commission to approve a reworked ordinance on

Article 4.4, Section 14.4.6 and Section 14.4.5 of draft Signage Ordinance under CPC consideration. 
Word Wide Rush LLC et al., vs. City of Los Angeles, 606 F.3d 676 (9th Cir. 2010)
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October 22,2015. Although the DEIR fails to mention the overhaul, the truth of the 
matter is the Project, for several reasons, would not qualify for a SUD under the new 
ordinance moving through the approval process. Of note, of course, is the fact that the 
Project is not within one of the designated regional centers in which sign districts would 
be permitted under the revised ordinance. In addition to the DEIR’s numerous material 
deficiencies, the Project’s attempt to end-run the City’s land use approval process by 
securing an environmental review on a SUD that is fundamentally incongruous with 
City’s proposed signage ordinance is inappropriate and must be rejected.

B. The DEIR Fails to Acknowledge and Evaluate the Project’s Conflicts 
with Existing Zoning Regulations.

The DEIR’s land use analysis unjustifiably assumes that the Project will be 
constructed in a manner that is patently inconsistent with existing zoning requirements 
and numerous current land use plans and policies that apply to the Project Site. 
Specifically, the Project involves the construction of a mixed use development with 1,444 
housing units on a site that is currently zoned for limited manufacturing. The DEIR 
briefly notes that as proposed, the Project “would not be consistent with the existing 
General Plan land use designation and zoning of the Project site.”20 However, this is 
presented not as an issue to be analyzed, but merely as the explanation behind the 
Project’s request for an extensive list of discretionary land use approvals. Rather than 
evaluating the existing land use inconsistency and analyzing the on-the-ground 
environmental impacts that the proposed land use changes will have on the community, 
the DEIR simply concludes “the zone change would result in the entire parcel being 
singularly zoned for the mix of uses that [sic] proposed for the mixed-use 
development.”21 This circular logic undermines environmental review.

The DEIR’s approach completely removes Project’s proposed land use changes 
from any meaningful scrutiny. It implies that existing land use regulations are 
inappropriate and suggests that once the current regulations are amended to permit the 
Project, then all of the Project’s land use impacts are somehow resolved. In other words, 
the DEIR proceeds from the flawed assumption that the Project should dictate land use 
laws, not file other way around. By assuming that the approval of the Project’s numerous 
discretionary land use entitlement requests are a foregone conclusion,22 the DEIR fails to 
comply with the CEQA requirement that the EIR identify the significant environmental 
effects of the project based on “the existing physical conditions in the affected area.»23

20 DEIR, IVJ-70.
DEIR IV.J-70.
Moreover, the Los Angeles Municipal Code clearly states that General Plan Amendments - including 

those limited to a specific property - must be initiated by the City Council, the City Planning Commission, 
or the Director of Planning; not the applicant. LAMC 11.5.6.B; Los Angeles City Charter Section 555). It 
appears that this process was initiated in May, 2014, by a motion from Councilmember Curren Price. 
However, this motion is still pending in the Planning and Land Use management Committee, and has not 
been approved by the Council as required by the Code and Charter. See Council File 14-0620. Without 
such approval, the DEIR analysis of land use consistency is premature.

CEQA Guidelines, 15125(e); 15126.2.

21

22

23
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C. The DEIR Fails, Altogether, to Evaluate Consistency with Numerous 
Relevant General Plan policies.

The CEQA Guidelines require an analysis of “any inconsistencies between the 
proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans, and regional plans.”24 The 
City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide provides five factors for consideration in 
determining significant impacts related to land use consistency. These factors include,
“whether the proposal is inconsistent with the General Plan or adopted environmental 
goals or policies contained in other applicable plans.”

Despite these clear directives, the DEIR completely neglects to evaluate 
consistency with many relevant General Plan policies, goals and objectives. While DEIR 
Tables IV.J-3, IV.J-4, IV.J-5, and IV.J-7 selectively and inadequately consider some 
policies, they inexplicably ignore numerous General Plan policies essential to the 
understanding the Project’s environmental impacts. The following table outlines just 
some of the important and relevant policies the DEIR fails to evaluate. Moreover, and 
perhaps unsurprisingly, the Project as proposed is inconsistent with many of these 
General Plan policies that go unanalyzed in the DEIR. As a result, a recirculated DEIR 
should include a full analysis of General Plan consistency, as well as mitigation measures 
to address potential significant impacts relating to land use inconsistency.

General Plan Policy missing 
from DEIR analysis

Comment

General Plan Housing Element
Policy 1.1.2 Expand affordable 
rental housing for all income 
groups that need assistance.

As proposed, the Project would provide 449 market 
rate rental units and 895 market rate condominium
units and zero affordable units. This does nothing to 
meet the current need for (never mind expand the 
supply of) housing for lower income populations that 
currently live in the neighborhood. A recirculated 
DEIR should acknowledge and evaluate the Project’s 
inconsistency with this Objective and Policy, and 
should include mitigation measures to address the 
impacts of the further loss of affordable housing in 
the community.

Objective 1.2 Preserve quality 
rental and ownership housing for 
households of all income levels 
and special needs.

As proposed, the Project threatens to contribute to 
displacement pressures experienced by lower income, 
rent burdened households. According to a recent 
study, over 40,000 people have a moderate to very 
high risk for financial strain and/or displacement as a

24 CEQA Guidelines, 15125(d).
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result of the Project’s impacts on housing prices in 
the surrounding area.25 Within the South Central 
community that would be impacted by the Project, 
thousands of households are already rent burdened, 
and a large number of subsidized affordable housing 
units are at risk of converting to market rate in the 
near future.

Policy 1.2.2 Encourage and 
incentivize the preservation of 
affordable housing, including 
non-subsidized affordable units, 
to ensure that demolitions and 
conversions do not result in the 
net loss of the City’s stock of 
decent, safe, healthy or 
affordable housing

26

The current DEIR fails to evaluate consistency with 
these relevant policies concerning the preservation of 
affordable housing, and neglects to acknowledge 
evidence that the Project would undermine these 
goals to preserve and protect affordable housing.

Policy 1.2.8 Preserve the 
existing stock of affordable 
housing near transit stations and 
transit corridors. Encourage one- 
to-one replacement of 
demolished units.

The DEIR does not evaluate inconsistency with these 
relevant policies. The Project seeks numerous 
legislative decisions to change existing land use 
regulations in order to allow an increase in residential 
density. However, of the proposed 1,444 residential 
units, none are affordable. As proposed, the Project 
does not contribute at all to meeting the City’s 
projected housing needs for lower-income 
households.

Policy 1.3.5 Provide sufficient 
land use and density to 
accommodate an adequate 
supply of housing units by type 
and cost within the City to meet 
the projections of housing needs, 
according to the policies and 
objectives of the City’s 
Framework Element of the 
General Plan.

Policy 1.4.1 Streamline the land 
use entitlement, environmental 
review, and building permit 
processes, while maintaining 
incentives to create and 
preserve affordable housing.

The DEIR does not evaluate inconsistency with this 
relevant policy. The Project, as proposed, is seeking 
numerous significant discretionary land use changes, 
including a General Plan Amendment and zone 
change. This would dramatically increase 
development intensity on the site, effectively going 
from zero residential units to 1,444 units, with a floor 
area ratio approaching 6:1. If the requests for zone 
changes, parking reductions and a General Plan 
Amendment are granted without affordability, as 
currently proposed, then the existing incentives (e.g. 
density bonus and Downtown Housing Incentive 
Ordinance) would be circumvented, not maintained.

25 Human Impact Partners, Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Proposed Reef Development Project 
in South Central Los Angeles, 19-20 (October, 2015) (hereafter, “Health Impact Report,” or “HIR”), 
available at http://www.humanimpact.org/news/reefdevelopmentproject/

Id., at 20.26
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The DEIR suggests that the Project will create new 
jobs and 1,444 new residential units. The DEIR does 
not evaluate or compare the wages of the new jobs 
with the rents and housing prices of the exclusively 
market rate units. Therefore, the DEIR has failed to 
adequately evaluate consistency with this relevant 
policy.

Policy 2.2.3 Promote and 
facilitate a jobs/housing balance 
at a citywide level.

Policy 2.5.1 Target housing 
resources, policies and incentives 
to include affordable housing in 
residential development, 
particularly in mixed use 
development, Transit Oriented 
Districts and designated Centers.

The Project, as proposed, is a mixed-use development 
in proximity to transit, but proposes to provide no 
affordable housing. The DEIR fails to evaluate this 
effect of the Project, directly contradicting the spirit 
and intent of these policies.

Policy 2.5.2 Foster the 
development of new affordable 
housing units citywide and 
within each Community Plan 
Area

Objective 4.2 Promote outreach 
and education to: homeless 
populations; residents; 
community stakeholders; health, 
social service and housing 
providers and hinders; criminal 
justice system agencies; and, 
communities in which facilities 
and services may be located.

A number of homeless individuals and families 
currently live in close proximity to the Project, and 
Council District 9 has the second largest homeless 
population in the City.27 The Reef Project Health 
Impact Report notes that local residents and focus 
group participants fear becoming homeless as a result 
of increasing displacement pressures.28 But the DEIR 
fails to address or evaluate opportunities for the 
Project to contribute to outreach efforts and support 
community stakeholders, health, social service and 
housing providers and funders to provide crucial 
services to the homeless population and to construct 
and manage housing facilities for the homeless.

Policy 4.2.3 Strengthen the 
capacity of the development 
community to locate, construct 
and manage housing facilities for 
the homeless. The DEIR’s silence on the issue of homelessness 

when the City has declared a state of emergency on 
the same reflects the depths of its deficiency in
disclosing environmental impacts._______________
As proposed, the Project is seeking significant 
benefits from the City - notably zone changes that 
result in considerably more housing units than 
otherwise permitted (effectively going from zero

Program 8. Land Use Program 
to Increase the Production of 
Affordable Housing. Explore 
the feasibility and_____________

27 Id., at 17. 
Id., at 4, 21.28
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residential units currently, to the 1,444 residential 
units proposed). But the Project is not planning to 
include any affordable units. This is profoundly 
inconsistent with the spirit and intent of Housing 
Element Program 8, and the DEIR fails to evaluate 
the effects of this inconsistency.

appropriateness of creating 
affordable housing 
requirements for projects that 
receive benefits from the City, 
including projects that receive 
City subsidies or City land, 
projects receiving zone changes 
that result in significantly 
more units than otherwise 
permitted, as well as projects 
that obtain a Development 
Agreement.

The current DEIR neglects to evaluate the Project’s 
impact on the City’s affordable housing stock, and 
therefore fails to evaluate consistency with this 
important and relevant General Plan Housing 
Element Program. The Health Impact Report for this 
Project identifies over 1,000 units in the South 
Central area that are currently subsidized by federal 
or state programs (this number excludes additional 
units funded exclusively through local programs). Of 
these, the Health Impact Report identifies 152 units 
that are at risk of converting to market rate within the 
next 10 years.29 The Health Impact Report forecasts 
increasing housing costs as a result of the Project, 
which increases the likelihood of these units 
converting to market rate. As a result, the Health 
Impact Report concludes that the people currently 
living in these currently deed-restricted units are 
vulnerable to displacement.30 Despite this, the DEIR 
fails to even mention Housing Element Program 41.

Program 41. Preservation of 
Affordable Housing Preserve 
and/or extend the affordability of 
approximately 500 units annually 
currently part of the City of Los 
Angeles affordable housing 
stock. Do this through 
recapitalizing existing projects 
and/or facilitating the execution 
of project-based Section 8 (or 
similar) contract renewals.

A recirculated DEIR should incorporate and address 
the Health Impact Report’s findings and analysis 
regarding the potential loss of deed-restricted units in 
the area.

As proposed, the Project is seeking a general plan 
amendment and zone change that would dramatically 
increase the number of residential units permitted on 
site. Yet, the Project is requesting this increase in 
allowable residential density without utilizing either 
the city’s Density Bonus Ordinance or the Downtown

Program 54. Monitor and 
Update the Density Bonus 
Program. Track the production 
of affordable housing units 
produced as a result of density 
bonus requests, including the

29 Id., at 20.
30 Id.
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location and income levels 
served. Track affordable housing 
units created through the 
granting of parking reductions, 
including: the number of 
affordable housing units 
exchanged for the concession; 
the location; and, income levels 
served. Track and assess the 
granting of other incentives in 
conjunction with density bonus 
requests. Assess the need to 
make adjustments to incentives 
and to the Affordable Housing 
Incentives Program Guidelines. 
In particular, examine 
strategies to increase the 
production of affordable 
housing units, facilitate the use 
of density bonus at Transit 
Stops/Major Employment 
Centers, encourage more large 
family and senior units, and 
transfer unused density bonus 
rights.

Housing Incentive Floor Area Bonus. Moreover, the 
project will almost exclusively consist of studio and 
one-bedroom units, despite the Housing Element 
policy to encourage more large family units and the 
significant need for affordable housing for families in 
the neighborhood. As proposed, the Project threatens 
to undermine the stated objectives of Housing 
Element Program 54, and the DEIR fails to evaluate 
the effects of this inconsistency.

The Project is relying on a zone change and general 
plan amendment to convert the site from Limited 
Industrial to Community Commercial in order to 
significantly increase the number of residential units 
permitted on site. The Project also seeks a general 
plan amendment to exempt the development from 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Footnote 1, 
which restricts all Community Commercial properties 
to Height District 1 and a base FAR of 1.5.

Program 73. Targeting Growth 
in Community Plan Areas ...
When building envelopes are 
increased, take care not to 
undermine the density bonus 
program. Aim to attach 
community benefits, including 
affordable housing, to significant 
bonuses in floor area and 
density.

While the DEIR describes why allowing residential 
use at higher densities is appropriate at this location, 
the Project seeks to circumvent several of the City’s 
established affordable housing incentive programs, 
which are intended as the appropriate mechanisms to 
achieve increased residential density.

Program 99 Downtown 
Affordable Housing Bonus ...
Explore ways to improve 
affordable housing production 
under the program, including 
how the incentives under this 
program relate to those provided 
under the Downtown TFAR 
program (#17) and whether the

Granting the zone change and general plan 
amendment, as proposed, will permit the Project to 
achieve the incentives contained in the density bonus
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ordinance and the Downtown Housing Incentive 
Ordinance without actually meeting the minimum 
requirements to qualify for these incentives. This 
undermines the entire incentive structure, thereby 
rendering the project inconsistent with Housing 
Element Programs 73,99, and 101.

parks fee in lieu of required open 
space constrains affordable 
housing development.

Program 101 Community 
Level Affordable Housing 
Programs .. .Take care to not 
undermine the density bonus 
program by providing significant 
land-use incentives without an 
affordable housing provision...

General Plan Health Element - Plan for a Healthy LA
Introduction. The real and The DEIR nominally mentions the City’s new 

General Plan Health Element (“Plan for a Healthy 
LA”), and cherrypicks five Policies from that plan to 
evaluate.31 However, the DEIR completely neglects 
to evaluate the Project’s consistency with those 
Policies and Programs aimed and addressing and 
mitigating the health impacts of displacement.

perceived threat of displacement 
and gentrification cause stress 
and other serious health 
consequences for families and 
can move them away from key 
resources and social networks, 
which is a particular concern in 
areas undergoing rapid change 
due to new transit infrastructure 
and catalytic development.. .The 
Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles 
acknowledges the negative 
health consequences of 
displacement, elevates 
community stability as a 
fundamental public health goal, 
and reaffirms the policy 
connections between housing 
and good health in the City’s 
Housing Element.

Policy 1.7 and Implementation Program 86 of the 
Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles are undeniably 
relevant to the Project. Policy 1.7 notes the impacts 
of local revitalization efforts and calls for evaluation 
and mitigation of “major revitalization efforts that 
have the potential to cause displacement,” while 
Program 86 calls for “opportunities for low-income 
and vulnerable populations to access the benefits 
created by new development and investment in their 
neighborhoods. "As proposed, the Project would 
clearly fall within the intended scope of these 
provisions.

The recently released Health Impact Report for the 
Project outlines a number of serious concerns and 
potential health impacts, including tens of thousands 
of residents being at heightened risk for financial 
strain and/or displacement. The Health Impact Report 
reinforces many of the conclusions in the Plan for a 
Healthy LA, including that “housing instability, 
living in substandard housing, overcrowding, and 
homelessness are all determinants of poor health that 
can be caused by the financial strain of gentrification.

Policy 1.7 Displacement and 
Health Reduce the harmful 
health impacts of displacement 
on individuals, families, and 
communities by pursuing 
strategies to create opportunities 
for existing residents to benefit 
from local revitalization efforts 
by: creating local employment

DEIR Table IV.J-5, pp. IVJ-59-60.
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and economic opportunities for 
low-income residents and local 
small businesses; expanding and 
preserving existing housing 
opportunities available to low- 
income residents; preserving 
cultural and social resources; and 
creating and implementing tools 
to evaluate and mitigate the 
potential displacement caused by 
large-scale investment and 
development.

These health determinants can have negative impacts 
on mental and physical health for adults, and can also 
specifically impact children.. .There are significant 
associations between high housing costs and hunger, 
inadequate childhood nutrition, and poor childhood 
growth. ”32 The Health Impact Report also notes that 
“[disruption of social networks through forced serial 
displacement and root shock can lead to additional 
health challenges including exposure to fragmented 
social environments that have higher rates of violence 
and sexually transmitted diseases. Multi-generational 
traumas of this nature can potentially influence the 
genetic makeup of future generations, leaving them 
more physiologically susceptible to the impacts of 
stress.”33

[...]
While communities naturally 
change over time, major 
revitalization efforts that have 
the potential to cause 
displacement should be 
evaluated and mitigated.

A recirculated DEIR should acknowledge the health 
impacts of displacement, consistent with the City’s 
General Plan Health Element, and should evaluate 
the Project’s consistency with programs and policies 
aimed at addressing these impacts. The DEIR should 
evaluate, and as appropriate, incorporate the findings 
of the Health Impact Report into this analysis.

Program 86 Displacement: To 
mitigate displacement, leverage 
government resources (including 
land) to preserve the social, 
cultural and economic diversity 
of the city. Evaluate best 
practices to develop criteria to 
assess the displacement potential 
of low-income and vulnerable 
populations; identify and 
implement an array of mitigation 
tools that can preserve existing 
small businesses and affordable 
housing for low-income 
households; and create 
opportunities for low-income and 
vulnerable populations to access 
the benefits created by new 
development and investment in 
their neighborhoods.

Consistent with Program 86, the DEIR should also 
evaluate an “array of mitigation tools that can 
preserve existing small businesses and affordable 
housing for low-income households; and create 
opportunities for low-income and vulnerable 
populations to access the benefits created by new 
development and investment in their neighborhoods.” 
The Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles identifies 
potential measures such as “creating local 
employment and economic opportunities for low- 
income residents and local small businesses; 
expanding and preserving existing housing 
opportunities available to low-income residents; 
preserving cultural and social resources” [Policy 1.7].

Adopted Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan
The Land Use and Planning Chapter of the DEIR 
fails to evaluate whether the Project is consistent with

Policy 1-5.2 Ensure that new 
housing opportunities minimizes

32 Health Impact Report, 25. 
Id., 21.33
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this highly relevant Policy to minimize the 
displacement associated with new development. In 
fact, the Land Use and Planning Chapter of the DEIR 
does not provide any consideration of potential 
displacement.

displacement of the residents. 
Program: Require that a 
decision-maker adopt a finding 
which addresses any potential 
displacement of residents as part 
of any decision relating to the 
construction of new housing. According to the Health Impact Report, over 40,000 

people have a moderate to very high risk for financial 
strain and/or displacement as a result of the Project’s 
impacts on housing prices in the surrounding area. 
Within the South Central community that would be 
impacted by the Project, thousands of households are 
already rent burdened, and a large number of 
subsidized affordable housing units are at risk of 
converting to market rate in the near future.

34

35

A recirculated DEIR should evaluate the Project’s 
potential for displacement and its consistency with 
General Plan policies to mitigate and minimize 
displacement impacts.

The Health Impact Study provides a wealth of data 
on the risk of commercial displacement associated 
with large scale development projects and the 
potential for construction to contribute to disruption 
and destabilization for small local businesses. The 
Health Impact Report also notes one example of a 
local business that had operated in the neighborhood 
for 20 years experiencing a rent increase of over 
100%, forcing the business to close down 
immediately. Other businesses in the vicinity of the 
Project are only being offered short term leases, 
despite owners’ efforts to negotiate longer terms.

Policy 2-1.4 Ensure the viability 
of existing neighborhood stores 
(i.e., mom-and pop) which 
support the needs of local 
residents and are compatible 
with the neighborhood.

36

Given this, Policy 2-1.4 is highly relevant, and a 
recirculated DEIR should evaluate the Project’s 
consistency with this policy, as well as any mitigation 
measures available to help stabilize and promote 
local community serving small businesses.

The Land Use and Planning Chapter of the DEIR 
neglects to evaluate whether the Project is consistent 
with this policy. If such an evaluation had been

Policy 11-2.3 Maximize 
opportunities for affordable 
housing and pedestrian access

34 Id., at 19-20. 
Id., 20.
Id., 34-35.

35

36
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adjacent to rail stations. provided, it would conclude that the Project - with 
1,444 market rate housing units and zero affordable 
units - is clearly inconsistent with a policy to 
maximize affordable housing near transit.

General Plan Framework Element
Policy 3.14.6: Consider the 
potential re-designation of 
marginal industrial lands for 
alternative uses by amending the 
community plans based on the 
following criteria:

a. Where it can be 
demonstrated that the 
existing parcelization 
precludes effective use for 
industrial or supporting 
functions and where there is 
no available method to 
assemble parcels into a 
unified site that will support 
viable industrial 
development;
b. Where the size and/or the 
configuration of assembled 
parcels are insufficient to 
accommodate viable 
industrial development;
c. Where the size, use, and/or 
configuration of the 
industrial parcels adversely 
impact adjacent residential 
neighborhoods;
d. Where available 
infrastructure is inadequate 
and improvements are 
economically infeasible to 
support the needs of 
industrial uses;
e. Where the conversion of 
industrial lands to an 
alternative use will not create 
a fragmented pattern of 
development and reduce the

The Project is currently zoned “Ml-2-0.” The site has 
a General Plan land use designation of “Limited 
Manufacturing” with Oil District Overlay.

To facilitate the proposed development of 1,444 
residential units, 90,000 square feet of retail uses, 
46,000 square feet of restaurant/bar uses, a 208-key 
hotel; 18,000 square-foot gallery, and 8,000 square- 
foot yoga/fitness studio and approximately 2,733 
parking spaces, the Applicant is requesting a General 
Plan Amendment to change the designation to 
Community Commercial, and a corresponding zone 
change from Ml-2 to C4-2.

Building the Project as proposed would effectuate a 
transition or redesignation of a large swath of 
industrial land. The City has enacted a number of 
policies intended to ensure that industrial land use 
conversion is carefully evaluated and considered. In 
addition to the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy 
(ILUP, discussed in detail below), Framework Policy 
3.14.6 provides criteria for evaluating whether it is 
appropriate to redesignate industrial land, as 
requested by this Project.

It is important to carefully evaluate and consider land 
use changes that would forever remove properties 
from the City’s inventory of industrial land.
Industrial zoned land is vital for the City’s long-term 
economic sustainability.

The DEIR includes shockingly very little analysis of 
the Project’s impact on the conversion of industrial 
zoned land. The DEIR only provides vague 
references to the Project Site being located in a 
portion of the City undergoing transition.37 The DEIR 
does not even mention the City’s ILUP or 
Framework Policy 3.14.6, let alone provide an______

37 DEIR, p. IV.J-34.
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adequate analysis of the criteria listed therein.integrity and viability of 
existing industrial areas;
f. Where the conversion of 
industrial lands to an 
alternative use will not result 
in an adverse impact on 
adjacent residential 
neighborhoods, commercial 
districts, or other land uses;
g. Where it can be 
demonstrated that the 
reduction of industrial lands 
will not adversely impact the 
City's ability to 
accommodate sufficient 
industrial uses to provide 
jobs for the City's residents 
or incur adverse fiscal 
impacts; and/or
h. Where existing industrial 
uses constitute a hazard to 
adjacent residential or natural 
areas.

Although the City may reasonably determine that it 
is appropriate to allow mixed-use commercial and 
residential development on this site, the DEER, cannot 
simply ignore that this transition is being proposed 
and that such a transition invokes several important 
land use policies.

A recirculated DEIR must provide an analysis of the 
land use consistency impacts of the transition of 
existing industrial zoned land to support mixed use 
commercial and residential uses as proposed by the 
Project.

Policy 7.2.9 Limit the 
redesignation of existing 
industrial land to other land uses 
except in cases where such 
redesignation serves to mitigate 
existing land use conflicts, and 
where it meets the criteria 
spelled out in Policy 3.14.6

As described throughout this letter, there are 
numerous significant environmental impacts 
associated with the Project, and many instances in 
which the DEIR’s evaluation of environmental 
impacts is inadequate. Despite the known community 
concern relating to these impacts, the City repeatedly 
refused requests - including requests from 
environmental justice groups - for an extension of 
the 45 day comment period, to allow local residents 
appropriate opportunity to review the enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations and policies. This, 
along with the refusal of requests for Spanish 
language translation, is inconsistent with the________

Policy 3.1.9: Assure that fair 
treatment of people of all races, 
cultures, incomes and education
levels with respect to the ..........
development, implementation 
and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, 
and policies, including 
affirmative efforts to inform and 
involve environmental groups, 
especially environmental justice 
groups, in early planning stages 
through notification and two-way
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environmental justice objectives of Framework 
Policy 3.1.9.

communication.

Policy 4.1.6 Create incentives 
and give priorities in permit 
processing for low- and very-low 
income housing developments 
throughout the City.

As proposed, the Project is seeking a general plan 
amendment, zone change and parking reductions that 
would dramatically increase the number of residential 
units permitted on site. Yet, the Project is requesting 
this increase in allowable residential density without 
utilizing either the city’s Density Bonus Ordinance or 
the Downtown Housing Incentive Floor Area Bonus.Policy 4.2.1 Offer incentives to 

include housing for very low- 
and low-income households in 
mixed-use developments.

Granting the zone change and general plan 
amendment, as proposed, will permit the Project to 
achieve the benefits contained in the density bonus 
ordinance and the Downtown Housing Incentive 
Ordinance without the Project actually meeting the 
minimum requirements to qualify for these incentives. 
Effectively circumventing existing incentives, this 
procedure undermines the City’s entire affordable 
housing incentive structure, thereby rendering the 
Project inconsistent with Framework Policy 4.1.6 and 
4.2.1.

The DEIR includes numerous descriptions of the new 
commercial uses at the Project. But the DEIR 
neglects to evaluate the potential impacts that the 
project will have on existing neighborhood 
commercial activities, including the potential to drive 
up commercial rents in the surrounding area, 
threatening the displacement of existing community 
serving small businesses.38

Policy 7.3.2 Retain existing 
neighborhood commercial 
activities within walking distance 
of residential areas.

The DEIR fails to evaluate the Project’s consistency with the City’s 
Industrial Land Use Preservation Policy (ILUP).

D.

The Project site is located in the Ml-2-0 zone and has a General Plan land use 
designation of Limited Manufacturing with Oil District Overlay and Height District 2. 
While Height District 2 permits an FAR of 6:1, the Ml zone does not permit the uses 
proposed by the Project. To aid the proposed development of 1,444 residential units, 
90,000 square feet of retail uses, 46,000 square feet of restaurant/bar uses, a 208-key 
hotel; 18,000 square-foot gallery, and 8,000 square-foot yoga/fitness studio and 
approximately 2,733 parking spaces, the Applicant is requesting a General Plan

38 See Health Impact Report, 33-35.
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Amendment to change the designation to Community Commercial, and a corresponding 
zone change from Ml-2 to C4-2.

Ten years ago, an onslaught of industrial-to-residential conversions - just like the 
one requested here — caused a rapid loss of job-supporting industrial land throughout the 
city. In response, the Department of City Planning (DCP) and Community 
Redevelopment Agency embarked on the Industrial Land Use Policy project (the 
“ILUP”). Consequently, a comprehensive study evaluated the viability of the City’s 
industrial districts and created four distinct typologies of existing industrial zoned land, 
ranging from districts that should be preserved to parcels that are appropriate for

The ILUP project culminated in a 2008 memorandum to DCP staff (“Staff39conversion.
Directive”).40 This policy document includes very specific direction and guidance 
regarding the evaluation of entitlement applications for proposed developments on 
industrial zoned land. The ILUP, and this Staff Directive in particular, outline the process 
and procedures that DCP staff must now follow when evaluating the general plan 
amendment and zone change requested for this Project.

The ILUP is a touchstone of city land use policy, and unquestionably applies to 
this Project. And yet, the DEIR Land Use and Planning chapter fails to even mention this 
policy, let alone adequately evaluate the Project’s consistency. Given the dramatic 
transformation of industrial land to support residential use that is being proposed for this 
Project, the DEIR must evaluate the project’s consistency with the city’s ILUP. Without 
this analysis, the DEIR fails to meet the standards of thorough review of consistency with 
City plans and policies.41

E. Although the ILUP may support transition to residential and 
commercial use on the Project Site, the Project as proposed is 
inconsistent with ILUP Community Benefits Requirements.

The Project Site was designated by the ILUP as a “transition district,” where 
transition from industrial uses to other commercial or residential uses may be 
continued.42 While certainly instructive, this designation is not the end of the story. The 
ILUP unequivocally calls for the inclusion of certain meaningful community benefits as 
part of any land use change on this property.

Although omitted entirely from the DEIR analysis of land use policy, this 
requirement for meaningful community benefits is actually reiterated throughout the 
City’s Industrial Land Use Policy. For example, the ILUP Report outlined a series of 
“Guiding Principles,” which included the following:

39 Department of City Planning and Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles, “Los 
Angeles’ Industrial Land: Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy.”

Los Angeles Industrial Land Use Policy, Staff Direction Memorandum Regarding Industrial Land Use 
and Potential Conversion to Residential or Other Uses [hereafter, “Staff Directive.”] 
http://planning.lacity.org/Code_Studies/LanduseProj/Industrial_Files/StafBDirections.pdf 

See, e.g., City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, H.l 
http://planning.lacity.org/Code_Studies/LanduseProj/Industrial_Files/SoutheastLA.pdf

40

42
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“When zone changes and/or other actions increase land value, ensure that 
community benefits are appropriately identified and provided. Whenever 
possible, provide mechanisms to mitigate the business and job-loss 
impacts whenever zones are changed. ”43

In the “Preliminary Southeast Los Angeles Industrial Area Data and Recommendations 
Report,” the recommendations for the Project Site included the following:

“If residential development is studied and recommended to replace 
industrial uses, an affordable housing component and/or other public 
benefits should be incorporated. Develop strategies and programs to 
mitigate potential loss of industrial jobs. ”44

More specifically, the ILUP Staff Directive calls for DCP staff to “recommend 
approval of applications for changes of use or zone provided Community Benefits are 
incorporated...,,4S The Staff Directive then instructs: “[wjhen considering approval of 
projects within “Industrial Mixed Use ” and “Transition ” Districts, staff 
recommendations should include Community Benefits set forth below. The Staff
Directive then outlines specific Community Benefits, including: the provision of 
Affordable Housing, Relocation Consultation for Displaced Business, the creation of a 
Job Training Assistance Fund, Minimum Job-Producing Space, Open Space, and 
Infrastructure Improvements.

Because it lacks any acknowledgment of the ILUP’s clear directive for 
Community Benefits, the DEIR is incomplete.47 This failure to adequately evaluate the 
Project’s inconsistency with the ILUP must be corrected. In considering mitigation 
measures, the DEIR should refer to the ILUP Community Benefits requirements and 
recommend proper mechanisms to effectuate these requirements. In addition, it is 
important to recognize that the requested zone change causes a permanent loss of land 
that would support good industrial jobs with family-supporting wages. This loss would

43 Department of City Planning and Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles, “Los 
Angeles’ Industrial Land: Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy,” 32.

Preliminary Southeast Los Angeles Industrial Area Data and Recommendations, 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/Code_Studies/LanduseProj/Recommendations/sela.pdf. These preliminary 
recommendations were converted to “Geographically Specific Staff Directions.” In the preliminary 
recommendations, the project site is located in Analysis Area 2. In the Geographically Specific Staff 
Directions, the project site is located in Analysis Area 3. The Geographically Specific Staff Directions do 
not include the reference to community benefits that is in the preliminary recommendations, presumably 
because it was included as an appendix to the Staff Directive Memo, which includes several very specific 
directives and guidance concerning community benefits.

Staff Directive, 5.
Id., at 8.
See, e.g., City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, H.l. A determination of significance regarding 

land use consistency should be made considering the following factors: “Whether the proposal is 
inconsistent with the adopted land use/density designation in the Community Plan, redevelopment plan or 
specific plan for the site; and “Whether the proposal is inconsistent with the General Plan or adopted 
environmental goals or policies contained in other applicable plans.” Here, the Project is clearly 
inconsistent with the Site’s existing industrial zoning and use regulations, and is also inconsistent with the 
City’s existing policy framework that is intended to inform land use planning for industrial zoned property.

44

45

46

47
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occur in an area that is starving for good jobs. The recirculated DEIR must contain 
adequate mitigation measures to address this loss.

F. The DEIR includes only a perfunctory listing of relevant General Plan 
policies and provides an incomplete analysis of the Project’s consistency.

Notwithstanding the glaring absence of numerous relevant General Plan policies 
(as described above), The DEIR does include several “consistency tables,” as if to 
suggest an analysis of the Project’s relationship to applicable development guidelines and 
standards. Unfortunately however, where relevant General Plan policies are actually 
identified in the DEIR, the consistency analysis is often cursory, leading only to 
conclusory statements of consistency without adequate evidence to support. The table 
below provides just some of the examples of General Plan policies where the DEIR’s 
analysis is incomplete or inadequate.

CommentGeneral Plan Policy
Plan Framework ElementGenera
The DEIR contends that the Project is consistent with 
this objective, in part, because it in the developer’s 
opinion will “provide a service that is essential and 
beneficial to the community.”48 Yet the DEIR 
provides no support for these claims and specifically 
declines to identify, as required, how the proposed 
uses will support the needs of existing residents and 
community serving small businesses in the area.

Objective 3.1 accommodate a 
diversity of uses that support the 
needs of the City’s existing and 
future residents, businesses, and 
visitors.

The DEIR acknowledges that the project is 
inconsistent with existing General Plan land use 
designation and zoning. The DEIR merely 
concludes, however, that once the General Plan is 
amended and the zone designation is changed to 
match the project description, then the parcel will be 
singularly zoned for the mix of uses that would be 
included in the project.49 This circular logic fails to 
adequately address the impacts of a General Plan 
amendment and zone change that will not only 
dramatically increase the allowable development 
scale and intensity on-site, but also permanently 
remove a large area of industrial zoned land from the 
City’s rapidly shrinking inventory.

Policy 3.1.5: Allow 
amendments to the community 
plans and coastal plan to further 
refine General Plan Framework 
Element land use boundaries and 
categories to reflect local 
conditions, parcel characteristics, 
existing land uses, and public 
input. These changes shall be 
allowed provided (a) that the
basic differentiation and........
relationships among land use 
districts are maintained, (b) there 
is no reduction in overall housing 
capacity, and (c) additional 
environmental review is 
conducted in accordance with the

In addition, the DEIR suggests that the Project would 
be consistent with the land use designation_________

48 DEIR, Table IV.J-3.
49 Id.
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California Environmental 
Quality Act should the impacts 
of the changes exceed the levels 
of significance defined and 
modify the conclusion of the 
Framework Element’s 
Environmental Impact Report.

contemplated by the New Draft Southeast LA 
Community Plan. Tellingly, the DEIR fails to 
mention that the Draft Community Plan bars the 
proposed level of residential density in the absence of 
significant affordable housing on-site.50 As the 
Project fails to propose any affordable units, it is in 
fact inconsistent the new Community Plan.

Objective 3.2: To provide for 
the spatial distribution of 
development that promotes an 
improved quality of life by 
facilitating a reduction of vehicle 
trips, vehicle miles traveled, and 
air pollution

The DEIR claims that the Project is consistent with 
this objective because it will provide opportunities to 
live, work and visit the area, given the site’s 
proximity to public transportation options.
However, this analysis fails to evaluate whether the 
project - particularly with the lack of affordable 
housing and catalytic impacts on surrounding land 
prices - may actually increase VMT through the 
displacement of Metro core ridership, which consists 
of transit dependent households making less than 
$25,000 per year. For example, in California, higher 
income households drive more than twice as many 
miles and own more than twice as many vehicles as 
extremely low-income households living near 
transit.52 One recent study found that increasing 
affordable housing near transit would be “a powerful 
and durable GHG reduction strategy” and would 
significantly improve our air quality standards.53 The 
DEIR fails to analyze this highly relevant information 
in considering the Project’s impact on vehicle miles 
traveled and air pollution.

51

The DEIR charges that the Project is consistent with 
this objective, in part, because it “would not encroach 
upon or cause the removal or relocation of uses in 
[nearby commercial, educational, institutional, 
industrial and residential districts].”54 This statement 
is not supported by any analysis concerning the 
potential for economic displacement of surrounding

Objective 3.4: Encourage new 
multi-family residential, retail 
commercial, and office 
development in the City’s 
neighborhood districts, 
community, regional and 
downtown centers as well as

50 Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Implementation Overlay, 8, 38.
DEIR, Table IV.J-3
California Housing Partnership Strategy & Transform. Why Creating and Preserving Affordable Homes 

Near Transit Is a Highly Effective Climate Protection Strategy, 3,2014.
http://www.transformca.org/transform-report/whv-creating-and-preserving-affordable-homes-near-transit- 
highlv-effective-climate. See also, Stephanie Pollack et.al., Dukakis Ctr. For Urban and Reg’l Policy, 
Maintaining Diversity in America’s Transit-Rich Neighborhoods: Tools for Equitable Neighborhood 
Change, 24-29 (2010).

52

53 Id.
54 DEIR, Table IV.J-3.
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residential or business uses, many of which may 
encounter increasing rental rates as land prices are 
driven up.55 The DEIR also fails to adequately 
analyze the Project’s role in eliminating the industrial 
uses that currently characterize this portion of 
Washington Blvd. By focusing only on the Project’s 
creation of new multi-family residential, retail and 
commercial uses, the DEIR fails to evaluate how the 
project will impact the goal of “conserving existing 
neighborhoods and related districts.”

along primary transit 
corridors/boulevards, while at 
the same time conserving 
existing neighborhoods and 
related districts

The DEIR contends that the Project is consistent with 
this objective because it will “introduce residential 
uses,” and “add new retail, restaurants, and cultural 
opportunities that would generate employment as 
well as serve employees/patrons of the existing 
educational, commercial, and institutional uses 
surrounding the project site as well as nearby 
residents.” 6 The DEIR does not analyze how these 
uses will actually serve the needs of adjacent 
residents, especially low-income residents who may 
be unable to afford the exclusively market rate 
housing units. The DEIR fails to evaluate whether 
these new uses will contribute to displacement of 
low-income residents, and whether any measures are 
available to mitigate or prevent residential and 
commercial displacement in the nearby 
neighborhoods.

Objective 3.8 Reinforce existing 
and establish new neighborhood 
districts which accommodate a 
broad range of uses that serve the 
needs of adjacent residents, 
promote neighborhood activity, 
are compatible with adjacent 
neighborhoods, and are 
developed as desirable places to 
work and visit

The Project will create new retail, grocery and 
commercial space near transit. However, as proposed, 
the Project misses a critical opportunity to contribute 
to affordable housing near transit, which has shown 
to be a key strategy for increasing transit use and 
reducing GHGs. In California, people in high income 
households living in close proximity to transit own 
more vehicles and drive more than low income 
people living near transit, while lower income 
households use transit more - especially those with 
the lowest incomes. If the Reef only provides housing 
for high income households, new residents are likely

Policy 3.15.2 Work with 
developers and the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority to 
incorporate public and 
neighborhoods serving uses and 
services in structures located in 
proximity to transit stations, as 
appropriate. ...............

55 See, Health Impact Report, at 33-35.
56 Id.
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to drive more and use transit less than current lower 
income residents.” The DEIR should consider the 
lack of any affordable housing in evaluating 
consistency with this Policy.

Goal 5A: A livable City for 
existing and future residents and 
one that is attractive to future 
investment. A City of 
interconnected, diverse 
neighborhoods that builds on the 
strengths of those neighborhoods 
and functions at both the 
neighborhood and citywide 
scales.

The DEIR claims that the Project is consistent with 
this goal, in part, because it would “result in 
increased housing opportunities for employees 
working in and near the area, 
this conclusion without any supporting analysis of the 
jobs-housing fit at the Project. As proposed, the 
Project would not include any affordable housing.
The DEIR offers no analysis of how the Project’s 
high-end market-rate housing meets the needs of 
and/or matches the incomes of employees working in 
or near the area.

„S8 The DEIR draws

Objective 5.5 Enhance the 
livability of all neighborhoods by 
upgrading the quality of 
development and improving the 
quality of the public realm

The recently released Health Impact Report indicates 
that “An estimated 4,445 people who live within lA 
mile of the proposed Reef development project are 
already experiencing housing cost burdens and could 
be at high or very high risk of financial strain or 
displacement as a result. An additional 39,311 could 
be at moderate risk. Some anticipate they will 
become homeless, 
identifies a large number of subsidized affordable 
housing units are at risk of converting to market rate 
in the near future.60 Such impacts will clearly affect 
the livability of this neighborhood for many 
residents. Yet, the DEIR does not acknowledge or 
evaluate this potential impact. Without this analysis, 
the DEIR cannot fully evaluate the Project’s impacts 
on livability and quality of the public realm.

„59 The Health Impact Report also

General Plan Housing Element
The DEIR alleges that the Project is consistent with 
this goal, citing only the proposed unit mix and the 
existence of bicycle facilities.61 There is no analysis, 
whatsoever, of the Project’s contribution to a supply

Goal 1 Housing Production 
and Preservation: A City where 
housing production and 
preservations result in an_______

57 Health Impact Report, 15,41; California Housing Partnership Strategy & Transform. Why Creating and 
Preserving Affordable Homes Near Transit Is a Highly Effective Climate Protection Strategy, 3,2014. 
http://www.transformca.org/transform-report/why-creating-and-preserving-affordable-homes-near-transit- 
highly-effective-climate 

DEIR, Table IV.J-3.
Health Impact Report, 4, 19-20.
Id, at 20.
DEIR, Table IV.J-7.

58

59

60
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of housing that is affordable to people of all income 
levels and suitable for their various needs. It is 
unsurprising that this part of the Goal is not 
evaluated, as the Project currently proposes to build 
zero affordable housing units out of a total of 1,444 
units. But however unsurprising, this omission is 
inappropriate for meaningful environmental review.

adequate supply of ownership 
and rental housing that is safe, 
healthy and affordable to people 
of all income levels, races, ages, 
and suitable for their various 
needs.
Objective 1.1 Produce an 
adequate supply of rental and 
ownership housing in order to 
meet current and projected 
needs.

Los Angeles is the most unaffordable city in the 
country, and we are undoubtedly in the midst of a 
severe affordable housing crisis. The need for new 
affordable housing and the environmental impacts of 
this crisis have been well-documented. The area 
around the Project is a low income neighborhood 
suffering from a loss of affordable housing. The 
DEIR provides no evidence to support its claim that 
the Project is consistent with a policy goal to produce 
housing that meets the needs of lower income 
households. The DEIR simply assumes that Project 
will satisfy certain needs without evaluating whether 
these needs actually exist in the community.

Policy 1.1.3: Facilitate new 
construction and preservation of 
a range of different housing 
types that address the particular 
needs of the city’s households

In evaluating consistency with these General Plan 
Goals, Objectives and Policies, the DEIR plainly 
ignores the real community needs and income levels. 
The DEIR’s analysis must be impartial and thorough; 
otherwise the analysis does not represent a “good 
faith effort at full disclosure,” as required by 
CEQA.62

The DEIR alleges that the Project is consistent with 
this goal, citing only the unit mix and the “range of 
different housing types.”63 But housing type is 
irrelevant to this Objective, which calls for the 
promotion of “mixed-income housing.” Of the 1,444 
new residential units proposed in the Project, none 
are affordable...............

Objective 2.2: Promote 
sustainable neighborhoods that 
have mixed-income housing, 
jobs, amenities services and 
transit

General Plan Health Element - Plan for a Healthy LA
The DEIR claims that the Project is consistent with 
this goal, citing only the provision of open space.
But the DEIR fails to evaluate the Project’s potential 
impacts on the economic displacement of lower-

Policy 2.6 Repurpose 
underutilized spaces for health: 
Work proactively with residents 
to identify and remove barriers to

64

62 CEQA Guidelines, 15151. 
DEIR, Table IV.J-7. 
DEIR, Table IV.J-5.

63

64
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leverage and repurpose vacant 
and underutilized spaces as a 
strategy to improve community 
health.

income households and community serving small 
businesses.

The Health Impact Report for the Project indicates 
that “[a]n estimated 4,445 people who live within V% 
mile of the proposed Reef development project are 
already experiencing housing cost burdens and could 
be at high or very high risk of financial strain or 
displacement as a result. An additional 39,311 could 
be at moderate risk.” Some anticipate they will 
become homeless.65 The Health Impact Report also 
identifies a large number of subsidized affordable 
housing units are at risk of converting to market rate 
in the near future.66

There are severe negative health consequences 
associated with this displacement threat. The Health 
Impact Report found that “housing instability, living 
in substandard housing, overcrowding, and 
homelessness are all determinants of poor health that 
can be caused by the financial strain of gentrification. 
These health determinants can have negative impacts 
on mental and physical health for adults, and can also 
specifically impact children.. .There are significant 
associations between high housing costs and hunger, 
inadequate childhood nutrition, and poor childhood 
growth. ”67 The Health Impact Report also notes that 
“[disruption of social networks through forced serial 
displacement and root shock can lead to additional 
health challenges including exposure to fragmented 
social environments that have higher rates of violence 
and sexually transmitted diseases. Multi-generational 
traumas of this nature can potentially influence the 
genetic makeup of future generations, leaving them 
more physiologically susceptible to the impacts of 
stress.”65

The DEIR’s analysis of the health impacts of the 
Project is incomplete without an evaluation of the 
Project’s potential to contribute to displacement 
and/or financial strain experienced by low income 
households in the neighborhood._______________

65 Health Impact Report, 19-20.
Id.

67 Id., at 21.
“ Id.
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The DEIR alleges that the Project is consistent with 
this Policy by noting its proximity to a rail station 
and the proposal for bike facilities.69 The DEIR fails 
to analyze die important and relevant relationship 
between public health and GHG reduction and the 
Project’s lack of affordable housing.

Policy 5.7 Land Use Planning 
for Public Health and GHG 
Emission Reduction: Promote 
land use policies that reduce per 
capita greenhouse gas emissions, 
result in improved air quality and 
decreased air pollution, 
especially for children, seniors 
and other susceptible to 
respiratory diseases.

As proposed, the Project will create 1,444 new 
housing units exclusively at or above market rate. In 
California, higher income households drive more 
than twice as many miles and own more than twice as 
many vehicles as extremely low-income households 
living near transit.70 One recent study found that 
increasing affordable housing near transit would be 
“a powerful and durable GHG reduction strategy” 
and would significantly improve our air quality 
standards.71

A recirculated DEIR must analyze this highly 
relevant information in considering the Project’s 
impact on GHG emission reduction goals.

Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan
The DEIR asserts the Project is consistent with this 
objective based solely on the fact that it will create 
new housing units in proximity to public transit. 
High-end housing in proximity to transit, alone, does 
not guarantee a reduction in vehicular trips. The 
DEIR should evaluate what effect the influx of new

Objective 1-2: To locate new 
housing in a manner which 
reduces vehicular trips and make 
it accessible to services and 
facilities

72

market rate units, combined with potential indirect 
displacement and relocation of low-income residents, 
will have on ridership and vehicle trips. For example, 
the DEIR should assess whether the occupants of the 
market rate apartments and condominiums will bring 
new vehicles into the area, and whether the potential 
displacement of low-income households from the 
surrounding area will result in those households 
increasing vehicle trips.__________________________

69 DEIR, Table IV.J-5.
California Housing Partnership Strategy & Transform. Why Creating and Preserving Affordable Homes 

Near Transit Is a Highly Effective Climate Protection Strategy, 3,2014.
http://www.transformca.org/transform-report/why-creating-and-preserving-affordable-homes-near-transit-
highly-effective-climate.

70

Id.
72 DEIR, Table IV.J-4.
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The Reef Project Health Impact Report notes: 
“[cjensus data confirms that residents of South 
Central are much more likely to take transit and less 
likely to drive alone when community to work than 
residents of Los Angeles as a whole.”73 A growing 
body of research concerning the nexus between 
affordable housing and transit supports this 
conclusion. According to one recent study, “[i]n 
California, people in high income households living 
in close proximity to transit own more vehicles and 
drive more than low income people living near 
transit, while lower income households use transit 
more - especially those with the lowest incomes.” If 
the Reef only provides housing for high income 
households, new residents are likely to drive more 
and use transit less than current lower income 
residents.„74

The DEIR should take this information into account 
when evaluating the impacts on vehicular trips.

Policy 1-3.2 Consider factors 
such as neighborhood character 
and identity, compatibility of 
land uses, impact on livability, 
impacts on services and public 
facilities, and impacts on traffic 
levels when changes in 
residential density are proposed.

The DEIR fails to evaluate the potential for indirect 
displacement of low-income residents and 
community serving small businesses in the 
surrounding community. The recently released 
Health Impact Report of the Project indicates that 
“An estimated 4,445people who live within V2 mile 
of the proposed Reef development project are 
already experiencing housing cost burdens and 
could be at high or very high risk of financial strain 
or displacement as a result of the development An 
additional 39,311... could be at moderate risk. Some 
focus group participants from the area anticipate 
they will become homeless.”15

Such an impact will clearly affect neighborhood 
character, identity, and livability. Yet, the DEIR does 
not acknowledge or evaluate this potential impact. 
Without this analysis, the DEIR fails to evaluate the

73 Health Impact Report, at 15.
Health Impact Report, 15,41; California Housing Partnership Strategy & Transform. Why Creating and 

Preserving Affordable Homes Near Transit Is a Highly Effective Climate Protection Strategy, 3, 2014. 
http://www.transformca.org/transform-report/why-creating-and-preserving-affordable-homes-near-transit- 
highly-effective-climate 

Health Impact Report, at 4.

74

75
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Project’s impacts on livability, impacts on services 
and public facilities, and impacts on traffic levels.

The DEIR asserts that the Project is consistent with 
this Policy based only on a description of the new 
commercial, retail and employment opportunities. 
The DEIR does not evaluate, at all, the impacts on 
existing businesses. As a result, the DEIR’s 
evaluation of consistency with this policy is 
incomplete.

Policy 2.1-3 Commercial areas 
should be consolidated and 
deepened to stimulate existing 
businesses, create opportunities 
for new development and off- 
street parking, expand the variety 
of goods and services, and 
improve shopping convenience 
as well as offer local

76

employment
In evaluating the “harmony with the best of existing 
development,” the DEIR does not evaluate the 
dramatic disharmony between the anticipated housing 
prices in the Project and the incomes of local 
residents.

Policy 2.4-3: Ensure that 
commercial infill projects 
achieve harmony with the best of 
existing development

The DEIR claims consistency with this Objective 
merely by listing the proposed uses and claiming that 
they will strengthen the economic base and expand 
market opportunities for existing and new businesses 
and increase the employment base for community 
residents.77 But the DEIR does not provide any 
information regarding how this will occur. The DEIR 
fails to outline the specific policies or programmatic 
details that will result in local residents accessing the 
new jobs. It is insufficient to simply assert that jobs 
will be created in the Project. To properly evaluate 
consistency with this objective, the DEIR needs to 
explain how those jobs will be made available to and 
occupied by community residents.

Objective 2-6 To maintain and 
increase the commercial 
employment base for community 
residents whenever possible

The DEIR fails to evaluate inconsistency with the Draft Southeast LA 
Community Plan.

G.

The Department of City Planning is currently in the process of updating the 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan. The most recent draft of the plan was revised 
and released in October, 2014, with a corresponding draft of the Community Plan 
Implementation Overlay (CPIO). 78

76 DEIR, Table IV.J-5.
DEIR, Table IV.j-4.
Available at, https://sites.google.com/site/seastlancp/

77

78
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The DEIR highlights that under the current draft of the Community Plan, the 
Project Site would be designated for Community Commercial Use. While claiming 
consistency with the Plan’s vision for a mixed-use TOD district along the Blue Line, the 
DEIR only briefly acknowledges the Project’s inconsistency with the Draft Plan’s density 
provisions.79 The DEIR neglects to mention that the Project as proposed is also 
fundamentally inconsistent with many of the Draft Plan’s policies and objectives.

The DEIR indicates the Project will have a floor area ratio (FAR) of at or just 
below 6:1. It is the intent of the CPIO to allow density above 1.5 FAR on the Project Site 
for projects that provide affordable housing. In addition, the Draft CPIO provides a 
mechanism to achieve the type of parking reduction that the Project is currently seeking. 
Consistent with the structure of the City’s Density Bonus Ordinance and the Downtown 
Housing Incentive, and in keeping with Housing Element policy, the Draft CPIO would 
allow a parking reduction only for residential projects that include affordable housing. 
Because the Project as proposed would have a floor area ratio at 6:1 and enjoy parking 
reductions without including any affordable housing, it is inconsistent with the provisions 
of the Draft Southeast Los Angeles CPIO.

80

In addition to the affordable housing provisions in the CPIO, the Draft 
Community Plan also contains a number of broader goals and policies that are potentially 
inconsistent with the Project and go unaddressed in the DEIR. For example:

Policy LU5.6 “Prioritize housing that is affordable to a broad cross-section of 
income levels and that provides the ability to live near work.”
Policy LU13.3 “Prioritize new housing for the transit-dependent community and 
discourage upscale luxury housing at TODs in Southeast Los Angeles, which has 
a large transit-user and low income population.”
Policy LU13.4 “Promote and incentivize mixed income and/or affordable housing 
in TODs”
Policy LU16.3 “Encourage job training and local hiring for community 
residents.”
Program 34 “Consistent with the goals and policies of the City’s Housing 
Element, the Plan supports the maintenance and enhancement of the existing 
affordable housing stock for existing residents.”
Program 63 “Encourage businesses to hire locally, and require local hiring for 
discretionary projects with Development Agreements to the extent feasible.”

These policies and programs call for the City to do more than just 
indiscriminately green-light any project that creates mixed-use development in the 
general vicinity of transit. Rather, the Draft Plan clearly contemplates and advances a 
more comprehensive vision for transit-oriented development in the Southeast LA

79 DEIR IV.J-58-59.
Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Implementation Overlay, 38. In addition to mixed income 

housing incentives, parking reductions are offered as incentives for sit-down restaurants, full service 
grocery stores and Federally Qualified Health Centers.

80
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Community Plan Area. The Draft Plan calls for TOD projects that include housing 
opportunities for low-income core riders and contribute economic opportunities to local 
residents. Lacking an affordability component or detailed programs to ensure jobs for 
local residents, the Project is inconsistent with the vision laid out in the Draft Community 
Plan. It also threatens the kind of community destabilization that directly contradicts the 
goals and objectives outlined above.

Although the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan and CPIO have not yet 
been enacted, the DEIR makes selective use of it. For example, in the 
Population/Housing/Employment chapter, the DEIR notes that “the most recent draft of 
the plan was revised in April 2014 through the collaborative effort between the City, the 
Community Plan Advisory Committee (CPAC), residents, businesses, developers, design 
professionals and property owners.”81 That chapter of the DEIR concludes that, although 
not adopted, “the data used in the development of the plan are valid for purposes of 
evaluating impacts of growth associated with the project.”82 But in the context of land 
use and planning, where it is much more apparent that the Project is inconsistent with 
forthcoming Community Plan policies, the DEIR abruptly concludes “the Plan has not 
been adopted and is not yet applicable to the development of the Project Site.”83 The 
DEIR cannot promote the Draft Community Plan to shape its narrative in one Chapter 
and then disavow its relevance in another.

A recirculated DEIR Land Use & Planning Chapter should acknowledge that the 
Draft Community Plan and CPIO reflect a current visioning process for the community, 
and evaluate the Project for alignment with this vision.

The DEIR fails to evaluate whether the individual buildings 
comprising the Project meet current planning and zoning 
requirements.

H.

In addition to several mid-rise buildings, the Project includes a 35-story 
residential tower, a 32 story residential tower, and another 19 story hotel tower, each of 
which are completely out of scale with the surrounding uses. The DEIR fails to disclose 
or evaluate the full extent of these buildings’ inconsistency with current zoning 
regulations. Although the Project consists of multiple buildings, the DEIR’s Land Use & 
Planning analysis treats the Project as a single unit when evaluating compliance. In doing 
so, the DEIR presents a misleading analysis of potential impacts and concludes that the 
Project will be consistent with the proposed density restrictions, even though the 3 
towers, if considered independently, would likely violate both current and the requested 
new zoning provisions.

The Project Site is currently zoned [Q]Ml-2-0. The Applicant is seeking a zone 
change to C4-2-0 and a corresponding General Plan Amendment to change the use from 
Limited Manufacturing to Community Commercial. However, the Community

DEIR, IV.L-6.
82 Id.
83 DEIR, IVJ-59.
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Commercial use designation is subject to Community Plan Footnote 1, which limits FAR 
to 1.5:1. As a result, the Applicant is seeking another General Plan Amendment to 
exempt the Project from this requirement and allow the Project to be developed under 
Height District No. 2 (which allows 6:1 FAR). Even after all this maneuvering, the 
Project seeks yet another discretionary deviation from existing zoning by requesting a 
separate conditional use permit (CUP) to allow averaging of floor area ratio.

Presuming that the CUP and other entitlements will be granted, the DEIR 
computes a single floor area ratio value for the entire project and neglects to provide the 
separate floor area ratios for each tower in the Project. All told, the averaged floor area 
ratio for the Project (approximately 6:1) exceeds what is currently permitted on site. It 
exceeds what would be permitted even with the requested zone change and general plan 
amendment to change the use. And even with another General Plan Amendment to avoid 
Footnote No. 1, the individual towers may still exceed the floor area ratio allowed in 
Height District 2. In failing to present the floor area ratio of each building, the DEIR 
provides insufficient information and analysis regarding the Project’s significant impacts. 
Even with a contemplated CUP to average the floor area ratio, a recirculated DEIR 
should acknowledge and address the impacts of individual towers potentially exceeding 
height and density limitations.

The DEIR fails to evaluate Secondary Impacts of the Project’s proposed 
zone change and General Plan Amendment.

I.

The Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide requires an analysis of “the number, 
degree, and type of secondary impacts on surrounding land uses that could result from 
implementation of the project.”84 The DEIR attempts to bundle this factor into its 
evaluation of “community division and land use compatibility.”85 This analysis however, 
includes only broad references to the Project’s proposed uses and pedestrian access. In 
contravention of the LA CEQA Thresholds, there is absolutely no mention or analysis of 
potential secondary impacts on surrounding land uses.

The Project may, in fact, result in secondary land use impacts on surrounding land 
uses. As demonstrated in DEIR Figure IV.J-4, most of the surrounding properties are 
zoned Ml or M2. Pursuant to the City of Los Angeles Zoning Code, certain allowable 
uses on Ml and M2 parcels may be limited when a more restrictive use is in the 
vicinity.86 As well, a significant mixed use project with 1,444 new residential units in the 
immediate vicinity of industrial zoned property will likely result in those nearby locations 
no longer being marketable as industrial sites. The Project as proposed is likely to 
catalyze the transformation of not just the Project Site, but the adjacent and surrounding 
industrial sites to commercial and residential oriented development patterns. Regardless

84 CEQA Thresholds, H.2-3
DEIR, IV.J-33 “The criteria identified above under “thresholds of significance” are used to evaluate the 

Project’s potential impacts in respect to two general categories: regulatory impacts (criteria a and b of the 
City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide) and physical impacts (criteria c through e of the City 
of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide).” The secondary land use impacts factor is listed as criteria 
e in the DEIR (IV.J-27).

See, e.g., LAMC 12.19A4(b)(3); LAMC 12.17.6A.8; LAMC 12.17.6A.10; LAMC 12.17.6A.il;

85

86
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of whether the City ultimately supports such a transition for this area, the DEIR neither 
discloses nor evaluates this potential impact, thereby impeding informed decision-making 
and thorough environmental review. A recirculated DEIR should evaluate the Project’s 
potential secondary impacts on the industrial land uses that characterize many of the 
parcels in the vicinity.

THE DEIR FAILS TO CONSIDER A PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
WITHOUT OFFSITE SIGNAGE.

III.

CEQA requires an EIR to describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives but would avoid or 
substantially lessen its significant environmental impacts.87 Here, the DEIR again fails to 
comply with CEQA given its failure to evaluate a “no offsite signage” alternative. 
Although deficient in its evaluation of the billboard’s environmental impacts, as noted 
above, even under its impermissibly segmented analysis, the proposed signage lodges a 
significant environmental impact resulting from the signage in Vertical Zone 3. As an 
alternative to avoid or substantially lessen the environmental impacts from the Project’s 
signage, the DEIR offers “Alternative 3: Reduced Height/Reduced Signage”. However, 
“Alternative 3, Reduced Height/Reduce Signage” fails to avoid or substantially lessen 
these environmental impacts. In fact, under “Alternative 3 Reduced Height/Reduced 
Signage,” environmental impacts from the Project signage remain significant and 
unavoidable due to the Project’s inclusion of offsite electronic signage.88 Although 
clearly a source of lucrative revenue for the developer, the offsite signage is not essential 
to the basic objectives of the Project. And yet, elimination of the offsite signage appears 
necessary to avoid many of the significant environmental impacts associated with Project 
as proposed. Accordingly, to comply with CEQA, the recirculated DEIR must include an 
evaluation of a project alternative without offsite signage.

***

Given its numerous deficiencies and unaccounted for environmental impacts, the 
DEIR falls far short of complying with CEQA. Its deficiencies and inaccuracies deprive 
the public their legal right to meaningful disclosure and evaluation of the Project’s true 
environmental impacts. A CEQA compliant DEIR must contain substantial new 
information and analysis of the currently unaddressed impacts and faulty analysis. 
Accordingly, a recirculated DEIR must be prepared.

We thank you for your time and consideration. If you should have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to call us at (213) 385-2977 or email us at 
cgiorgio@publiccounsel.org or dsmith@publiccounsel.org.

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15126.6. 
88 DEIR, VI17.
87
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Regards,

/si Doug Smith/s/ Christina Giorgio

Doug Smith 
Staff Attorney

Christina Giorgio 
Staff Attorney
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Exhibit I



IJ?II»7aD UNITED NEIGHBORS 
IN DEFENSE AGAINST 
DISPLACEMENT

November 2, 2015

Attn: Erin Strelich
Major Projects & EIR Section
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2601

Via email (erin.strelich@lacity.org)

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Reef Project 
(City Case No. ENV-2014-1773-EIR; SCHNo. 2014071054)

Dear Ms. Strelich:

On behalf of the United Neighbors in Defense Against Displacement Coalition 
(UNIDAD), and the undersigned, we submit these comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for The Reef Project (Project). We have identified significant 
flaws in the DEIR for the proposed development, in violation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and have serious concerns regarding the 
development as a whole. The DEIR fails to properly describe the Project, fails to 
adequately analyze a range of potential impacts, fails to mitigate these impacts to the 
level required by CEQA, and fails to select the environmentally superior alternative. 
Further, the DEIR’s analysis is brimming with conclusory statements which do not give 
an opportunity for review of the methodology employed. Because these flaws have 
precluded meaningful public review of the Project and its potential impacts, the DEIR for 
the Project should be revised and recirculated in compliance with CEQA1.

Furthermore, the DEIR comment process has not provided local residents an opportunity 
to fully review and respond to the Project’s potential impacts on their community. The 
UNIDAD coalition - along with other groups, including the local neighborhood council - 
requested an extension of the comment period from 47 days to 90 days. These multiple 
requests were made well in advance and were accompanied by substantial rationale for an 
extension, including the scale of the project, the length and technical nature of the DEIR 
and the lack of a Spanish translation for the majority Spanish-speaking local population. 
Despite being well within the law and preceded by numerous other instances where 
extensions have been granted, these requests were denied. It is gravely disappointing that 
such a relatively small request was denied in light of the massive size of the proposed

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15088.5.
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project and its anticipated impacts on local residents and businesses.2 We submit our 
comments on the DEIR here, but fear the lack of flexibility on the part of the City to 
work with community members requesting additional time to provide input has meant 
many other comments will not make it under the short timeline. This is contrary to the 
spirit of CEQA, which prioritizes folly-informed public review.

The DEIR’s Project Description is InaccurateI.

The DEIR contains an inaccurate Project Description. The Project Description section of 
the DEIR describes the location of the Project as “in downtown Los Angeles.”3 As 
explained in these comments, this is particularly misleading, as the Project is actually 
located in South LA, an area with a different population, demographic, and character than 
downtown LA.4 The recirculated DEIR should include an accurate description of the 
geographic area in which the Project will be built, which will allow for meaningful public 
comment. An accurate project description is critical to proper environmental review of 
the Project; CEQA requires that a project description provide sufficient detail about a 
project for evaluation and environmental review, including the precise boundaries and 
location of the project.5 Despite this requirement, the DEIR states numerous times the 
Project may utilize the Design Guidelines, which “allow for, among other things, the 
relocation of buildings within the site...” The DEIR simultaneously relies on the specific 
proposed configuration of Project buildings to conclude there will be no significant 
impacts in various categories, while going on to state that the Project will have flexibility 
in the ultimate location of these buildings. Similarly, the DEIR repeatedly states that the 
Project includes a Land Use Equivalency Program which allows for the planned land uses 
within the Project to change. However, the accurate evaluation of many Project impacts 
depends on the precise location of the various Project buildings and their associated land 
uses. The DEIR’s preservation of “flexibility” for the project does not ensure that all 
potential impacts have been included in the EIR and mitigated to the maximum feasible 
extent, and for that reason, the Project Description is flawed. The DEIR should be 
recirculated with a corrected, accurate project description.

Additionally, a recirculated DEIR must correct the inaccurate and self-serving 
characterization of the proposed SUD.6 Notwithstanding the project proponent's interest 
in glamorizing the proposed 234,000 plus square feet of illuminated and animated 
signage, the proposed signage not only threatens the City's ability to preserve its ban on 
off-site billboards, but the SUD presents numerous public health threats. These include

2 In addition to these requests being well within CEQA law, Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element 
Policy 3.1.9 calls on the City to “[a]ssure that [sic] fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, incomes 
and education levels with respect to the development, implementation and enforcement of environmental 
laws, regulations, and policies, including affirmative efforts to inform and involved environmental groups, 
especially environmental justice groups, in early planning stages through notification and two-way 
communication.”
3 DEIR, p. II-l.
4 See sections III and V.
5 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15124.
6 DEIR, p. II-9.
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severe traffic hazards associated with electronic billboards visible from highways - in this 
case the I-10 and 1-110. Moreover, it is well established that electronic billboards pose a 
serious threat to human health, with their nighttime lighting linked to increase risk of 
cancer, obesity, diabetes, depression and sleep disorders.7 No doubt the prospect of an 
electrified community would appeal to those who stand to financially benefit from such 
excessive outdoor advertising, but for the local residents, freeway travelers and the entire 
City of Los Angeles, the proposed signage constitutes billboard blight. Accordingly, in 
the recirculated DEIR, a revised description of the proposed SUD reflecting the reality of 
the proposal must replace the inaccurate SUD description contained in the DEIR. 
Additionally, the recirculated DEIR must contain a traffic study that analyzes the health 
and safety impacts of the proposed SUD and signage.

Furthermore, correction must be made to the proposed Sign District Criteria Figures 11-15 
and 16. First, with respect to Vertical Sign Levels I and 2, the proposed criteria guidelines 
describe certain proposed "unrestricted animation" and "light color animation" signs as 
"Digital Display signs and Integral Electronic Display Signs that are in encapsulated 
areas that are no more than incidentally visible from the public right of way." However, 
according to the project design, none of the signage in Level 1 and 2 would be "in 
encapsulated areas that are no more than incidentally visible from the public right of 
way." The DEIR repeatedly touts the Project's open design with all sides visible from a 
public right of way. In fact, the only differences between the signs proposed at these 
levels verses "integral electronic display signs" proposed at Level 3 is that they are lower 
and would run 24 hours a day. The recirculated DEIR must correct the 
mischaracterization of the signage proposed for Levels 1 and 2.

The DEIR Fails to Account for the Indirect Displacement and Growth- 
Inducing Impacts of the Project, and to Incorporate Corresponding 
Mitigation Measures, In Violation of CEQA

II.

a. A Proper Analysis of the Growth-Inducing Impacts of the Project Should Have 
Been Included in the DEIR

The Reef Project is a 1,664,000 square foot, 9.7 acre mixed use development in South 
Los Angeles (LA), which will contain residences, a hotel, retail stores and restaurants, a 
gallery, event space, grocery store, and fitness center.8 The Project’s objectives indicate 
that growth is forecasted in the region, and the Project is planned to foster and facilitate 
that growth; at least eight of the eleven objectives stated in the DEIR refer to population 
growth and the creation of an urban center.9 Consequently, according to CEQA, the 
DEIR was required to include an analysis of the growth-inducing impacts of the Project, 
including an analysis of the indirect displacement that the Project will cause.10 The

1 See, e.g., Ron Chepesiuk, Jan. 2009, “Missing the Dark: Health Effects of Light Pollution, 
Environmental Health Perspectives, 117(1): A20-A27.
8 DEIR, p. II-l 1.
9 DEIR,. n-40.

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15126.2.10
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DEIR’s minimal discussion of the Project’s growth-inducing impacts, which merely 
reiterates the description of employee growth from the Population, Housing and 
Employment section, falls short of the full analysis of growth-inducing impacts required 
under CEQA. n

CEQA requires that “in evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of the 
project the lead agency shall consider.. .reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes 
in the environment.”12 An indirect physical change is defined as “a physical change in the 
environment which is not immediately related to the project but which is caused 
indirectly by the project.”13 An example of an indirect physical change provided in the 
text of the statute includes the construction of a new sewage plant, which may facilitate 
population growth and thereby cause an increase in air pollution.14 CEQA directs that a 
growth-inducing impacts analysis must be conducted, and should include a discussion of 
“the ways in which the project could foster economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment.»15

The project has been variously described as a “catalytic” and “transformative” project, 
and there is evidence that its growth-inducing impacts will be significant. For example, 
the DEIR notes that the buildings in the Project area range from one to fourteen stories in 
height; the Project proposes to construct buildings of twenty, thirty-two, and thirty-five 
stories in height, among others. This could drastically alter the development landscape in 
the Project area, facilitating the approval and construction of taller and denser buildings 
in the Project area in the future. Similarly, the Project proposes various street 
improvements, which could facilitate increased traffic and development in the Project 
area. The growth-inducing impacts section also lacks a discussion of the Project’s 
potential to impact community service facilities, as required by CEQA.16 Despite these 
and other possibilities, no substantial analysis of these potential impacts is provided. As 
stated in the CEQA Guidelines, “[i]t must not be assumed that growth in any area is 
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.
Therefore, the DEIR for the Project must be recirculated and disclose and analyze the 
Project’s potential growth-inducing impacts in compliance with CEQA.

»17

b. The DEIR Should Analyze and Mitigate The Project’s Indirect Displacement 
Impacts, a Significant Effect According to CEQA

The Reef Project DEIR did not include a section on indirect displacement or the true 
growth-indueing impacts of the Project-TheDEIR did not include an explanation of 
these effects in the Population, Housing and Employment section; rather, the DEIR came

DEIR, p. V-2.
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14§ 15064(d). 
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15064(d)(2).
Id.
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15126.2(d).
Id.
Id.

4



to the faulty conclusion that “because no residential units currently exist on site, 
development of the Project would not remove existing housing; thus, no housing would 
be displaced.”18 However, the DEIR fails to adequately address the question of whether 
housing will be displaced, as opposed to demolished, by the Project. The DEIR, without 
analysis, simply reaches the conclusion that because no housing exists on-site, no housing 
will be demolished by the construction of the project, and so no housing will be 
displaced. This analysis ignores the real possibility that the Project could indirectly 
displace existing housing through its operation, and this potential should be examined in 
the DEIR.

Further, the CEQA guidelines provide two distinct questions for determining 
displacement impacts; one addresses displacement of housing and the other addresses 
displacement of people.19 However, the DEIR conflates the two, and concludes that 
because no on-site residences will be displaced by the Project, no people will be 
displaced, without further analysis. This violates CEQA. The relevant measure of these 
impacts is whether displacement, regardless of whether it occurs on-site or off-site, would 
be a result of the Project. CEQA is clear that not only direct impacts of a proposed project 
should be analyzed in an EIR, but also those indirect impacts which are reasonably 
foreseeable outcomes of the project. “Direct and indirect significant effects of the project 
on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to 
both the short-term and long-term effects.”20 This includes the economic effects of a 
project that will foreseeably lead to physical changes in the environment. “When there is 
evidence... that economic and social effects caused by a project... could result in a 
reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impact, such as urban decay or 
deterioration, then the CEQA lead agency is obligated to assess this indirect 
environmental impact.”21

22In reality, the Project potentially threatens to displace over 43,000 South LA residents. 
Currently, the South LA community is comprised mainly of low-income renters, many of 
whom relocated to South LA after experiencing discrimination, violence, and 
displacement in other areas. The recently published health impact report on the Reef 
Project evaluated the economics and vulnerability of South LA residents.23 This report is 
included as an appendix to this letter, and fully incorporated herein. The health impact 
report shows that the median rent in South LA is significantly lower than median rents in 
the City or County ($852/month versus $ 1,830/month), but most South LA residents are 
already living in overcrowded and substandard rental units.24 Apartment units in the

18 DEIR, p. IV.L-8.
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, Appendix G, XIII(c).
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15126.2.
Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 1182.
Human Impact Partners, “Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Reef Development Project in 

South Central Los Angeles” (October, 2015), p. 19-20.
Human Impact Partners, “Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Reef Development Project in 

South Central Los Angeles” (October, 2015).
Human Impact Partners, “Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Reef Development Project in 

South Central Los Angeles” (October, 2015), p. 16-17.
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Project are estimated to cost at least $2,000 per month, a rate that is entirely unaffordable 
for residents of the community, who are already struggling to pay their relatively low 
rents.
The potential for higher-income development such as the Project to influence property 
values and displacement in surrounding neighborhoods, particularly where such 
development abuts relatively low-income areas, has been documented.25 As the DEIR 
indicates repeatedly, the Project is being built to foster and accommodate growth in South 
LA. The type of demographic that the Project will attract, as implied by the price of a 
residence, will be of a significantly higher income level and level of education than 
current South LA residents. This will lead to upward pressure on property values and 
housing costs throughout the Project area. As a result of the Project, low-income 
residents of South LA may not be able to afford housing in the area, and may be forcibly 
displaced as a direct result.

Los Angeles has a well-documented shortage of housing affordable to lower-income 
families and individuals. For example, covenants for many affordable units in the Project 
area and across the City are set to expire in the coming years; in 2015 alone, there are 
approximately 128 properties with CRA/LA covenants set to expire, many of which are 
situated in the Project area.26 Given the extreme lack of affordable housing in Los 
Angeles, there is a reasonable likelihood that the Project’s potential displacement effects 
will spur the development of housing and other resources for displaced individuals in 
surrounding areas, a factor that indicates a significant impact according to CEQA.27 In 
addition, such displacement could result in increased homelessness in the Project area, 
resulting in increased demand on social services agencies, community organizations 
providing services to homeless individuals, and public resources. Despite the 
overwhelming demonstrated need, the Project does not include any mechanism to create 
or preserve affordable housing or to minimize its catalytic impacts on increased housing 
prices and speculation, and the DEIR requires no mitigation in this area. The DEIR 
specifically includes the goal of creating an urban center that is compatible with and 
complementary to currently ongoing growth. In order to truly achieve this goal, the 
Project must include strategies and mitigation measures that take into account the local 
community. Without an analysis of the indirect displacement that is likely to occur as a 
result of the Project, as well as corresponding mitigation measures that address such 
displacement, the DEIR fails to comply with CEQA.

There are several measures that the Project can incorporate to address potential 
displacement and avoid contributing to the City’s affordable housing crisis. For example, 
the Project should include a strong affordable housing component, as part of the Project 
design, to counter the Project’s displacement impacts by allowing current residents to 
remain part of the South LA community. Other feasible measures to mitigate

25 See, e.g., Guerrieri, Hartley, & Hurst, 2013. "Endogenous gentrification and housing price dynamics, 
Journal of Public Economics, Elsevier, vol. 100(C), pp. 45-60.

See “All Expiring 2015 CRA/LA Properties: Citywide,” HCIDLA Public Policy and Research Unit, 
2014. Available at: httv://hcidla lacitv. ors/exomnz-cra-vroverties-2015.

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15126.2(d).
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displacement include zoning and other land use controls to limit drivers of displacement 
in the Project area, tools to address threatened housing stock such as increased code 
enforcement, local and targeted hiring for low-income Project area residents, measures to 
ease pressures on local small businesses, and neighborhood-based programs which 
marshal community resources such as local nonprofit organizations to provide 
comprehensive solutions for residents at risk of displacement.

The DEIR Fails to Properly Analyze Potential Urban Decay Caused by 
the Project, In Violation of CEQA

III.

Similarly, the Project’s numerous new retail stores and restaurants may predictably result 
in the displacement of local commercial tenants and small businesses, but the DEIR fails 
to include any analysis of the Project’s potential impacts with regard to urban decay. 
“Under CEQA, a lead agency must address the issue of urban decay in an EIR when a 
fair argument can be made that the proposed project will adversely affect the physical 
environment.”28 Here, the health impact report analyzing the Project has documented the 
relative vulnerability of commercial tenants and small businesses in the area that may be 
placed at risk of displacement by the Project.29 This represents a potential for the Project 
to have significant urban decay impacts, and this potential should be evaluated in the 
EIR. As drafted, the DEIR contains no discussion of urban decay impacts, nor has any 
type of study been included in the appendices to demonstrate that these impacts have 
been examined. The urban decay impacts of the Project must be discussed and mitigated 
in compliance with CEQA.

The DEIR did not Adequately Analyze or Mitigate the Aesthetic Impacts 
of the Project, In Violation of CEQA

IV.

a. Visual Appearance and Character

South Los Angeles is currently composed of residents who have lived in the 
neighborhood for many years and established a unique culture and cherished community. 
The overwhelming majority of buildings in the area are several-story, older residential 
and commercial buildings, inhabited for lengthy periods of time by the same tenants. The 
tallest building in the Project area currently is 14 stories tall. In contrast, the Project, as 
proposed, will cover two full city blocks, totaling 9.7 acres, and 1,664,000 square feet. It 
will include four high rise buildings, each with between 12 and 35 stories, and two 
parking structures with over 2,500 parking spaces.30 It would be visible from the 
freeways, as well as most parts of the existing South LA community.

CEQA Guidelines explain that an aesthetic impact would be considered significant if the 
Project would “substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site

28 California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal. App. 4th 173, 188. 
Human Impact Partners, “Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Reef Development Project in 

South Central Los Angeles” (October, 2015), p. 34-35.
DEIR, pp. 11-11,14,17.
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»31 The Reef Project would be drastically out of scale with otherand its surroundings.
development in the surrounding community, and would substantially alter the character 
of the current community by transforming the area into an upscale urban center. Although 
the DEIR clearly points out that the Project Site is located within the Southeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan and the Council District 9 Redevelopment Project area,32 the 
DEIR repeatedly suggests that the Project Site is part of greater Downtown Los Angeles, 
and that the Project, therefore, fits in with the aesthetics of “the area, 
false and misleading. Downtown Los Angeles is a separate district, which contains 
several of the tallest buildings in the region, thousands of businesses, and a completely 
different demographic, cultural and visual character from South LA. In an effort to 
minimize the negative aesthetic and other impacts of the Project, the DEIR inaccurately 
characterizes South LA as part of Downtown, rendering the analysis deficient.

„33 This assertion is

34

In outlining the Project objectives, the DEIR identifies the need to take the current 
population of South LA and its goals into account. The objectives reference serving the 
needs of the community and ensuring compatibility with the resident population, but the 
Project, as proposed, does not take the current population into account at all; the size, 
height, and style of the Project will be discordant with the current aesthetic of South 
LA.35 A development of this size and magnitude would be larger and more prominent 
than any other building or development in South Los Angeles.36 The volume of visitors, 
level of traffic, and scale of development that the Project would bring would change the 
nature of the community and degrade the existing visual character and quality of the site 
and its surroundings in the eyes of many of the current residents and stakeholders. As the 
DEIR states, “the totality of the development would establish a new visual identity for the 
otherwise non-descript Project Site and surrounding area, and would serve as a visual 
focal point for the area.”37 Despite this, the DEIR still inaccurately concludes that 
impacts would be less than significant. Aesthetic impacts from height, mass, and 
character changes should be reanalyzed and properly mitigated in conformance with 
CEQA.

b. Signage

The amount, size, and type of signage proposed for the Project is unprecedented in the 
Project area. According to the DEIR, signs will be located on each of the four multi-story 
buildings, totaling 234,067 square feet of signage.38 Many of the signs will be massive, 
animated, and placed high up on the buildings, where they will be clearly visible from a

31 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, Appendix G, 1(c).
DEIR, p. IV.B.1-10. 
e.g., DEIR, p. IV.B.1-1.
In the Aesthetics section alone, the word downtown is mentioned 31 times.
DEIR, p. 11-40.
See Figure IV.B-11, (depicting Southeast LA with the proposed Project, without views of Downtown in 

the background.)
DEIR, p. IV.B.1-22.
DEIR, p. IV.B.1-20.
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39distance of at least 2.5 miles away, 
in operation throughout the day and evening, from dawn until 2 a.m.

In addition, signs, including animated signs, will be

The DEIR identifies several factors that would indicate significant impacts in terms of 
lighting, including whether Project lighting would interfere with the performance of an 
off-site activity, and whether the Project would result in substantial changes to existing 
artificial light conditions. Although the lighting may not be bright enough to impair 
drivers’ vision (as the DEIR suggests), animated lighting and large signs are extremely 
distracting for a number of groups and activities, most notably local and regional drivers, 
families and individuals who live near the Project site, and students who will be in classes 
within feet of the Project. Light pollution at night can cause sleep disruption in children 
and adults, and can lead to other health problems, including issues with behavioral and 
cognitive function. Studies have shown that even small changes in ordinary light 
exposure during the late evening hours can have significant effects on sleep and the 
biological clock.40 Several studies have also linked excessive use of artificial light at 
night to health problems including cancer.41

The substantial changes to existing artificial light conditions are obvious, as the current 
site and area contains virtually no signage.42 Views of the Project signage will be visible 
at a distance from the Project site, and could extend up to 420 feet vertically. The impacts 
of the proposed signage on the surrounding environment are extremely significant and 
potentially harmful. Even areas incorrectly deemed by the DEIR to have less than 
significant impacts would still be visible and prominent in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project, areas in which schools and residences are located. The DEIR explicitly points 
out that the effects and impacts of the signage are “dependent primarily upon the size, 
concentration, and animation associated with the proposed signs,”43 yet instead of 
reducing the size, concentration, and animation of the signage, the Project proponents 
chose to retain and ignore the significant impacts. The aesthetics analysis is deficient and 
inaccurate with regards to signage, and must be revised to fully study all impacts and 
include appropriate mitigation measures in order to comply with CEQA.

c. Light

The impacts of light from the Project in several zones and from a number of directions 
would be significant.44 Light and glare from digital billboards have been shown to 
significantly increase the risk of driving accidents, in addition to the other distractions

39 DEIR, p. IV.B.1-22.
James M. Zeitzer, Derk-Jan Dijk, et. al., “Sensitivity of the Human Circadian Pacemaker to Nocturnal 

Light: Melatonin Phase Resetting and Suppression,” Journal of Physiology, 2000, pp. 695-702.
Kevin J. Gaston, Marcel E. Visser, and Franz Holker, “The Biological Impacts of Light at Night: From 

Molecules to Communities,” Philosophical Transactions B, May 5, 2015.
DEIR, p. IV.B.1-27.
DEIR, p. IV.B.2-19.
DEIR, pp. IV.B.2-27-31.
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and health risks discussed above.45 The single mitigation measure provided, which only 
slightly limits the signage operating hours to hours when most people are asleep, is not 
sufficient to address this impact. Additional mitigation measures should be incorporated 
to reduce the effects of the lighting from the signage on the surrounding environment. 
These may include, but are not limited to, fewer signs, smaller signs, locating signs in 
only specific areas, limiting the intensity of sign illumination, and limited hours of 
operation.

The Proposed Air Quality Mitigation Measures are Inadequate and Must 
Be Strengthened

V.

Los Angeles air quality is already extremely poor as a result of the geography of the 
region, a legacy of non-attainment of air quality standards, and the high number of 
vehicle trips and resultant exhaust emissions. The majority of Volatile Organic 
Compound (VOC) and Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) emissions that the DEIR reports will be 
significant and unavoidable are generated by exhaust from mobile sources, in addition to 
industrial and point sources. The Reef Project will be located in close proximity to four 
major freeways, including “heavily trafficked segments” of the Santa Monica Freeway 
(the I-10), which runs only one block from the Project site, and the 1-110 freeway, which 
is 2.5 miles from the Project site.46 The Project will also attract visitors, during both the 
construction and operational phases, which will increase traffic and emissions, further 
impacting the air quality in the area. A range of diesel-fueled construction machinery and 
vehicles will be utilized during Project construction.

VOCs and NOx are particularly harmful pollutants, each of which can produce 
devastating health effects, both in the short term and after chronic exposure. Inhalation of 
VOCs and NOx can cause severe health problems including asthma, skin irritation, 
respiratory illness, aggravation of respiratory illness, increased susceptibility to 
infections, cancer, and death. Sensitive receptors, including young children and the 
elderly, are more susceptible to the effects of these pollutants, and there is increased risk 
for asthma and other pulmonary diseases in these populations. The Reef site is located 
within 305 feet of three schools and in close proximity to hundreds of residential units, 
where the impacts of the Project will be felt most strongly. In addition, the community in 
which the Project is proposed is made up mostly of low-income residents of color. Many 
of these residents already face poor health, high levels of stress, and limited access to 
adequate, affordable health services. It is critical that the Project incorporates mitigation 
measures to address the increased pollution and emissions at the sensitive receptors 
surrounding the Project, and in the community at large. ..................

Although the DEIR repeatedly refers to the building phase of the Project as “short-term, 
construction will take at least 60 months, or five years, a period of time that for air 
quality and health risk purposes is long enough to cause severe pollution-related health

45 Tania Dukic, et al., “Effects of Electronic Billboards on Driver Distraction,” Traffic Injury Prevention, 
July 8, 2012.

DEIR, p. II-4, p. IV.C-9.46
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problems. Further, the DEIR states that Project development is expected to occur between 
2016 and 2035.47 The mitigation measures proposed for the construction phase of the 
Project are entirely inadequate and fail to address the impacts of the Project on the 
surrounding population, and the characterization of impacts as temporary is misleading. 
While the Project does incorporate building features that protect the projected residents, 
employees, and visitors to the development, all of the mitigation measures focus solely 
on the future Reef population and there is not a single measure dedicated to protecting 
residents of the surrounding area from the increase in pollutants that the Project will 
directly cause.

The mitigation measures for air quality and health risk in the DEIR do not address the 
impacts to the community and area surrounding the Project, in violation of CEQA. The 
DEIR must fully mitigate potential air quality impacts for both future Project residents 
and current residents of the surrounding community, who will bear the brunt of the air 
quality and health risks during construction and the life of the Project. This is particularly 
important given the sensitive receptors in the area, which are located in extremely close 
proximity to the Project. .

The DEIR’s Analysis of Impacts to Cultural Resources is Flawed and the 
DEIR Improperly Defers Study and Mitigation of Project Impacts

VI.

The DEIR’s analysis of the Project’s potential impacts on cultural resources contains 
several flaws, including improper deferral of mitigation and a failure to analyze impacts 
with sufficient specificity. For example, the DEIR concludes that the height of the two 
towers proposed as part of the Project are “considerably taller than surrounding 
development,” but that potential impacts to historic resources derived from the scale of 
the Project are mitigated by “the open space on the site, the variety of size and massing 
proposed for the new construction, and the isolation of the tower elements to the north 
and south of the Project Site.”48 However, the DEIR goes on to explain that the Project 
may utilize the Design Guidelines, which “allow for, among other things, the relocation 
of buildings within the site...”49 The DEIR simultaneously relies on the specific proposed 
configuration of Project buildings to conclude there will be no significant impacts to 
historic resources due to the scale of the Project, while going on to state that the Project 
will have flexibility in the ultimate location of these buildings. This does not ensure that 
all potential impacts have been included in the EIR and mitigated to the maximum 
feasible extent.

Similarly, the DEIR improperly defers study and mitigation of potential impacts to 
historic resources from the proposed signage for the Project. The DEIR concludes that the 
proposed signage “would not constitute an impact with respect to the immediate 
surroundings of potential historic resources in the Project vicinity,” because all signage

47 DEIR, p. IV.L-10. 
DEIR, p. IV.E-18. 
DEIR, p. IV.E-19.
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will be subject to the proposed Reef Project Sign District.50 However, the proposed sign 
district for the Project has not yet been approved, let alone finalized, and must go through 
a separate public hearing process, where specific aspects of the sign district will be 
decided. As stated in the DEIR, “the Reef Project Sign District would establish the 
maximum square footage of signs, provide for commercial advertising standards, and 
establish illumination and animation standards to properly limit and regulate the proposed 
integral electronic displays.”51 However, none of these aspects of the sign district have 
been finalized, and therefore the DEIR’s reliance on these limitations to conclude that 
Project signage will not constitute an impact to historic resources is an inappropriate 
deferral. Under CEQA, the City must require “that measures to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable through permit conditions, 
agreements, or other measures;”52 this is not the case with the proposed Reef Project Sign 
District, which has not been finalized, let alone adopted.

The DEIR’s Transportation Analysis is Flawed and Lacks Adequate 
Mitigation Measures

VII.

Traffic in Los Angeles is particularly severe, and creates substantial stress and difficulties 
for commuters and travelers throughout the region. The Project, as proposed, will create 
1,428 residential units, 21 live-work units, a 208 room hotel, as well as retail stores, 
swimming pools, a fitness center, a grocery store, restaurants, and a gallery. The current 
Reef building will be altered to include a new restaurant and event space. Over 5,000 
parking spots will be provided for residents, employees and visitors. In addition, the 
Project objectives clearly indicate that the Project is being built in order to “attract top 
notch events,” “create an urban center...complimentary to...ongoing growth,”
“promote[] the creation of a vibrant and dynamic 24-hour activity center,” “provide site 
access and sufficient parking,” “provide an integrated mixed-use project,” and “to 
provide flexibility to respond to changes in demand and urban growth patterns.”53 
Impacts caused by the Project’s increased traffic must be adequately mitigated.

Construction of the Project would take place over at least 60 months. On average, there 
would be 125 construction workers at the site each day, and up to 500 workers at peak 
construction times.54 For the first three months of construction, the equivalent of 360 car 
trips per hour would enter and exit the Site. During this time, no mitigation measures 
would be implemented, as the DEIR indicates that mitigation measures would be phased 
in later in the Project life. This is wholly inappropriate, as CEQA requires all feasible 
mitigation measures to be included in order to mitigate a project’s impacts to a less than 
significant level, regardless of whether those impacts are short-term or long-term.55 As a

50 DEIR, p. IV.E-18.
Ibid

52 Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21081.6(b); see also California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland 
(2014), 225 Cal.App.4th 173.

DEIR, p. 11-40.
DEER, p. IV.N-19.
Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21081
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result, current South LA residents will face significant unmitigated traffic increases, and 
consequent longer commutes, as well as encumbrances to walking in their neighborhood.

The DEIR predicts that the Project will increase traffic to and from the Site during peak 
hours by more than 1200%. More than 900 trips will be generated during the morning 
peak hour and over 1,200 will be generated during the evening peak hour. However, it is 
likely that these figures underestimate the true increase in traffic that the Project will 
cause. The DEIR based part of its transportation analysis on a “recent Downtown Los 
Angeles Demographic Study,” which indicated that 56% of Downtown residents work in 
downtown and that downtown residents desired more stores and restaurants to which they 
could walk. Again, this statement and basis for analysis is flawed and misleading. 
Downtown is a separate area, which houses an entirely different demographic than South 
LA.57

Because the Project will increase traffic and congestion dramatically, the implementation 
of adequate mitigation measures is critical. The mitigation measures proposed in the 
DEIR are inadequate. The first four measures are merely compliance measures, required 
by City standards. Improvement measures are appreciated, but considering the increase in 
traffic that the Project will bring, both directly and indirectly, they are insufficient to 
reduce Project impacts to a less than significant level. Similarly, vehicle trip reduction 
measures do not guarantee a reduction in motor vehicle travel, particularly because of the 
lifestyle of the demographic which is expected to inhabit the Development. The Project 
should include measures to fully mitigate its impacts on transportation, including traffic 
relief measures and measures to provide increased access to transit and additional 
transportation options for residents.

In California, extremely low-income households living near transit are less than half as 
likely as higher income households to own a car, and drive less than half as many miles 
as higher-income households. Low-income households living near transit are also more 
likely than their higher-income neighbors to utilize such transit.58 Locally, approximately 
75% of Metro’s transit ridership is composed of households dependent on transit whose 
income is less than $25,000 per year59. Despite this reality, the DEIR does not include a 
proper analysis of the effects of the Project’s demographics on the Project’s 
transportation impacts, and fails to include related mitigation measures such as 
incorporating an affordable housing component into the Project.

56 DEIR, p. IV.N-23.................................
DCBID Downtown LA Demographic Study (2013) (available at: 

http://www.downtownla.com/survey/2013/results/DTLA-Demo-Study-2013 .pdf).
California Housing Partnership Strategy & Transform, “Why Creating and Preserving Affordable Homes 

Near Transit Is a Highly Effective Climate Protection Strategy” (2014), p. 3. Available at: 
http://www.transformca.org/transform-report/vdiy-creating-and-preserving-aflfordable-homes-near-transit- 
highly-effective-climate.

L.A. Hous. Dep’t & Reconnecting Am., “Preservation in Transit-Oriented Districts: A Study on the 
Need, Priorities, and Tools in Protecting Assisted and Unassisted Housing in the City of Los Angeles” 
(2012). Available at:
http://reconnectingamerica.org/assets/PDFs/20120524LAHDTQDPreservationFinal.pdf.
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VIII. The DEIR’s Noise Analysis is Flawed and Fails to Incorporate Adequate 
Mitigation Measures for Noise Impacts

Project construction is expected to last at least five years. Although the DEIR repeatedly 
refers to this time period as “temporary,” at least five years of construction noise can 
result in severe impacts, particularly for nearby sensitive receptors; furthermore, the 
DEIR states that Project development is expected to occur between 2016 and 2035.60. 
The DEIR identified five sensitive receptors, four of which are within less than 310 feet 
of the Project site. In addition, three of the sensitive receptors are schools, all of which 
will be in session throughout the construction and operation of the Project.

Further, the DEIR ignores evidence that noise impacts may be more extensive than it 
concludes. The DEIR contains information, for example, regarding the potential noise 
generation of equipment to be utilized during Project construction, but chooses to 
estimate that generation at a lower level which it contends is more representative of 
average construction activity, due to the fact that construction equipment does not always 
run at full power.61 However, this creative calculus runs afoul of CEQA, which requires 
analysis of both short-term and long-term impacts, including “spikes” in noise generation 
from construction equipment which may be operating at full power, however temporarily.

IX. The Land Use and Planning Section Is Severely Inadequate, In Violation 
of CEQA, and Must Be Recirculated

CEQA requires that a DEIR “discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project 
and applicable general plans, specific plans, and regional plans.”62 In order to determine 
whether there are inconsistencies, the CEQA Guidelines provide questions that should be 
analyzed, including whether the project would conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.63 The Project DEIR fails to 
account for significant inconsistencies and discrepancies between the Project and current 
land use plans and policies, and requested zoning permits.

The DEIR does not evaluate the Project’s many conflicts with existing zoning 
requirements and fails to provide any analysis whatsoever of the Project’s consistency (or 
lack thereof) with a number of highly relevant General Plan policies. Likewise, the DEIR 
does not evaluate the Project’s compatibility with the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy 
(ILUP), and fails to identify significant inconsistencies with the ILUP’s Community 
Benefits requirements. Where the DEIR does purport to discuss the Project’s consistency 
with General Plan policies and programs, much of the analysis is circular, conclusory and 
wholly inadequate for a meaningful review. The DEIR also fails to include an adequate

60 DEIR, p. IV.L-10.
DEIR, p. IV.K-18.
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15125(d).
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, Appendix G, X(b).

62

63
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evaluation of the Project’s consistency with the Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community 
Plan and Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO). Further, the DEIR fails to 
address the SUD Sign District’s inconsistency with the Southeast Los Angeles’s 
Community Plan’s goals and objectives. This inadequate analysis must be corrected 
along with meaningful mitigation measures relating to the significant impacts associated 
with land use consistency in order to satisfy CEQA.

a. The DEIR Fails to Address the Project’s Consistency with Existing Zoning 
Requirements and City Plans and Regulations

The DEIR’s land use analysis unjustifiably assumes that the Project will be constructed in 
a manner that is patently inconsistent with existing zoning requirements and numerous 
current land use plans and policies that apply to the Project Site. Specifically, the Project 
involves the construction of a mixed-use development with 1,444 housing units on a site 
that is currently zoned for limited manufacturing. The DEIR briefly acknowledges that 
as proposed, the Project “would not be consistent with the existing General Plan land use 
designation and zoning of the Project site.”64 However, this is presented merely as the 
explanation behind the Project’s request for an extensive list of discretionary land use 
approvals. Rather than evaluating the existing land use inconsistency and analyzing the 
on-the-ground impacts that the proposed land use changes will have on the community, 
the DEIR simply concludes “the zone change would result in the entire parcel being 
singularly zoned for the mix of uses that [sic] proposed for the mixed-use 
development.”65 This circular logic severely undermines environmental review.

The DEIR completely removes Project’s proposed land use changes from any meaningful 
scrutiny. The DEIR repeatedly implies that existing land use regulations are 
inappropriate and suggests that once the current regulations are amended to permit the 
Project, then all of the Project’s land use impacts will somehow be resolved. In other 
words, the DEIR proceeds from the flawed assumption that the Project should dictate 
land use laws, not the other way around. By assuming that the approval of the Project’s 
numerous discretionary land use entitlement requests are a foregone conclusion,66 the 
DEIR fails to comply with the CEQA requirement that the EIR identify the significant 
environmental effects of the project based on “the existing physical conditions in the 
affected area.”67

64 DEIR, p. IV.J-70.
65 Id.
66 The Los Angeles Municipal Code clearly states the General Plan Amendments - including those limited 
to a specific property - must be initiated by the City Council, the City Planning Commission, or the 
Director of Planning; not the applicant. LAMC 11.5.6.B; Los Angeles City Charter Section 555. It appears 
that this process was initiated in May, 2014, by Councilmember Price. However this motion is still pending 
in Planning and Land Use Management Committee, and has not been approved by Council as required by 
the Code and Charter. See Council File 14-0620. Without such approval, the DEIR analysis is premature. 

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15125(e); § 15126.2.67
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b. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Project’s Inconsistency with Relevant General 
Plan Policies

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide provides five factors for consideration 
in determining significant impacts related to land use consistency including “whether the 
proposal is inconsistent with the General Plan or adopted environmental goals or policies 
contained in other applicable plans.” Despite these clear directives, the DEIR fails to 
adequately evaluate consistency with many relevant General Plan policies, goals and 
objectives.

While DEIR Tables IV.J-3, IV.J-4, IV.J-5, and IV.J-7 selectively consider some policies, 
the corresponding “evaluation” provides only a perfunctory analysis and includes many 
conclusory statements of consistency without providing adequate evidence or analysis to 
support. Moreover the DEIR inexplicably neglects altogether to evaluate numerous other 
General Plan policies that are essential to understanding the Project’s environmental 
impacts.68 Perhaps unsurprisingly, the Project as proposed is in fact inconsistent with 
many of these General Plan policies that go unanalyzed in the DEIR. As a result, a 
complete and accurate analysis of consistency with the General Plan, as well as 
mitigation measures to address potential significant impacts relating to land use 
inconsistency, should be conducted.

c. The DEIR fails to evaluate the Project’s consistency with the City’s Industrial 
Land Use Preservation Policy flLUPI and the ILUP Community Benefits
Requirements

The Project site is located in the Ml-2-0 zone and has a General Plan land use 
designation of Limited Manufacturing with Oil District Overlay and Height District 2. 
While Height District 2 permits an FAR of 6:1, the Ml zone does not permit the uses 
proposed by the Project. To aid the proposed development of 1,444 residential units, 
90,000 square feet of retail uses, 46,000 square feet of restaurant/bar uses, a 208-key 
hotel; 18,000 square-foot gallery, and 8,000 square-foot yoga/fitness studio and 
approximately 2,733 parking spaces, the Applicant is requesting a General Plan 
Amendment to change the designation to Community Commercial, and a corresponding 
zone change from Ml-2 to C4-2.

Ten years ago, an onslaught of industrial-to-residential conversions — just like the one 
requested here — caused a rapid loss of job-supporting industrial land throughout the city. 
In response, the Department of City Planning (DCP) and Community Redevelopment 
Agency embarked on the Industrial Land Use Policy project (the “ILUP”). Consequently, 
a comprehensive study evaluated the viability of the City’s industrial districts and created 
four distinct typologies of existing industrial zoned land, ranging from districts that

68 The relevant General Plan policies that go unanalyzed in the DEIR include, but are not limited to 
Housing Element Objective 1.2, Policies 1.1.2,1.2.2,1.2.8, 2.2.3,2.5.1, and Programs 8, 54, 73, 99 and 
101; Health Element Policy 1.7 and Program 86, Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 1.5-2 
and 11 -2.3; Framework Element Policies 3.14.6 and 4.2.1.
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should be preserved to parcels that are appropriate for conversion.69 The ILUP project 
culminated in a 2008 memorandum to DCP staff (“Staff Directive”).70 This policy 
document includes very specific direction and guidance regarding the evaluation of 
entitlement applications for proposed developments on industrial zoned land. The ILUP. 
and this Staff Directive in particular, outline the process and procedures that DCP staff 
must now follow when evaluating the general plan amendment and zone change 
requested for this Project.

The ILUP is a touchstone of city land use policy and unquestionably applies to this 
Project. And yet, the DEIR Land Use and Planning section fails to even mention this 
policy, let alone adequately evaluate the Project’s consistency with it. This is a 
significant oversight. Given the dramatic transformation of industrial land to support 
residential use that is being proposed for this Project, the DEIR must evaluate the 
project’s consistency with the city’s ILUP. Without this analysis, the DEIR fails to meet 
CEQA’s requirement of consistency with City plans and policies. 71

The ILUP also calls for the inclusion of certain meaningful Community Benefits as part 
of any land use change on this property. Although omitted entirely from the DEIR 
analysis, this requirement for meaningful community benefits is actually reiterated 
throughout the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy. For example, the ILUP Staff Directive 
calls for City Planning staff to “recommend approval of applications for changes of use 
or zone provided Community Benefits are incorporated... ”72 The Staff Directive then 
instructs: “[w]hen considering approval of projects within “Industrial Mixed Use” and 

Transition” Districts, staff recommendations should include Community Benefits set 
forth below.”73 The ILUP Staff Directive outlines specific Community Benefits, 
including the provision of Affordable Housing.74

ii

Because it lacks any acknowledgment of the ILUP’s clear directive for community 
benefits, the DEIR is incomplete.75 This failure to adequately evaluate the Project’s 
inconsistency with the ILUP should be corrected through a recirculated DEIR. In 
considering mitigation measures, the DEIR should refer to the ILUP Community Benefits

69 Department of City Planning and Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles, “Los 
Angeles’ Industrial Land: Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy,”

Los Angeles Industrial Land Use Policy, Staff Direction Memorandum Regarding Industrial Land Use 
and Potential Conversion to Residential or Other Uses [hereafter, “Staff Directive.”] 
http://planning.lacity.org/Code_Studies/LanduseProj/Industrial_Files/Stafl3Directions.pdf 

See, e.g., City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, H.l.
Staff Directive, 5.
Id. at 8.

70

71

72 ,

73

74 Id.
75 See, e.g., City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, H.l. A determination of significance regarding 
land use consistency should be made considering the following factors: “Whether the proposal is 
inconsistent with the adopted land use/density designation in the Community Plan, redevelopment plan or 
specific plan for the site; and “Whether the proposal is inconsistent with the General Plan or adopted 
environmental goals or policies contained in other applicable plans.” Here, the Project is clearly 
inconsistent with the Site’s existing industrial zoning and use regulations, and is also inconsistent with the 
City’s existing policy framework that is intended to inform land use planning for industrial zoned property.
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requirements and recommend proper mechanisms to effectuate appropriate community 
benefits.

d. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Evaluate the Project’s Consistency with the 
Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan

The Department of City Planning is currently in the process of updating the Southeast 
Los Angeles Community Plan. The most recent draft of the plan was revised and released 
in October 2014, with a corresponding draft of the Community Plan Implementation 
Overlay (CPIO).76

The DEIR highlights that under the current draft of the Community Plan, the Project Site 
would be designated for Community Commercial Use. While claiming consistency with 
the Plan’s vision for a mixed-use TOD district along the Blue Line, the DEIR only briefly 
acknowledges the Project’s inconsistency with the Draft Plan’s density provisions.77 The 
DEIR neglects to mention that the Project as proposed is also fundamentally inconsistent 
with many of the Draft Plan’s policies and objectives.

The DEIR indicates that the project will have a FAR of at or just below 6:1. It is the 
intent of the CPIO to allow density above 1.5 FAR on the Project Site for projects that 
provide affordable housing,78 In addition, consistent with the structure of the City’s 
Density Bonus Ordinance and the Downtown Housing Incentive (and in keeping with 
Housing Element policy), the Draft CPIO would allow a parking reduction only for 
residential projects that include affordable housing.79 Because the Project as proposed 
would have a floor area ratio at 6:1 and enjoy parking reductions without including any 
affordable housing, it is inconsistent with the provisions of the Draft Southeast Los 
Angeles CPIO.

In addition to the affordable housing provisions in the CPIO, the Draft Community Plan 
also contains a number of broader goals and policies that are potentially inconsistent with 
the Project and go unaddressed in the DEIR. For example:

Policy LU5.6 “Prioritize housing that is affordable to a broad cross-section of 
income levels and that provides the ability to live near work.”
Policy LU13.3 “Prioritize new housing for the transit-dependent community and 
discourage upscale luxury housing at TODs in Southeast Los Angeles, which has 
a large transit-user and low income population.”
Policy LU13.4 “Promote and incentivize mixed income and/or affordable housing 
in TODs”

76 Available at: https://sites.google.com/site/seastlancp/.
DEIR, p. IV.J-58-59.
Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Implementation Overlay, p. 8.
Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Implementation Overlay, p. 38. In addition to mixed 

income housing incentives, parking reductions are offered as incentives for sit-down restaurants, full 
service grocery stores and Federally Qualified Health Centers.

77

78

79
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• Policy LU16.3 “Encourage job training and local hiring for community 
residents.”

• Program 34 “Consistent with the goals and policies of the City’s Housing 
Element, the Plan supports the maintenance and enhancement of the existing 
affordable housing stock for existing residents.”

• Program 63 “Encourage businesses to hire locally, and require local hiring for 
discretionary projects with Development Agreements to the extent feasible.”

These policies and programs call for the City to do more than just indiscriminately green- 
light any project that creates mixed-use development in the general vicinity of transit. 
Rather, the Draft Plan clearly contemplates and advances a more comprehensive vision 
for transit-oriented development in the Southeast LA Community Plan Area. The Draft 
Plan calls for TOD projects that include housing opportunities for low-income core riders 
and contribute economic opportunities to local residents. Lacking an affordability 
component or detailed programs to ensure jobs for local residents, the Project is 
inconsistent with the vision laid out in the Draft Community Plan. It also threatens the 
kind of community destabilization that directly contradicts the goals and objectives 
outlined above.

The DEIR Land Use & Planning section should acknowledge that the Draft Community 
Plan and CPIO reflect a current visioning process for the community, and should be 
evaluated for alignment with the Project. Since inconsistencies are significant, a 
recirculated Land Use & Planning section should evaluate possible mitigation measures 
like affordable housing.

e. The DEIR’s Dangerously Deficient Supplemental Use District for Signage Land 
Use Assessment Leads to False Conclusions and Risks Invalidating the City’s 
Signage Ordinance

According to the DEIR’s Project Description, the REEF looks to introduce 234,067 
square feet of electronic signage into an area where virtually none exists. So dominate 
and overwhelming are the sought environmental alternations, the Project must break the 
proposed electronic signage onslaught into five sign zones, each broken into three 
vertical signage subzones. The signage proposed is a dizzying array of offsite advertising 
stacked 500 feet high, like a massive vertical TV showroom. Not only would these 
proposed signs negatively impact in the most profound way the quality of life for the 
residents living, working and going to school just feet away, the signage would pull the 
attention of every driver along the 10 and 110 freeways away from the road and toward 
the animated advertising, creating untold hazards for every person obliged to drive in the 
Project’s vicinity.

Despite having devoted nearly half its Project Description (Section II) to describing the 
proposed Supplemental Use District for Signage, the DEIR mustered an anemic 
paragraph for the same topic in its Land Use & Planning analysis, of which two sentences 
address the Project’s impacts on signage regulations and policies. Specifically, the
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DEIR’s Land Use & Planning analysis on the Supplemental Use District (SUD)for 
Signage obliquely reads:

The potential environmental impacts of The Reef Project SUD are evaluated in 
this EIR. Therefore, the Project would have less than significant impacts with 
regards to signage regulations and policies.

This circular assessment gives new meaning to the phrase “environmental window 
dressing.” The DEIR’s assessment is as wrong as it is inadequate for the following 
reasons.

The history and status of our City’s signage regulations play a controlling role in the 
Project’s request for a SUD for Signage. Yet the DEIR is utterly silent on both. In fact, 
the DEIR Land Use & Planning analysis does not even mention which signage ordinance 
it believes applies to its Project. The DEIR fails to acknowledge that the City is in the 
process of establishing new sign regulations and that SUD Sign District’s applications 
are, for all intents and purposes, on hold until the new regulations are adopted. This 
shortcoming is all the more troubling given that the DEIR incorrectly asserts that it 
“would have less than significant impacts with regard to signage regulations and 
policies.”80 This statement holds no water under either the current sign ordinance or the 
revised ordinance recently approved by the City Planning Commission. The public 
should not be left to guess what sign ordinance the DEIR reviewed, if any.

Additionally, the DEIR ignores significant signage restrictions that form the bedrock of 
the City’s signage policy with respect to aesthetic and public safety. Specifically, the 
DEIR fails to address the fact that the Project violates the City’s ban on signage within 
2000 feet of a freeway that would be viewed primarily from a main traveled roadway of a 
freeway or an on-ramp/off-ramp.81 Not only does this gaping oversight stand as a 
powerful indictment of its inadequacy, the DEIR fails to account for how its Project’s 
signage threatens to invalidate the City’s hard fought ban of freeway facing signage - 
environmental impact of monumental significance. Although emerging victorious in 
World Wide Rush, LLC et al v. City of Los Angeles, the Ninth Circuit cautioned the City 
that although the Staples Center and the Fifteenth Street SUD exemptions to the freeway 
ban did not invalidate the ordinance, additional exceptions could “break the link between 
Freeway Facing Sign Ban and the City’s objectives in traffic and aesthetics.

an

„82

The Project has all the elements of a sign district that would invalidate the City’s ban of 
freeway facing signs ordinance. Its fully animated billboards would be highly visible 
from multiple freeways. Thus, the Project threatens the City’s continued ability to ban 
freeway-facing signs, and opens up the entire length of every freeway to signage the City 
has fought so hard to ban. The City’s arguments of blight and improving traffic safety

80 DEIR, p. IV J-72.
Article 4.4, Section 14.4.6 and Section 14.4.5 of draft Signage Ordinance approved by the City Planning 

Commission.
World Wide Rush et al., v. City of Los Angeles (9th Cir. 2010) 606 F.3d 676.82
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available for the Staple Center and Fifteenth Street SUD are absent. Thus, the Project 
threatens the City’s continued ability to ban freeway facing signs, and opens up the entire 
length of every freeway to signage the City has fought so hard to ban. The environmental 
impacts of such a risk are immensely significant. Yet the DEIR fails to acknowledge and 
analyze this environmental impact. Accordingly the DEIR is inadequate and must be 
recirculated.

Moreover, the City’s current sign ordinance clearly prohibits signage that constitutes a 
hazard to safe and efficient operation of vehicles upon a street or a freeway.83 With its 
proposed over-200,000 square feet of animated signage pulsing over the 10 and 110 
freeways, the proposed Project undoubtedly poses a serious hazard to traffic safety. The 
environmental impacts of such a risk are immensely significant. Consequently, the 
DEIR’s land use analysis is deficient and this chapter must be recirculated to account for 
all discrepancies, and include all relevant regulations and policies.

The DEIR Should Have Included An Environmental Justice Analysis 
with Corresponding Mitigation Measures

X.

Projects that are likely to have a significant and disproportionate effect on surrounding 
low-income communities are encouraged to include an environmental justice analysis in 
their environmental impact reports; further, “specific provisions of CEQA and its 
Guidelines require that local lead agencies consider how the environmental and public 
health burdens of a project might specially affect certain communities.
Project is proposed to be built in a particularly low-income community of color85, where 
many residents are rent-burdened, work multiple jobs, and have limited access to 
adequate, affordable health services. The DEIR acknowledges that even after mitigation 
measures, there will be significant impacts to air quality, noise, traffic and transportation, 
aesthetics; there are further impacts, such as indirect impacts from gentrification and 
consequent displacement, which are not analyzed in the DEIR. These Project-related 
impacts will seriously affect the lives of current South LA residents, a population that is 
already overburdened with stress, mental and physical health problems, poor air quality, 
and a lack of means. A Project’s particular social and economic effects, while not 
considered environmental impacts themselves, may be a determining factor in whether a 
particular physical change cause by the project is considered significant.86 Therefore, the 
DEIR should have analyzed the environmental justice impacts of the proposed Project 
and implemented mitigation measures to reduce the potential harm that may 
disproportionately result from Project impacts.

„84 The Reef

83 Sign Ordinance, Los Angeles, Chapter 62 § 91.6205.5.
Office of the California Attorney General, “Environmental Justice at the Local and Regional Level” 

(2012), p. 3. Available at http://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/agweb/Ddfs/environment/ei fact sheet.ndf.
For example, LA Times reports the Historic South Central median income is $30,882. See 

http://maps.latimes.com/neiehborhoods/neighborhood/historic-south-central/.
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15131; Office of the California Attorney General, “Environmental Justice at the 

Local and Regional Level” (2012), p. 4. Available at 
http://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/agweb/pdfs/environment/ej_fact_sheet.pdf.

84

85

86
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XL The DEIR’s Population, Housing and Employment Analysis is Flawed

The DEIR’s analysis of potential impacts to Population, Housing and Employment is 
riddled with inappropriate conclusory and speculative statements. For example, the DEIR 
states regarding Project construction-related employment that “[i]t is likely that the 
skilled workers anticipated to work on the Project already reside within the Los Angeles 
region and would not need to relocate as a result of employment.”87 However, the DEIR 
does not include a listing (or even examples) of what type of skilled positions would be 
offered in connection with the Project, what other local projects may require the same 
type of skilled workers, or the number or residence of existing skilled workers located in 
and around the Project area able to fill Project positions. Similarly, the DEIR’s analysis 
of the projects employment impacts contains minimal analysis of the types of positions 
generated by the Project’s operation and how these compare to the skill level and 
educational attainment of Project area residents, despite the fact that the health impact 
report has found a potential imbalance between existing residents and the jobs which may 
be produced as a result of the Project.88 “The environmental impact report (EIR) must 
contain facts and analysis, not just the bare conclusions of the agency. An EIR must 
include detail sufficient to enable those who did not participate in its preparation to 
understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project. 
Despite this, the DEIR does not include such detail, nor does it include any appendices to 
support its conclusions with regard to Population, Housing, and Employment impacts.

With respect to Project-related housing impacts, the DEIR concludes that because the 
number of additional units to be constructed as part of the Project “would be within the 
projections for housing unit growth Citywide and within the Community Plan area,” 
impacts related to housing growth would be less than significant.90 However, the DEIR 
relies on a simplistic analysis and inappropriate sources of information in reaching this 
conclusion. The DEIR notes that the current Housing Element for the City of Los 
Angeles projects that while Los Angeles is on track to exceed its need for new 
construction of market rate housing units, it is projected to fall short of its need for the 
construction of affordable units91. Despite this, no consideration is given to the unit mix 
of the Project or the income levels they would potentially serve. The Project has proposed 
to build exclusively market-rate or luxury housing, with no affordable housing units or 
other contributions to affordable housing in the City or the Project area.

The development of housing may have different impacts due to the income levels it 
proposes to serve. Here, the Project would serve higher-income individuals and 
households, despite the fact that there is a desperate need citywide for affordable housing 
and despite the fact that the City is on track to exceed its need for higher-income housing. 
This could result in a situation where increasing numbers of higher-income individuals

„89

87 DEIR, p. IV.L-7.
Human Impact Partners, “Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Reef Development Project in 

South Central Los Angeles” (October, 2015), p. 34.
Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184,1197. 
DEIR, p. IV.L-10.
DEIR, p. IV.L-5.
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are attracted to the Project area, while existing lower-income Project area residents are 
left without adequate housing supply. It is crucial that the DEIR include a discussion of 
the effect of housing price, as well as the number of units, proposed for the Project. This 
is consistent with CEQA’s mandate to examine the economic effects of a project where 
such effects may produce a corresponding physical impact on the environment92.

In addition, the DEIR partly bases its analysis of Project-related housing growth and 
population impacts on the Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan (Draft 
Community Plan), because the adopted Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan is 
outdated and does not cover the period of Project development. However, reliance on the 
Draft Community Plan is inappropriate, and does not ensure an accurate account of 
potential Project impacts. The Draft Community Plan has yet to be finalized, and has not 
gone through the CEQA review and public comment process. Therefore, it is possible 
that the Draft Community Plan will be revised, and that an analysis based on the current 
draft could be rendered inaccurate. Further, because the Draft Community Plan’s 
potential environmental impacts have not yet been assessed and mitigated, the Project’s 
impacts falling within the Draft Community Plan’s projections does not necessarily lead 
to the conclusion that Project impacts will be less than significant. Because the Draft 
Community Plan may be revised, and its impacts have not been mitigated, basing the 
conclusion that Project impacts would be less than significant on the Draft Community 
Plan improperly defers mitigation of the Project’s potential impacts.

Finally, the DEIR fails to take into account the share of projected Project area growth 
which would be facilitated by the Project. It is noted that the Project-related population 
growth represents up to 28.4 percent of projected population growth in the Southeast 
Community Plan Area through 2035.93 No consideration is given to what potential 
impacts may occur from consolidating almost one-third of Community Plan Area growth 
into a single project, despite the fact that the addition of other projects in the future could 
push population growth beyond what is projected as a direct result of the Project’s 
absorption of a large share of projected growth. A more robust analysis is required to 
properly identify, evaluate, and mitigate the Project’s potential impacts in the areas of 
Population, Housing, and Employment.

The DEIR’s Cumulative Impacts Analyses are Flawed, in Violation of 
CEQA

XII.

The discussion of “related projects” within the Environmental Setting is inadequate and 
inappropriately limited. CEQA requires analysis of cumulative impacts, and these are 
defined as “the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of 
the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.”94 A list of “related 
projects” is used in the EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts under each impact category,

92 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15126.2. 
DEIR, p. IV.L-11.
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15355.
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to determine whether the Project will have a cumulatively considerable impact in each of 
those categories.

The “related projects” which are analyzed together with the Project in order to determine 
cumulative impacts under each impact category should include all projects which, taken 
together with the Project, would have the potential for a cumulative impact in that 
category. “A cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the 
combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing 
related impacts.”95 For example, in determining the Project’s potential for cumulative air 
quality impacts, the EIR should analyze the project together with any projects which may 
be related by virtue of their potential impacts on Project area air quality.

Despite this, the list of “related projects” developed for the DEIR and utilized to 
determine cumulative impacts under every impact category was developed solely in 
consideration of traffic impacts. As stated in the EIR, “[a] list of proposed development 
projects (the ‘related projects’) that could affect traffic conditions in the Project area by 
adding traffic volumes to study area intersections was prepared... [The] related projects 
are included in the analyses of cumulative impacts provided under each impact category 
in Section IV (Environmental Impact Analysis) of this EIR.”96 It is conceivable that a 
proposed project that would not affect traffic in the study area would nonetheless produce 
a cumulative impact on, for example, water quality, when taken together with the Project. 
The fact that only projects determined to be related to the Project with respect to traffic 
were analyzed for the purposes of determining the Project’s cumulative impacts under 
each environmental impact category renders the cumulative impacts analyses in every 
impact category flawed. Cumulative impacts in each environmental impact category 
should be analyzed in light of the Project’s incremental impacts which, when combined 
with other projects which may have related impacts in that category, may be cumulatively 
considerable.

XIII. The DEIR Fails to Account for and Mitigate the Project’s Impacts to 
Public Services

a. Fire Protection and Police Protection

Regarding the Project’s potential construction-related impacts to fire protection services, 
the DEIR concludes that Project impacts would be less than significant. This conclusion 
is partly based on the assertion that “construction impacts are temporary in nature and do 
not cause lasting effects to impact LAFD fire protection services.”97 However temporary, 
the EIR is still require to study such impacts and determine their significance. Under 
CEQA, “effects of [a] project on the environment shall be clearly identified and 
described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects.„98 The

95 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15130. 
DEIR, pp. III-3-4.
DEIR, p. IV.M.1-5.
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15126.2.
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fact that construction impacts may be temporary, therefore, does not justify a conclusion 
that they will therefore be less than significant. Even a fleeting impact may have great 
significance. Furthermore, the DEIR’s characterization of construction impacts as 
“temporary”; construction of the Project is expected to last five years, and the DEIR 
states that Project development is expected to occur between 2016 and 2035." Justifying 
a conclusion that construction-related impacts to fire protection services will be less than 
significant based on those impacts’ “temporary” nature is wholly inappropriate where 
those impacts will potentially be ongoing for 19 years.

As a basis for its conclusion that impacts to police and fire protection services would be 
less than significant with respect to both Project construction and operation, the DEIR 
states in multiple places that lane closures and traffic generated by the Project “would not 
greatly affect emergency vehicles, the drivers of which normally have a variety of options 
for avoiding traffic, such as using their sirens to clear a path of travel or driving in the 
lanes of opposing traffic.”100 This speculation falls short of the level of analysis required 
by CEQA; an EIR must include sufficient detail to allow the reviewing public an 
opportunity to examine the methodology used to arrive at such a conclusion. The DEIR 
contains no discussion of the possibility that the traffic and lane closures generated by the 
Project could render, for example, “using their sirens to clear a path” a less viable option. 
The DEIR also fails to consider feasible mitigation measures such as restricting partial 
lane closures to certain times, restricting construction-related trips to non-peak hours, and 
limiting the frequency of construction-related trips.

With respect to police protection services specifically, the DEIR fails to sufficiently
examine potential impacts to crime and demand for police services. The DEIR states that
“the scale of the Project could potentially result in increased demand for police protection
services... and impacts would be potentially significant... However, such calls are typical
in the existing neighborhoods in the Project area and do not represent unique law
enforcement issues specific to the Project.”101 The fact that such calls are typical for local
law enforcement, however, does not necessarily imply that an increase in the amount of
such calls would not result in significant impacts to police services. The DEIR relies on
similar speculative statements about the nature of the Project area for its conclusions,
noting that “[cjurrently, the Project site is covered with dark surface parking lots that
could attract crime,” that the Project’s “increase in population and nighttime activity
could lower street crime,” and pointing out crime-reducing features which the Project 

»102 Such speculation could easily be replaced with actual analysis, but the 
DEIR fails to discuss, for example, actual current numbers of police calls to the Project 
site as compared with anticipated calls after Project construction, and fails to incorporate 
specific crime-reducing Project design features as mitigation measures. Furthermore, 
those mitigation measures which are included should be more specific in order to ensure 
proper mitigation; for example, while on-site security personnel are required, no mention 
is made of the number of guards required or at what hours they are required to be present.

could include.

99 DEIR, p. IV.L-10.
DEIR, pp. IV.M. 1-5-7, IV.M.2-6 
DEIR, p. IV.M.2-4.
DEIR, p. IV.M.2-4-5.

100

101

102

25



b. Parks and Recreation

The community surrounding the Project area has 0.42 acres of neighborhood and 
community park acreage per 1,000 people, which is dramatically lower than the City’s 
standard ratio of four acres per 1,000 people. The DEIR should require measures such as 
additional open space and recreation opportunities for current residents, given the already 
limited resources in the area, in order to ensure Project impacts to parks and recreation do 
not exacerbate the current situation.

The DEIR concludes the Project will not have significant impacts to parks and recreation, 
but this conclusion is partly based on the fact that the Project’s common open space 
“includes areas that would be fully open to the public.” No attempt is made, however, to 
guarantee that the public will actually access and use the facilities provided, and the 
majority of Project open spaces are comprised of “passive” open space. Project design 
features should be included which advertise the availability of Project open space to the 
public, direct the public to resources available to them, and which foster an environment 
of open and inclusive use of the open space by all members of the community. Further, 
such open spaces should accommodate the specific open space and recreational needs of 
the local community, such as including active recreation opportunities.

XIV. The DEER Should Have Chosen the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative to the Project, As Required by CEQA

CEQA clearly indicates that “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if 
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which would substantially 
lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects.” The DEIR analyzed five 
alternative projects, and found that the Reduced Height/Reduced Signage alternative 
would be environmentally superior to the Project, and “would meet most of the objectives 
of the Project, to the same degree as the Project.” The DEIR concludes that the Reduced 
Height/Reduced Signage alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts 
of the Project with regard to visual quality, light and glare, and cumulative traffic noise, 
and it would decrease the air quality, freeway health risk, and transportation impacts. 
Because this alternative is feasible and would substantially lessen the environmental 
effects of the Project, CEQA requires that it be adopted instead of the proposed project. 
Public agencies are prohibited by CEQA from approving the Project as currently 
proposed.

XV. Conclusion

In conclusion, we believe that the DEIR is flawed, and fails to account for a number of 
significant impacts and corresponding mitigation measures. The DEIR must be revised to 
fully correct the deficiencies outlined herein, and must be recirculated with an extended 
public comment period to provide for meaningful public review of the Project. 
Incorporated into these comments by reference are the health impact study for the Project

103 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15021(a)(2).
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prepared by Human Impact Partners and attached to this letter104, and the entire record for 
the Project, including the written and oral record of all hearings and submissions.

Thank you for your consideration. Please contact Alexander Hamden (Legal Aid 
Foundation of Los Angeles) at (213) 640-3851, or Joseph Donlin (Strategic Actions for a 
Just Economy), at (213) 745-9961, with any questions or requests.

Sincerely,

The Blazers 
CDTech
Esperanza Community Housing 
Corporation
LA Black Worker Center 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Los Angeles

PVJOBS
St. Agnes Church
St. Francis Center
St. John's Well Child & Family Center 
St. Mark's Lutheran Church 
Strategic Actions for a Just Economy 
T.R.U.S.T. South LA 
United University Church

104 Human Impact Partners, “Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Reef Development Project in 
South Central Los Angeles” (October, 2015).
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ATTACHMENT

Human Impact Partners

Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Reef 
Development Project in South Central Los Angeles

66
*9

October, 2015
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Some focus group participants from the area antici
pate they may become homeless.

INTRODUCTION
The Reef Development Project plans for the total 
renovation and expansion of a commercial area in 
South Central Los Angeles - an area that is located in 
the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area and 
the City’s 9th Council District. The project would cover 
9.7 acres, and would include a 208-room hotel, two 
high-rise condominium towers, 528 mid-rise residen
tial units, and 21 low-rise live/work residential units.

“I keep thinking, ‘What am I going to do if this 
doesn’t work out? Where am I going to go? Am I going 
to see my neighbors again? Where am I going to find 
this kind of community again? Going to have to start 
over. Going to be homeless, without a family.’"
-Anayetzy

This research project, informed by a Health Impact 
Assessment framework, was conducted to provide 
empirical data on the potential health and equity 
impacts that the proposed Reef Development Project 
could have on the South Central Los Angeles commu
nity, and to propose recommendations to the devel
opers and the City. The study was conducted with the 
additional goal to engage and empower community 
members, including neighborhood residents and 
stakeholders, to participate in the development 
process.

WHY THIS MATTERS TO HEALTH
Community residents who experience financial 
strain and/or displacement may experience a wide 
variety of chronic stress-related physical and mental 
illnesses, including anxiety, depression, hypertension, 
heart disease, obesity, diabetes, and sleep disorders. 
Additional constraints on health-protecting resources 
and exposures to health-damaging environments 
such as substandard and overcrowded housing could 
further contribute to a variety of negative health 
outcomes. Disruption of social networks can lead 
to additional health challenges, including exposure 
to fragmented social environments that have higher 
rates of violence and sexually transmitted diseases.Key Finding: The Reef Development Project will 

place thousands of South Central Los Angeles 
residents at high or very high risk of financial 
strain or displacement.

Multi-generational traumas can result from serial 
forced displacement resulting in a condition called 
“root shock”. Black and Latin@ residents who located 
to South Central Los Angeles to escape racial and 
political discrimination and violence brought with 
them the memories and traumas of previous displace
ments, which could be exacerbated by this project.

FINDINGS
Gentrification often results when developments like 
the Reef Development Project occur in neighbor
hoods like South Central. Gentrification can lead to 
financial strain and indirect displacement - a kind of 
displacement that occurs when residents and busi
nesses are gradually priced out of the area and must 
involuntarily leave.

THE CONTEXT
Displacement and financial pressures from the Reef 
Development Project will happen within the context 
of ongoing challenges with housing affordability and 
homelessness that are happening in the area.

• Los Angeles lost 65% of state and federal funding 
for affordable housing between 2009 and 2014

• Over half a million affordable rental homes are 
needed in the city

• Lack of affordable housing is the main cause of 
homelessness in the U.S.

• Los Angeles has the largest homeless population 
of any urban area in the U.S.

An estimated 4,445 renters who live within % mile of 
the proposed Reef Development Project are already 
experiencing housing cost burdens and could be at 
high or very high risk of financial strain or displace
ment as a result of the development. An additional 
39,311 renters who live between 'A mile and 2 miles of 
the project could be at moderate risk. Overall, 52% of 
the nearly 84,000 residents living within 2 miles of the 
project could be at risk of financial strain or displace
ment as a result of the Reef Development Project.

4



Most South Central Los Angeles households are 
occupied by renters and nearly half of residents are in 
poverty. On average, neighborhood residents earn half 
the household income as the City as a whole. Many 
businesses do not have leases for their business 
spaces, or have leases that will expire soon.

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS
The developers of the Reef Development Project and 
the City of Los Angeles have a unique opportunity to 
develop this property in a way that reduces the poten
tial to further traumatize and harm the physical and 
mental health of current residents through increased 
financial strain and displacement.

South
Central

City of 
Los Angeles Rather than continuing the legacy of racism and 

segregation through the replacement of current 
residents with those who hold more economic and 
political power, the developers and the City have an 
opportunity to engage in a cutting-edge trauma-in
formed approach to community development. Trauma 
Informed Community Building (TICB) is a new inno
vative approach to development that recognizes the 
existing community as assets and uses these assets 
as the building blocks for the future. Developers 
and the City of Los Angeles should work together to 
ensure that the Reef Development Project is devel
oped using the four guiding principles of TICB: 1) Do 
no harm, 2) Acceptance, 3) Community empowerment, 
and 4) Reflective process. Findings from this study 
show that the community already has assets such 
as social cohesion among community members and 
among small business owners and the community. 
The development should be structured in a way that 
honors and enhances these assets.

$77,000$36,830Average household 
income*

45%Residents in 
poverty*

22%

79% 62%Renters*
$1830$1000Median monthly 

rent for 1 bdrm 
apt**__________

41% 14%> 1 person per room 
(overcrowded)*
Workers who took 
transit to work*

26% 11%

49% 67%Workers who drove 
alone to work*

* 2009-2013 American Community Survey 
Zumper.com, Sept. 2015**

Residents are already struggling intensely to afford 
housing, and are engaging in a variety of methods 
to address this problem: by making difficult choices 
on what necessities to do without, by living in over
crowded and substandard housing, and by looking for 
additional sources of income.

The project should be developed in collaboration with 
community members to ensure that economic oppor
tunities and affordable housing options are incor
porated into the plan. As Benjamin Torres, President 
and CEO of CDTech states, “South LA residents aren’t 
trying to keep outsiders out of their backyards; they 
just want a fair opportunity to be able to stay.” In 
addition to these overarching recommendations to 
take a TICB approach and to develop the project with 
community members, we also recommend a number 
of specific actions for the developers to implement 
directly and/or though a community benefits agree
ment, and also for the City to consider.

Despite these challenges, residents and small busi
ness owners in the neighborhood have developed 
strong social ties and a sense of attachment to the 
area, and they want to stay. Many of the residents and 
businesses in South Central have been in the neigh
borhood for 10-20 years or more.

Residents of the neighborhood came to South Central 
seeking economic opportunity, and built a thriving 
community. Over time, however, the city began to 
engage in a variety of differentpolicies that led to 
increased segregation, concentrated poverty, and 
limited opportunity.This was followed by prolonged 
civic disinvestment that has perpetuated poverty and 
segregation to this day.
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ABOUT THIS REPORT
This study is based on a Health Impact Assessment 
(HIA) framework. HIA is a public engagement and 
decision-support tool that can be used to assess 
project plans and make recommendations to improve 
health outcomes associated with those plans. The 
fundamental goal of HIA is to ensure that health and 
health inequities are considered in decision-making 
processes using an objective and scientific approach, 
and engaging stakeholders in the process.

“If they’re going to go forward with [the Reef devel
opment], ... take us into account and [have] oppor
tunities for us. Don’t leave us out. Don’t discriminate 
against us. We’re human beings and we have needs. 
We are not living for free. We are paying our rent 
with the sweat from our brows. Right now, we aren’t 
making it. We aren’t even living day-to-day. I want 
this to be considered. But they’re not going to take 
us into account. They’re pushing us to the brink.”
- Natividad

The following methods were employed in this project:

• Review of the scientific (peer-reviewed) and grey 
(non peer-reviewed) literature;

• Analysis of existing data sources, such as the 
American Community Survey and from the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Health;

• Focus groups with residents of South Central Los 
Angeles; and

• Interviews with small business owners, the 
principal of a local school, a researcher from the 
University of Southern California, and a pastor 
from a local church.

V
“We gotta remember that this used to be a healthy 
community. We gotta work on rebuilding up what 
we used to have.” - Cynthia This project was conducted by Human Impact 

Partners of Oakland, CA in partnership with 
Esperanza Community Housing Corporation and 
Strategic Actions for a Just Economy. Further guid
ance, direction, content, and framing was provided 
by advisory committee members from: Community 
Development Technologies, TRUST South LA, 
Physicians for Social Responsibility - Los Angeles, 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Public Counsel, 
St. Francis Center, Advancement Project, All People’s 
Community Center, Los Angeles County Public Health 
Department, Occidental College, and a community 
advocate/column writer.

This project was supported by funding from 
The California Endowment.

Human Impact Partners works to transform the poli
cies and places people need to live healthy lives by 
increasihgthe consideration of health and equity in 
decision-making.

For more about Human Impact Partners or to access 
the full report and sources cited in this summary, 
visit: www.humanimpact.org.
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and the establishment of new renter protections in the 
surrounding neighborhoods.
To achieve neighborhood stabilization goals, resources 
should prioritize residents who are most vulnerable to 
displacement in the areas closest to the project site.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funds for staffing tenant organizing/advocacy 
and legal services initiatives.
Funds for tenant associations and emergency 
rental assistance.

RECOMMENDATIONS

oProduce and Protect 
Affordable Housing:

inMM

Affordable housing should be provided, with a diverse 
strategy of both producing new on- and off-site units and 
preserving old units. An emphasis should be put on providing 
housing for families, and a significant portion of housing 
should be set aside for extremely low income people.

Through Developer

New on-site units at levels of affordability 
that reach very low income and extremely low 
income residents.
Example: On-site housing: 25% of units afford
able to very low income households.
Total rental apartments for renters: 15% 
for residents with very low incomes (those 
who make less than 50% of the area median 
income) and 10% for residents with extremely 
low incomes (those who make less than 30% 
of the area median income).

City

Funds for tenant associations and emergency 
rent relief.
Enforcement of existing renter protections.
Establish enforceable “anti-displacement/no 
net loss” zones within a 1-mile radius of the 
project site. Create a community-City part
nership to monitor and collaborate around 
anti-displacement efforts.

MB■r

i 11* * • •£%

House and Protect 
the Homeless:

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funds for acquiring land and building new 
off-site units.
Funds to preserve and rehab existing units.
Example: $20,000,000 paid to City Affordable 
Housing Trust Fund or community benefits 
fund for affordable housing.

City

Target new investments and policies to achieve 
new off-site affordable units.
Preserve old/existing affordable units.

o
Funding should be provided to house and protect the home
less in the area. In addition to producing/financing perma
nent supportive housing, their rights to rest and to maintain 
possessions in encampments must be protected and they 
should be provided with facilities and case management 
services.m

Through Developer

Provide on-site rent-free facilities for case 
management services. Maintain rent-free 
status for 20 years.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funds for permanent supportive housing for 
chronically homeless residents.
Funds for case management services.

City

Provide facilities and case management 
services.
Enforce/enact policies to protect the rights of 
the homeless.

■
I »«ll lill

m

o
Prevent Displacement:

Programs should be put in place to prevent the displace
ment of local residents from their homes. Measures should 
include staffing for renter advocacy and organizing initia
tives, funds for tenant associations and emergency rental 
assistance, enforcement of existing renter protections,

7



Create Good Jobs and Career 
Pathways for Local Residents:

Support Small Businesses:
f m

Small businesses, both on- and off-site, should be 
supported with funding, support, and technical assistance. 
Care should be taken to support existing community
serving small businesses in the neighborhood. Innovative 
models that enhance economic security for residents 
vulnerable to displacement - such as cooperative 
businesses run by local residents - should be supported.

Through Developer

Example: Create incubator space for local and 
community-based small businesses.
Provide a percentage of retail space at 
discounted rent levels for community-serving 
businesses that are culturally and economi
cally accessible to local residents.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funds for support and technical assistance for 
both on-site and off-site small businesses.
Example: 10% of retail space for community
serving businesses at discounted rent.
$300,000 for small business support fund.

City

Support and technical assistance for both 
on-site and off-site small businesses.
Establish programs/policies to protect off-site 
businesses from displacement due to rising 
rents.

A Community Jobs Training and Placement program should 
be created to provide jobs for local residents, including 
construction jobs created by the development and 
permanent jobs with the businesses located on site after 
construction.
Funding should be provided for workforce development 
and job pipelines. Local high schools should be partners 
in developing career pathways for students, and the 
community should have an ongoing role in monitoring jobs 
programs. c.......

<fll Through Developer

Examples:
Construction jobs for the development: 40% 
local hiring, with 20% for disadvantaged 
residents including those who are homeless or 
aged-out foster youth.
Future retail jobs: 50% local hiring, with 30% 
for disadvantaged residents.
Maintenance jobs: 100% local residents and 
require a living wage.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Establish a policy through the CBA for commu
nity-based monitoring and enforcement of 
local and targeted hiring policies. Provide 
funding to support this activity.
Funds for workforce development and job 
pipelines, including community-based training 
and placement programs.
Example: $300,000 to community benefits 
fund to support Jobs Coordinator and the 
creation of a Community Jobs Training and 
Placement program.

City

Funds for workforce development and job 
pipelines to supplement project-related funds.
Leverage existing City services to bolster 
Community Jobs Training and Placement 
program.

I
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Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Programs should be put in place to make sure 
that neighborhood residents are not criminal
ized or targeted by security staff.
Establish a community board overseeing the 
policies and practices of on-site and off-site 
security.

City

Work in collaboration with the on-site commu
nity oversight board to extend the anti-crim
inalization policies and practices to include 
City and County police forces.
Police should be available to protect the 
residents of the area, but at the same time, 
programs should be put in place to make 
sure that neighborhood residents are not 
criminalized or targeted by police or other 
security staff.

Maintain Public Transit Use 
by Local Residents:

m
1|f|ij

Access to public transit should be maintained for those who 
most utilize it and depend upon it - the current residents of 
the neighborhood. Utilize actions listed above for housing 
and economic development to avoid replacing current tran
sit-users living in a transit-oriented neighborhood with new 
residents who will be less likely to use transit.

Through Developer

Provide monthly transit passes to tenants 
living in affordable housing units on site.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funds to provide monthly transit passes to 
tenants living in affordable housing units off 
site.

■T-Si « i 
i t i l i • * io

Provide Green Space for 
Neighborhood Residents:

City

Maximize City, County and transit agency 
services for low-income transit riders in 
the area.

— ■
•Gl

Green space created by new development should be made 
public and open to neighborhood residents, with space 
planned for community gardens and local produce sales. 
Funding should be provided to create and improve off site 
parks and to carry on active programming for children and 
families.

Protect the Safety and 
Security of the Community: Through Developer

Green space created by the development 
should be made public and open to neigh
borhood residents, with space planned for 
community gardens and local produce sales.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funding should be provided to create and 
improve off site parks and to carry on active 
programming for children and families.

City

Funding should be provided to create and 
improve off site parks and to carry on active 
programming for children and families.

Flit: i • ■ ■

The safety and security of the community should be 
protected. Police should be available to protect the resi
dents of the area, but at the same time, programs should 
be put in place to make sure that neighborhood residents, 
including homeless residents, are not criminalized or 
targeted by police or other security staff.

Through Developer

Create event programming on site to raise 
awareness and build capacity among commu
nity members and security professionals 
around anti-criminalization practices.
Rules and regulations should be put in place 
so that low-income residents are not discrim
inated against, by management or other resi
dents, within the development.

o
T5T
aii
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ABOUT THIS STUDY

identified census tracts to use, and a contact from 
the Office of Health Assessment and Epidemiology at 
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health 
identified the community planning area most closely 
aligned with the collection of their health data.

GOALS AND PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to provide empirical data 
on the potential health and equity impacts that the 
proposed Reef Development Project (also called the 
“Reef Project”) could have on the South Central Los 
Angeles community and to propose recommendations 
to developers and the City to address those impacts. 
An additional goal is to engage and empower commu
nity members, including neighborhood residents, 
and stakeholders to participate in the development 
process.

Additional data was obtained, analyzed, and utilized 
from a survey of South Central neighborhood resi
dents conducted by SAJE in 2015 and a survey of 
small business owners conducted by CDTech in 2015.

See Appendices A-C for more information on the HIA, 
stakeholder engagement, and methods used.FRAMEWORK

This study is based on a Health Impact Assessment 
(HIA) framework. HIA is a public engagement and 
decision-support tool that can be used to assess 
policy proposals and make recommendations to 
improve health outcomes associated with those 
proposals. The fundamental goal of an HIA is to 
ensure that health and health inequities are consid
ered in decision-making processes using an objective 
and scientific approach, and engaging stakeholders in 
the process.

The report will be submitted in response to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report that was released on 
September 17,2015.

OUR PERSPECTIVE ON HEALTH
This project brings a public health and equity 
perspective to the decisions about the Reef 
Development Project in South Central. Given this, it 
is important to understand what is meant by “health” 
in this report. We use the World Health Organization’s 
definition: “Health is a state of complete physical, 
mental, and social well-being and not merely the 
absence of disease or infirmity.

METHODS
This report focuses on understanding the effects of 
the proposed development on gentrification, financial 
strain, and displacement. We employed the following 
methods:

J»1

While health is influenced by our genes and the 
personal choices we make, over 50% of our health 
and well-being is determined by social and environ
mental conditions, such as where we live, whether 
we have a job, and larger social and political forces 
like racism and sexism.2 The public health community 
calls these the social determinants of health, or the 
circumstances in which people are born, grow up, live, 
learn, work, and age and the systems in place to deal 
with illness. These circumstances are shaped by a 
wider set of economic and social policies, and there 
are many opportunities for such policies to promote 
health and build healthy communities.3

• Review of the scientific (peer-reviewed) and grey 
(non peer-reviewed) literature;

• Analysis of existing data sources, such as the 
American Community Survey (2009-2013) and 
data from the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health (2011);

• Focus groups with 41 residents of the South 
Central Los Angeles neighborhood; and

• Interviews with six subject matter experts, 
including small business owners, the principal of 
a local school, a researcher from the University of 
Southern California, and a pastor from a local church.

In this context, we recognize that the social and 
economic factors that influence housing conditions, 
gentrification and displacement could also influence 
the health and equity impacts of new development 
on the residents currently residing in the community. 
Therefore, this report includes a discussion of the 
social and economic factors that determine our health.

The data collection area for what is referred to as 
South Central for this study was established through 
consultation with community partners that work 
in the area. Partners from Esperanza and SAJE

10



HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF SOUTH CENTRAL 
LOS ANGELES

“[Second Baptist Church was] organized in 1885 - 
it is the oldest black Baptist church in LA, unin
terrupted for the last 130years.... [The current] 
location was built in 1926 by noted black architect 
Paul Williams... It is a cultural landmark and it is 
designated by the Department of the Interior as a 
historic site... When the property was purchased 
and the building was erected, this was the hub of 
the black community. The only hotel where black 
entertainers could stay when they came to the City 
was nearby, there was a black newspaper in the 
area... People would walk to church... there was 
involvement in civil rights, and MLK spoke here...”
- Pastor Epps, Second Baptist Church

The City of Los Angeles, which was once a part of 
Mexico, has always included Latin®1 residents. In 
more recent history, the neighborhood of South 
Central Los Angeles has reflected changing demo
graphics and city landscapes. For at least the last 80 
years, residents of South Central have primarily been 
people of color who relocated to the neighborhood to 
seek economic opportunity and to escape discrimina
tion and violence in other areas.

Los Angeles became a major destination for African 
Americans during the 1940s, with the increase in 
demand for wartime manufacturing jobs drawing 
people away from areas of discrimination and 
violence in other parts of the U.S.4 The African 
American population in Los Angeles leaped from 
75,000 in 1940 to 650,000 in 1965.6 Leading up to 
WWII, South Central developed into the most predom
inant of several concentrated African American 
regions in Los Angeles, home to primarily middle- 
class homeowners. South Central was one of the 
only parts of Los Angeles where African Americans 
could own property, owing to the existence of racially 
restrictive covenants on property in most of the 
city.6 After race-based zoning was found unconsti
tutional in 1917, these covenants, enforced by law, 
became one of the primary mechanisms to produce 
segregation.4

White residents, fueled by fears about declining 
property values and enticed by public subsidies avail
able for suburban homeownership, began to move 
to suburban areas farther away from the urban core 
in a migration pattern that became known as “white 
flight”.7-4 The shift in population resulted in a further 
concentration of low-income people of color in 
increasingly disinvested urban centers, with African 
American residents making up the majority popu
lation of South Los Angeles", and Latin@s concen
trating primarily throughout East Los Angeles cities.8 
As a result, inner-cities like South Central came to 
represent areas of isolation for low-income commu
nities of color in neighborhoods that lacked viable 
economic and social opportunities and services that 
are “critical for full participation” in society.9

African American residents developed South Central 
into an active community, with thriving businesses, 
including many jazz and R&B clubs.6 Pastor Epps, who 
leads the Second Baptist Church, located in South 
Central Los Angeles approximately one mile south
east of the Reef project area, describes the context 
of when his church was built and what the African 
American community was like atthetime, and for the 
decades to follow.

Though the U.S. Supreme Court struck the right to 
enact restrictive covenants on real estate based 
on race in 1948, allowing African Americans some 
movement into the more suburban areas of Los 
Angeles, public and private entities continued to 
segregate people of color in the inner cities of South 
and East Los Angeles.8 The U.S. postwar period and 
the decades to follow were infused with programs 
that relied on practices such as redlining and slum 
clearance to ‘clean up* disinvested urban neighbor
hoods.10 These urban renewal programs were and are 
widely criticized for being fundamentally discrimina
tory against low-income people and people of color, 
as so many of these programs revolved around the 
razing of low-income residential areas to construct 
residential, retail, entertainment, and office spaces 
that were unaffordable to existing residents.10These

bating) is used throughout this report to represent Latino/ 
Latina

" For the purposes of this report, the terms South Central 
Los Angeles and South Los Angeles are considered to 
reflect the same general area, though South Los Angeles 
may incorporate more area than the study area defined as 
South Central.

11



HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF SOUTH CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

unaffordable amenities were developed amidst inner 
city public housing dwellings that were not main
tained and did not meet the housing demand that 
was left as a result of slum clearance and the razing 
of blighted areas. This “persistent civic neglect, 
compounded by the postwar outmigration of much of 
the community’s middle and upper middle classes” 
further developed South Central into an area of 
concentrated poverty and social isolation for its 
predominantly African American population.

In the 1980s, South Central once again became a 
neighborhood where people of color relocated to seek 
economic opportunity and to escape discrimination 
and violence in other areas. As African Americans 
moved away from the inner cities to developing 
suburban areas like Riverside and Palmdale,14 South 
Central became a primary destination for incoming 
Latin@ immigrants seeking refuge from domestic 
political violence that was largely a result of U.S. 
intervention.15 South Central transformed from a 
demographic comprised of 20% Latin@ in 1980 to 
nearly 40% Latin@ in 1990.12These migrants were 
in search of affordable housing and work, which 
they could only find in manufacturing and low-wage 
service jobs—the two industries most accessible in 
South Central. Therefore, Latin@ residents came to 
represent the majority of the working poor in South 
Central and other inner cities of Los Angeles.11 Today, 
South Central is home to a resident population that 
is over 80% Latin@,16 primarily representing families 
originating from Mexico and Central America.
Los Angeles’ history of discriminatory zoning that 
led to segregation, along with prolonged civic 
disinvestment in its urban core, has had deep and 
sustained impacts on the current state of poverty 
and social isolation in South Central Los Angeles. 
Consequently, the City of Los Angeles—and the South 
Central neighborhood, in particular—continues to be 
an area of racial and ethnic tension and inequality, 
that perpetuates residential segregation and poverty 
concentration, specifically for low-income people of 
color.7'9'17

11

The 1965 Watts uprising occurred in South Central 
over a span of nearly one week. The uprising was 
in response to an incident of police brutality that 
took place in the Watts neighborhood on the night 
of August 11. The McCone Commission, however, 
released a report that focused on other factors that 
led to the uprising such as the “spiral of failure” 
that Los Angeles and other urban zones in the U.S. 
were producing.6The report referred to the lack of 
adequate education and employment opportuni
ties in neighborhoods like Watts and other areas 
in South Central that led to a spiral of frustrations, 
stress, violent outbreaks, and a lack of social success 
or mobility for those who lived in such disinvested 
and disadvantaged areas. The report addressed 
the “de facto segregation in the urban core,” and 
the difference in life outcomes that segregation 
produces for low-income people of color in rela
tion to their wealthier White counterparts.5 Another 
response to the Watts uprising was the outmigration 
of some African Americans to more eastern parts 
of the county like Compton, which was at the time a 
suburban, middle class area.4 This then sparked the 
migration of Latin@ residents into South Central, 
which took place gradually over the next couple of 
decades.8

11

Nearly thirty years later, the pattern repeated. The 
area experienced continued extreme economic 
inequality and racial tension due to persistent civic 
disinvestment. Another act of police brutality - this 
time the beating of Rodney King and the complete 
acquittal of all LAPD officers involved in the inci
dent - was met with the 1992 Los Angeles uprising. 
Author Joy DeGruy explained that these actions 
could be a manifestation of “post traumatic slave 
syndrome” when people experience hopelessness, 
depression, and anger as a result of multigenera- 
tional trauma and oppression, coupled with a lack of 
opportunity to heal or access resources available in 
society.

12

13
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THE REEF DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN THE CONTEXT 
OF SOUTH CENTRAL LOS ANGELES TODAY

The Reef Project plans for the total renovation and 
expansion of the existing Reef building which is 
located in the City’s 9th Council District in a commer
cial area in South Central Los Angeles. Currently the 
Reef is a 12-story building with 860,000 square feet 
of space located at 1933 S. Broadway (see Figure 1).
It houses LA Mart, a showroom for premium “gift, 
home furniture, and lifestyle lines,” Maker City LA, a 
co-working space with access to shared media and 
design tools, and the Magic Box, an event venue.

units, and 21 low-rise live/work residential units.19 
According to a local real estate blog, the development 
of the Reef Project has the potential to bring an “Arts- 
District-style reboot” to the neighborhood.20

Figure 2: Location of the proposed Reef 
Development Project. Currently zoned industrial, 
the project will require numerous public entitle
ments, including a general plan amendment and 
zone change.18

Figure 1: Location of proposed Reef Development 
Project XI
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To help understand the larger social context that the 
Reef project is taking place in - and the needs of the 
immediate community - in this section we describe 
who lives in the area and their health status; transit 
and housing characteristics of residents; and home
lessness, disinvestment, and policing.
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"caerife. ‘ Figure 3: A rendering of the proposed Reef 
Development Project, showing a mix of low-rise 
and high-rise buildings.
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The expanded Reef Project proposes modifications 
to the existing Reef building, atcmg-with construc
tion of 1.7 million square feet of new development 
on space currently occupied by surface parking lots 
and a warehouse, which would be demolished.19 
As described in the Initial Study for environmental 
review, the proposed mixed-use development would 
contain multiple buildings ranging from 85 to 420 feet 
in height, and a wide variety of uses, including resi
dential, commercial, retail/restaurant, hotel, grocery 
store, public open space, and at least 2,733 off-street 
parking spaces.19 In total the Project would cover 9.7 
acres, and would include a 208-room hotel, two high- 
rise condominium towers, 528 mid-rise residential
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THE REEF DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN THE CONTEXT OF SOUTH CENTRAL
LOS ANGELES TODAY

Educational attainment is lower in South Central than 
in Los Angeles, with 62% of residents having no high 
school diploma and only 6% with a Bachelor’s degree 
(Figure 6).

DEMOGRAPHICS
Demographics for the area surrounding the project 
are based on the census tracts shown in Figure 4. 
Collectively, these census Tracts comprise the area 
know as South Central. Figure 6: Educational Attainment in South Central 

and City of Los Angeles, 2009-2013
100%

Figure 4: Project area census tracts and Southeast 
Community Planning Area

90%Mtcnsarmemcr,*.' ‘'STAKES Center W ' /*+. SHJ f-l'Hvd Ht> *9
80%AHft wsiflirr

•Lm§ % Bachelor’s degree 
or higher

0*W * / 70%
S./ V

■Mil
uu

r: r ill.f . •-> •h■*

%
High school 
diploma

50%

/>
a«t -?lh st. mmhfit ■% 40%FMfffONOSSTf'C* e

62% No high school 
degree

30%

/'
3ftvcwrv .park’ '
/iT? 20%ii* ■ rn 26%10%hsi'-

•

iff
/

4W &st4 «*
0%

South Central City of Los Angeles 

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 2009-2013
per.* "
t • f'so.;

‘ *9

f
: //-.WmlMtssskd

_sur
*■/ South Central residents also earn less than half 

of their Los Angeles counterparts. From 2009
2013 the mean household income in South Central 
was about $36,830 as compared to $77,000 in Los 
Angeles. Respondents to the survey conducted by 
SAJE reported very low incomes, with 45% of the 131 
respondents reporting making under $10,000 a year 
(Tablel).
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Table 1: incomes Reported by Respondents to SAJE 
survey (N = 131) _____Reef Development Project 

I I South Central Study Area Census Tracts Percent of responsesAnnual income
Less than $10,000 45%

South Central has a significantly higher population of 
Latin@ residents (87%) as compared to Los Angeles 
as a whole (49%) (Figure 5).

Figure 5: Race/Ethnicity in South Central and City of 
Los Angeles, 2009-2013

$10,001-$20,000 40%
$20,000-$30,000 15%

Poverty rates are also high in the South Central: 45% 
of residents were in poverty compared to 22% in Los 
Angeles from 2009-2013.

City of LASouth Central Asian + Asian 
Pacific Islander 11%

Asian + Asian 
Pacific Islander 3% HEALTH STATUS

White 2% 
Other 1% The Los Angeles County Health Survey, conducted 

in 2011 by the County Department of Public Health, 
provides data on the health status of South Central 
residents.21 Health outcomes are reported for the 
Southeast Community Planning Area (CPA) and 
compared to the County of Los Angeles (rather than 
the City.) The Southeast CPA covers a considerably 
larger area than the census tracts used to report 
demographic data, and also does not include several 
of the northern tracts, as shown below in Figure 7.

A
—■

Other 2%

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 2009-2013
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THE REEF DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN THE CONTEXT OF SOUTH CENTRAL
LOS ANGELES TODAY

Figure 7: Southeast Community Planning Area (CPA) 
in relation to South Central census tracts
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TRANSIT AND COMMUTING
The 2014 Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan 
states that mixed-use areas, especially those 
developed in public transit rich neighborhoods, are 
designed to produce a “community where people 
can shop, live and work with reduced reliance on the 
automobile.”23 The neighborhood is served by the 
Metro Blue Line, the most heavily used light rail line in 
Los Angeles,24 with the Line station located one block 
from the site.
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Table 2 describes the health of residents in the 
Southeast CPA and the County for several common 
measures of well-being. While there are little differ
ences for chronic diseases such as diabetes and 
hypertension, a much higher percentage of adults 
report that their health is “fair” or “poor” (rather than 
“excellent,” “very good,” or “good”) in the Southeast 
CPA than in the County as a whole. Self rated health 
status is widely considered to be a good predictor of 
illness and death.22

“I don’t even have a car. I walk everywhere. 
Fortunately things are close by."- Flavia

Census data confirms that residents of South Central 
are much more likely to take transit, and less likely to 
drive alone when commuting to work than residents 
of Los Angeles as a whole. As shown in Figure 8,26% 
of workers in South Central took transit to work, as 
compared to 11% in the City as a whole. These data do 
not capture how residents travel for other purposes, 
such as running errands, although residents in focus 
groups discussed their reliance on walking and 
transit for a variety of trip types.

Indeed the death rate is also significantly higher for 
the Southeast CPA than in the County, with 698 deaths 
per 100,000 people as compared to 581 deaths.
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HOUSING AFFORDABILITYFigure 8: Commute Mode in South Central and the 
City of Los Angeles, 2009-2013
South Central

Housing affordability is generally defined by how 
much income a household pays towards their 
housing costs (e.g. rent or mortgage, utilities, etc.) 
According to the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), households are consid
ered housing “cost burdened” if over 30% of their 
income is used to pay for housing, and extremely cost 
burdened if over 50% of income goes to housing. 
Generally housing is referred to as affordable if a 
household pays under 30% of their income towards 
housing costs, whether they live in market rate or 
subsidized housing. While these definitions are used 
in public policy contexts, they have serious limita
tions. This definition does not account for differences 
in household composition (e.g. single adults vs. fami
lies with children) and also does not consider how 
much money a household has left over after paying 
for housing.27 For a wealthy household, paying 30% 
or more of income towards housing could leave them 
with plenty of money to cover other needs, while a 
very low income household is likely to have trouble 
making ends meet.
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HOUSING
Renter households dominate South Central, to a 
much greater extent than the City of Los Angeles.
From 2009-2013,79% of occupied housing units in 
South Central were home to renters, compared to 62% 
in Los Angeles. Among the households surveyed by 
SAJE, 93% rented their homes, and many respondents 
reported having lived in their homes for many years.

27

In early 2015, the Southern California Association of 
Non-Profit Housing estimated that a family would 
need to earn $34 an hour, or almost $72,000 per year, 
to rent the average apartment in Los Angeles County 
and pay no more than 30% of their income.28 While 
the city of Los Angeles recently voted to bring its 
minimum wage up to $15 over the next five years, 
the current minimum wage is $9 an hour. At this 
rate, it would require about 3.75 full-time minimum 
wage jobs to pay for the average Los Angeles County 
apartment.

Table 3 shows that of the 104 respondents, more than 
half have lived in their homes for over 10 years. The 
average length of residency in the neighborhood for 
focus group participants was 21 years.

Table 3: Years Living in Home Reported by 
Respondents to SAJE survey (N = 104)

Percent of respondentsYears living in home
17%<2 years
34%5-10 years

Los Angeles is the 9th most expensive rental market 
in the country.29 As rents have been rising, renter 
household income has been declining: after adjusting 
for inflation, rents in Los Angeles County increased 
27% from 2000 to 2013, while median renter incomes 
declined by 7%.30 In order to meet the heeds of the 
lowest income households, over half a million afford
able rental homes are needed. Due to cuts in state 
and federal funds, Los Angeles lost 65% of funding 
for affordable housing between 2009 and 2014.30ln 
South Central the majority of households experience 
housing cost burdens, and many face extreme cost 
burdens, a reflection of both low incomes and rising 
housing costs. Figure 9 shows that 38% of households 
pay over half their income towards housing costs in 
South Central, compared with 19% in Los Angeles.

14%10-15 years
14%15-20 years
21%>20 years

Zumper, a rental real estate market trend and real 
estate listing company, reports that rents in the City 
of Los Angeles reached an all time high in September 
of 2015. Median asking rent for one-bedroom apart
ments in Los Angeles was $1,830.26 In comparison, 
median rent for a one-bedroom in South Central was 
$1,000, one of the lowest neighborhood rents in the 
City. Respondents to the SAJE survey reported lower 
rents: an average monthly rent of $852, for a variety of 
apartment sizes. This is likely a reflection of the fact 
that many respondents live in rent stabilized apart
ments, and have been living in these apartments for 
many years.
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Figure 9: Percent of Cost-Burdened Households in 
South Central and the City of Los Angeles, 2009-2013
100%

HOMELESSNESS
Los Angeles County has the largest homeless popu
lation of all urban areas in the U.S., with a dispro
portionately large percentage of the population 
remaining unsheltered.31 The City of Los Angeles 
estimated that 52% of their City’s recorded need for 
shelter went unmet in 2014.32 Though Los Angeles 
officials state that they expect the overall homeless 
population to “decrease moderately” in the next year, 
they also expect that the emergency resources that 
they have to provide shelter to homeless individuals 
and families will “decrease substantially.
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In 2015,25,686 people were counted as homeless 
in the City of Los Angeles, which represents a 12% 
increase since 2013.33 Council District 9 has the 
second largest Council District homeless population 
in the City, counted at 2,395 people. Council District 9 
includes both the Reef Development Project area and 
Skid Row (an area said to contain nearly 3% of the 
County’s homeless population, while only making up 
.0001% of its land area).34 Seventy percent of those 
who are homeless in Los Angeles County remain 
unsheltered and makeshift shelters (e.g. tents and 
vehicles) have increased by 85% in the past four 
years.33 The standard monthly public cost for home
less individuals is $2,879, a cost five-times greater 
than their counterparts who have received housing.

Focus group participants report that people in the 
neighborhood are already struggling to pay for housing.

“I regularly have to ask to borrow money to cover 
rent, otherwise I don’t pay other bills... I usually 
ask friends, relatives, acquaintances.”-Ana 31

“Rent is totally out of this world... The rent for a 
single is $800. When you’re only bringing home... 
minimum wage, it’s a rat race. Constantly chasing 
our tails.” - Yolanda

PROLONGED CIVIC DISINVESTMENT
People who live in the neighborhood report experi
ences that represent prolonged and sustained civic 
disinvestment in South Central, indicating that the 
historical context is still relevant today.“I look at what home costs are now, even rental 

prices, its nearly impossible for a person to work in 
the community and purchase a home, especially 
for young people. And a lot of the homes are... so 
expensive.” - Angelica

“The city’s out there giving out all these parking 
tickets. As long as they’re getting their ticket 
money out of South Central, it’s alright. The City’s 
perpetuating the whole thing. They don’t make 
sure that people are doing their jobs and picking 
up the trash. Its institutional racism, and its 
directed at South Central.” - Wallace

“Sometimes it takes two or three months to pay 
rent, but they know that the income isn’t stable. 
They don’t come knocking on our door or anything 
because they know that when we have money we 
will pay it. We’re not not paying because we don’t 
want to. But either way, the worry is there. I feel 
terrible. Sometimes, when I see them I rush inside 
because I’m embarrassed. But I’ve been here for 35 
years and they know I’ll pay.” - Antonia
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“They need to sweep the streets, especially around 
the commercial places, for there to be more 
lights, more security. They need to paint all the 
tagged streets. Our neighborhood looks terrible... 
We do pay our taxes, but they don’t do anything.”
- Georgina

“They tell us that we can call a phone number and 
they’ll come pick that old sofa you don’t need, but 
if 2-3 weeks pass and no one picks up the sofa? We 
need an answer to our calls, we need to make sure 
those services are there.” - Patricia

POLICING/SECURITY
The issue of policing and security in the neighbor
hood is complex, with many residents mentioning 
that they would like a greater sense of security in the 
neighborhood, and at the same time acknowledging 
that sometimes the greatest threat they feel in the 
neighborhood comes from the police. Some reflect on 
how they have seen a greater police presence in the 
neighborhood now that higher income groups have 
started to move in.

“They don’t police these streets enough:
- Carthon

“/ do like to see that other people are moving in 
here in the neighborhood because you do see more 
protection, safety, more police patrolling.”
- Salvador

“I’m worried about getting harassed and shot. And 
that’s by the police. Every time I pass the corner 
store, I’m thinking, ‘Don’t shoot. Wallaceiff

“If we recall how downtown LA looked 20-30years 
ago... now it’s completely different... there’s more 
security, perhaps because the capitalists have the 
funds to improve security and we don’t have that.” 
-Julio
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THE EFFECTS OFTHE REEF DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
ON GENTRIFICATION, FINANCIAL STRAIN, AND 
DISPLACEMENT

• Financial strain and displacement of current residents
• Increases in physical and mental illness

Reef Development Project 
in South Central Los Angeles > 7 !Gentrification

Based on the current Reef Development Project 
proposal, data about the current context of South 
Central where the development is proposed to occur, 
and the research on the relationships between gentri
fication, financial strain, and displacement that is 
detailed in the chapters that follow, we predict that 
the Reef Development Project would have the effects 
that are described below. “There has to be an impact, whatever it is. Of 

course there’s gonna be a lot of changes. And it 
would be great if those changes happened in a way 
that was going to help the neighborhood, like 
creating jobs for example. But it doesn’t usually 
happen that way... makes you feel like they don’t 
core.”-Francisco

INCREASE IN FINANCIAL STRAIN AND 
DISPLACEMENT OF CURRENT RESIDENTS
Large developments like the Reef project in neigh
borhoods like South Central often result in gentrifi
cation, which can drive housing costs up, and add to 
the financial strain of those in the area. Residents 
are already struggling immensely to afford housing, 
and are engaging in a variety of methods to address 
this problem, by making difficult choices about what 
necessities to do without, by living in overcrowded 
and substandard housing, and by looking for addi
tional sources of income.

“It’s frustrating when you see people move in and 
just drop the cash. It’s privilege.” - AnayetzyDespite these challenges, people in the neigh

borhood have developed strong social ties and a 
sense of attachment to the area. Business owners 
have also developed strong ties to their customers. 
Gentrification driven by the Reef Project could lead 
residents and businesses to be displaced as they 
are priced out of the area. Many of the residents of 
South Central have likely experienced serial forced 
displacement, perhaps even through multiple gener
ations. This experience can have a cumulative impact 
resulting in a condition called root shock that is a 
source of trauma. Recent research indicates that 
intergenerational trauma can have such signifi
cant health impacts that it can alter genes to make 
them more susceptible to stress in subsequent 
generations.

In order to assess vulnerability to rising housing 
costs and displacement, we calculated the number of 
cost-burdened renter households living in proximity 
to the Reef Project. Specifically, we looked at house
holds located within 14 mile, 'A mile, 1 mile and 2 
miles of the development, in South Central, as shown 
in Figure 10.

We found that an estimated 4,445 renters who live 
within 'A mile of the proposed Reef Development 
Project are already experiencing housing cost 
burdens and could be at high or very high risk of 
financial strain or displacement as a result of the 
development. An additional 39,311 renters who live 
between 'A mile and 2 miles of the project could be 
at moderate risk. Overall, 52% of the nearly 84,000 
residents living within 2 miles of the project could be 
at risk of financial strain or displacement as a result 
of the Reef Development Project. (See Table 4).

When focus group participants were asked what they 
thought about developments like the Reef Project, 
some reflected on the context discussed above.
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Table 4: Rent-burdened households in proximity to the Reef Development Project

Risk Level for finan
cial strain and/or 
displacement

Reef tracts in 
buffer

All cost
burdened renter 
households

All people in cost 
burdened renter 
households

Likelihood of 
property value 
increase

Total people per 
risk category

Very High403 1,294Very high 1/4 mile 1,294
High1/4-1/2 mile 976 3,151 3,151High

12,799 Moderate1/2 -1 mile 3,469Moderate
39,311

6,172 26,512 Moderate1 - 2 milesModerate
43,756Total

are already facing, and the increased pressures resi
dents will face as a result of the Reef project.

Figure 10: Buffer Zones Surrounding the Reef Project
2 Til 'ir
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Project sponsors, however, do not see it as their 
responsibility to respond to these challenges. The 
Reef Development Project plan currently contains 
“no mention of affordable housing for this low-in
come neighborhood.”36Furthermore, the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)37 states the 
following: “...Because no residential units currently 
exist on-site, development of the Project would not 
remove existing housing; thus, no housing would be 
displaced. Therefore, impacts related to housing 
growth and housing displacement would be less than 
significant,” (p. IV.L-10). The DEIR also states, “The 
Project would not displace substantial numbers of 
people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere," (p. IV.A-9).
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This approach to measuring displacement is woefully 
inadequate. Given the extensive research indicating 
how the process of indirect displacement occurs 
through financial strain and lack of affordable 
housing options, the project cannot only look at its 
effects on direct displacement - even if that is in 
compliance with the local law. With thousands of 
people at risk of displacement due to this project 
- and the historical context of development, segre
gation, and trauma experienced byThe community - 
project sponsors have a responsibility to examine how 
their project can mitigate its potential effects through 
the provision of affordable housing in response to the 
existing need and through displacement prevention 
strategies.

j-i i
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Reef Development Project 
I I South Central Study Area Census Tracts

Another category of people who could be vulner
able to displacement are those who live in currently 
deed-restricted housing that is at risk of converting 
to market-rate units because of expiring subsidies. 
We analyzed data provided by the California Housing 
Partnership Corporation35 on subsidized affordable 
housing and identified 1,068 units in South Central 
funded through federal and state programs. This does 
not include public housing or any housing that may 
have been funded exclusively through local programs. 
Of these units, 152 are potentially at risk of 
converting to market-rate within the next 10 years. 
For-profit owners of currently subsidized units are 
likely to have greater incentives for converting those 
units to market-rate as rents appreciate.

Many residents have already engaged in many 
different strategies to help them afford housing at 
current prices. When asked where they would move if 
they could no longer afford to stay, many people said 
they could not think of another place.This study has demonstrated the significant housing 

affordability challenges that residents in South Central
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“We’ve gone to look at houses in Lancaster. How 
far are we gonna go? M/e get so far to the point 
where it just makes no sense. It would take me 2 
hours to get home, 2 hours to get back, and it just 
makes no sense." - Angelica

INCREASES IN PHYSICAL AND
MENTAL ILLNESS
Community residents who experience financial 
strain and/or displacement may experience a wide 
variety of chronic stress-related physical and mental 
illnesses, including anxiety, depression, hypertension, 
heart disease, obesity, diabetes, and sleep disorders. 
Additional constraints on health-protecting resources 
and exposures to health-damaging environments 
such as substandard and overcrowded housing could 
further contribute to a variety of negative health 
outcomes, including hunger, inadequate childhood 
nutrition, and poor childhood growth, higher risks 
for respiratory diseases, infectious disease, lead 
poisoning, injuries, and mortality. Disruption of social 
networks through forced serial displacement and 
root shock can lead to additional health challenges 
including exposure to fragmented social environ
ments that have higher rates of violence and sexually 
transmitted diseases. Multi-generational traumas 
of this nature can potentially influence the genetic 
makeup of future generations, leaving them more 
physiologically susceptible to the impacts of stress.

“They’re pushing everyone out to Palmdale, 
Lancaster—/ don’t know about the rest of you but 
I’m not going to San Bernardino. I grew up in the 
hood.” - Yolanda

“There’s really no place to go. If we move, we have 
to pay for two months of rent plus that same 
month’s rent, so there's no other option of where to 
go.” -Margarita

Some said they would move out of the City.

This study demonstrates that communities 
surrounding the proposed project are vulnerable 
to financial strain and displacement and associ
ated adverse impacts to physical health and mental 
health. While these relationships are well docu
mented, Reef project sponsors do not consider the 
indirect effects of the project on physical and mental 
health in the DEIR.

7 would move out of LA to another city.” - Ana

7 would move from the area.” - Juana

And some anticipated they would become homeless.

“I can’t work because nobody will be with [my 
son, who is sick], I live off of SSI. Medical doesn't 
cover diabetes medication. It comes out of pocket. 
My son is 3 years old. If the rent goes up and this 
continues I’m gonna be homeless.” - Berenice

The following chapters provider greater detail on the 
relationship between gentrification, financial strain, 
and displacement, followed by recommendations for 
the developer and the City to mitigate the predicted 
harmful effects just discussed.

“I keep thinking, ‘What am I gonna do if this doesn’t 
work out? Where am I gonna go? Am I gonna see my 
neighbors again? Where am I gonna find this kind 
of community again? Gonna have to start over. 
Gonna be homeless, without a family.’” - Anayetzy

“You ask where are we going? A lot of us say: the 
streets.” - Yolanda
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UNDERSTANDING THE RELATIONSHIP: 
GENTRIFICATION, FINANCIAL STRAIN, AND HEALTH

Financial strain:
• Affordability of household necessities
• Housing instability
• Substandard housing
• Overcrowding
• Homelessness

Health and equity impacts:
• Impacts on mental health
• impacts on physical health
• Impacts on children

>>Gentrification
I

owners, and/or the forcible removal from or destruc
tion of original housing that can result from redevel
opment and revitalization projects.

The following chapter summarizes research that 
explains the relationship between gentrification and 
financial strain, and the relationship between finan
cial strain and health.

41,43

GENTRIFICATION AND FINANCIAL STRAIN
GENTRIFICATION A core part of gentrification is that it puts upward 

pressure on property values and housing costs and, 
as a result, housing becomes even less affordable 
for lower income residents.3940 Increases in property 
values and policies that benefit land and homeowners 
can benefit property owners and increase property 
tax revenues within a city. However, low-income 
renters, who make up the majority of South Central 
households, may instead experience rising rents that 
lead to greater cost burdens. Urban economists argue 
that luxury residential development that attracts 
wealthy residents to an area can spur other property 
owners to disinvest from more affordable properties, 
converting them to higher-end and higher-priced 
units.

This history of South Central Los Angeles has resulted 
in prolonged public and private disinvestment from 
infrastructure, social services, and economic oppor
tunities. Gentrification is a process that often begins 
at this place - when an urban neighborhood has expe
rienced long periods of public and private disinvest
ment. Vacant or underutilized land and relatively low 
housing costs may exist in an area that still has some 
desirable qualities, such as access to job centers or 
transportation.38-39This produces a rent gap, or “an 
economic gap between actual and potential land 
values in a given location.”39 One driver of gentrifica
tion is when developers purchase inexpensive land in 
disinvested areas and then use the land to construct 
new, higher-quality amenities. This leads to increased 
value of the newly developed property and the 
surrounding properties in the neighborhood.3940These 
new amenities - which often do not respond to the 
immediate needs of the local community - whether 
they are retail-related, residential, educational, or 
other occupational developments, have the potential 
to attract an influx of new consumers, workers, and 
residents.39'41'40

Megaprojects such as the Reef Development Project 
and other large-scale mixed-use revitalization proj
ects in urban areas have been found to increase 
surrounding property values, even before actual 
construction begins. Researchers have shown 
increased property values in proximity to the Atlanta 
Beltline, which includes both transitrgreenway, and 
residential and commercial development; Baltimore’s 
Inner Harbor redevelopment;44 and in proximity to 
large scale mixed-use redevelopment in downtown 
Oakland.45 These analyses have generally found that 
property values increase the most in the immediate 
vicinity of revitalizations projects, for example within 
1/8 - 1/4 of a mile, but that price premiums can 
extend for up to two miles.46 Economic analyses in 
Portland, Oregon have also shown that upscale retail 
amenities, including grocery stores and coffee shops, 
are associated with housing price premiums.

Gentrification can refer to shifts in the socio-eco
nomic, physical, and cultural characteristics of 
an area, but generally entails a shift to wealthier 
residents, workers, and/or consumers.40 With this 
introduction comes the potential for displacement 
of existing residents, workers, and/or consumers. 
Original residents can be directly or indirectly pushed 
out of their neighborhoods as a result of the rising 
costs of living, growing cultural irrelevance, illegal 
practices by residential and commercial property

42
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Once financial strain occurs, it can start to influence 
a variety of determinants of health by contributing to: 
reduced ability to afford other household necessities, 
housing instability, living in substandard housing, 
overcrowding, and homelessness.

Financial Strain and Housing Instability 
Unsustainable housing cost burdens and a lack of 
affordable housing can lead low-income households 
to move more often, through what researchers have 
called “churning moves,” frequent moves to similar 
or lower quality housing.49 Housing instability often 
leads to additional housing problems for families, 
who may temporarily double up or experience periods 
of homelessness.50 Less extreme types of instability, 
such as getting behind on rent, mortgage, or utility 
payments, can also lead to stress and lower levels of 
well being.

Financial Strain and Affordability of Household 
Necessities
When a person or household undergoes financial 
strain due to an increased housing cost burden, 
they are forced to sacrifice other vital necessities. 
Housing—shelter—is one of the most basic human 
needs for survival. Therefore, when faced with unaf
fordable housing costs that leave an individual with 
an inadequate amount of income left to allocate to 
the cost of other needs, lower income people must 
make difficult trade-offs for themselves and their 
families.48

50

Financial Strain and Substandard Housing 
When quality housing is made unaffordable and thus, 
inaccessible to lower income people, residents (and 
in particular, low-income people of color) are forced 
to inhabit substandard housing at a disproportion
ately high level.51 The California Health and Civil Code 
defines housing as substandard or ‘uninhabitable’ if 
it lacks working utilities, if the housing infrastructure 
and fixtures are in disrepair, or if the dwelling lacks 
maintenance to the extent that it provides unsanitary 
and unsafe living conditions.

Focus group participants confirmed that when people 
in the neighborhood do not have enough money for 
everything they need, they have to make difficult 
choices.

Thirty percent of the respondents in the SAJE resi
dent survey (47/155) mentioned problems with 
housing conditions.ik■uSi

83% - roaches 
38% - holes
34% - defective plumbing
32% - mold
26% - rats
17% - humid walls
17% - defective electrical wiring

“My older son gets two pairs of shoes for the entire 
year, my daughter also gets two pairs of shoes a 
year. The little one, when he gets home, he takes 
off his shoes, puts on the old ones and goes out to 
play." - Lourdes

“What are our options? Stop paying the bills, 
borrow money, don’t purchase our kids’school 
uniform, or the supplies that teachers ask us to 
get them when school is about to begin?... I need 
internet for my job, but I have to make the choice 
between paying for internet or my children’s 
uniform...” - Patricia

Other problems mentioned: 
Damaged floor and walls 
Peeling paint

“My daughter... wanted... ballet lessons, ballet 
is her dream, but I can’t give her that. I can’t even 
provide clothes.”- Juana

23



UNDERSTANDING THE RELATIONSHIP:
GENTRIFICATION, FINANCIAL STRAIN, AND HEALTH

“I pay about 40% of my personal income and split 
bills with the other person. It’s not stable since 
I’m a day laborer and my income also fluctuates.” 
- Metises

Financial Strain and Overcrowding 
When an individual or family has difficulty paying 
the cost of rent, they may decide to move into 
housing that is smaller and more affordable, but not 
adequately large enough to accommodate the size of 
their household. In other instances of overcrowding, 
multiple families decide to live together to combine 
incomes to help afford the cost of rent.

“In our apartments we’re piled on top of each 
other—imagine, two families have to live under 
one roof and split the rent. With my 5 children, I 
put them in the bedroom and their dad and I sleep 
in the living room.’’- LourdesOvercrowding or ‘housing consolidation’ is a perpetual 

issue in Los Angeles.The Los Angeles Department of 
Housing and Urban Development defines crowding 
as any living quarters consisting of more than two 
persons per bedroom or more than one person 
per room.52 Immigrant households experience the 
greatest rate of overcrowding in Los Angeles.17 Based 
on these HUD criteria, 54% of those who responded to 
the 2015 SAJE survey are living in overcrowded living 
conditions, with 29% of the households surveyed 
renting rooms within apartments.

“I used to live with three other people at the apart
ment, we used to split the rent. But one day they 
just left and I stayed there alone with no help. That 
same month, the landlord raised the rent. At one 
point I lived with other families in the same apart
ment to share rent.” - Juana

People in the neighborhood also take on multiple jobs 
or look for other sources of income to help pay for 
housing and other bills.

Overcrowding is especially prevalent in South Central. 
A Los Angeles Times analysis of 2008-2012 census 
data found that zip code 90011, which aligns closely 
with the census tracts used for the area defined as 
South Central, had the highest rate of overcrowding 
in the entire United States. Figure 11 shows that in 
South Central, 26% of households were severely over
crowded, with over 1.5 people per room.

7 recycle stuff like bottles and cans.” - Maria

“I found myself recycling cans, and I realize that 
everyone does that, so there’s not even cans 
anymore.” - Berenice

“I rented out a property that I have in the back, 
have considered renting rooms out, anything I can 
possibly do to make extra income with taking on new 
jobs and taking in strangers to my home.” - Cynthia

53

Figure 11: Percent of Households Experiencing 
Overcrowding in South Central and the City of 
Los Angeles, 2009-2013

“I gotta make extra money just to get the eggs that 
I want. People are trying more and more ways to 
make some extra income. We ain’t got no choice 
but to try it cause we’re suffering down here.”
-Yolanda
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0 Not overcrowded70%
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Some people in the neighborhood also do without 
certain necessities in orderto make ends meet.

0 1-1.5 people per room50%

40%
i >1.5 people per room30%

“l limit my food consumption and what I earn is for 
rent and food.” - Maria R.

20%
26%10%

7".
0%

South Central City of Los Angeles

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 2009-2013

Focus group participants shared personal expe
riences of people in the neighborhood living with 
others in overcrowded conditions to be able to afford 
housing. “After food and rent, we had $20. Then we had to 

wash clothes, so I washed them by hand.” - Berenice

24



UNDERSTANDINGTHE RELATIONSHIP:
GENTRIFICATION, FINANCIAL STRAIN, AND HEALTH

instability, living in substandard housing, over
crowding, and homelessness are all determinants of 
poor health that can be caused by the financial strain 
of gentrification. These health determinants can have 
negative impacts on mental and physical health for 
adults, and can also specifically impact children.

Financial Strain and Homelessness 
One of the most extreme results of financial strain is 
homelessness. Research in New York has found that 
increases in homelessness are associated with the 
rapid rise in housing costs in gentrifying neighbor
hoods.54 Homelessness is directly tied to what the 
National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty 
has called an ‘affordable housing crisis,1 in which the 
demand for affordable housing far outweighs the 
supply.65 For example, the 2008 U.S. housing market 
provided approximately 37 affordable units for 
every 100 households in need.56 Across the 25 cities 
cited in the Conference of Mayors 2014 Report on 
Homelessness, 83% of the cities reported a lack of 
affordable housing as a driver of homelessness.32 This 
same report estimated that 22 percent of the need for 
emergency shelter went unmet.

Mental Health Impacts
The pressures of making involuntary concessions on 
vital necessities create a living situation filled with 
stress for struggling households. Housing instability 
— having to change residence multiple times without 
the ability to settle into one home for an extended 
period — also perpetuates high stress levels in 
adults and children. Substandard housing can further 
impact stress and anxiety levels as a result of unin
habitable living conditions. This stress has a direct 
impact on overall health, including mental health 
problems such as anxiety and depression.60576162

32

The quality of life for those who are able to receive 
emergency shelter is quite low. Officials remark that 
in order to accommodate a growing demand for emer
gency shelter services, shelter management resorts 
to “increasing the number of persons or families 
that can sleep in a single room; consistently having 
clients sleep on overflow cots, in chairs, in hallways, 
or using other subpar sleeping arrangements; and 
distributing vouchers for hotel or motel stays because 
shelter beds were not available.”32 Therefore, emer
gency shelter environments also cause some of the 
same negative health impacts as those discussed in 
our section on substandard housing, such as over
crowding and more.

Focus group participants provided personal descrip
tions of the stress and depression that can result 
from chronic financial strain of unaffordable housing.

“In my case, my husband had two heart attacks. 
Now with this situation, neither of us sleep. That’s 
called depression, that’s what I’ve been told.
My hair is also falling out... How are we going to 
continue? Well, burning the midnight oil trying to 
think how we’re going to get out of this situation.” 
- Natividad

HEALTH AND EQUITY IMPACTS OF 
FINANCIAL STRAIN
Studies show that housing is a major social deter
minant of health for individuals and communities.56 
Access to housing that is secure, habitable, and 
affordable has far-reaching positive health impacts 
for family and public health.66'58 Affordable housing 
helps to free up family resources that can then go 
toward health promoting needs (ike nutritious foods 
and healthcare services.56 When quality housing is 
stable, households experience a greater sense of 
control, security, and sense of attachment, all of 
which leads to positive mental health outcomes 
especially in terms of reducing overall stress level 
for adults and children.56-58 Access to affordable, 
quality housing also means that households are less 
exposed to physical hazards and toxins and are thus 
at a lower risk of disease and injury.66-59 The reverse 
of all of these things can also be true. Reduced 
ability to afford other household necessities, housing

V
“It’s hard, I feel impotent and I get depressed.
I don’t know where I would go if rent increased. I 
feel terrible because I can’t meet the basic needs 
of the children and family. I’m also very sad... The 
other thing about stress is that it increases my 
sense of desperation. I also tend to overeat when 
I’m feeling this way. Right now I just ate, in a little 
bit I’ll want to eat again. My eye twitches and my 
hands tremble and I always want to cry.” - Juana

Physical Health Impacts
The financial strain of unaffordable housing causes 
lower income people to make trade-offs regarding 
such things as food and healthcare needs, insur
ance, and other activities and resources that support
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their physical and psychological health.5760'63’48These 
trade-offs negatively impact physical health in the 
form of cheaper, less nutritious foods, infrequent or 
no healthcare, the inability to afford activities that 
serve as emotional and physical outlets. There are 
significant associations between high housing costs 
and hunger, inadequate childhood nutrition, and poor 
childhood growth.

Focus group participants shared how stress and 
limited choices have been harming their physical 
health too.

“Definitely, all this impacts health tremen
dously... it does cause worry and stress, one 
can’t even concentrate 100% on their children 
or work. There are too many worries on the mind. 
But the emotional impacts also affect the phys
ical health... So this does affect the emotional 
health, physical health, and even family relations. 
They’re stressed, they’re worried, they don’t have 
that patience, so all this affect family relations." 
- Patricia

64,65,66

Overcrowding can lead to higher risks of mortality, 
infectious disease, poor child development and 
school performance, poorer self-rated health, 
increased stress, noise, and fires, poor mental health, 
developmental delay, heart disease, and even short 
stature.67'61'68'69 People with housing instability have 
poorer access to health care and higher rates of acute 
health care utilization than other populations with 
stable housing.

“When I was a little kid and the mortgage 
started going up, my mom’s idea was, ’Well, just 
cook beans and rice for as long as we have to.’ 
Nowadays, eggs are so expensive and milk is so 
expensive. I just wonder - what kind of diet/nutri
tion do you have?... You don’t eat.

70

When a housing unit is substandard it may be infested 
with pests and mold, it may contain lead poisoning 
hazards and other hazardous materials and have poor 
quality air filtration systems. Also, dependence on 
substandard facilities and household utilities that 
are meant to provide such crucial needs as water and 
air filtration negatively impacts physical health and 
childhood development. Mold, for example, is linked 
to cases of asthma, pneumonia, and other respiratory 
diseases.61'60 Lead poisoning can cause brain damage, 
and behavioral disorders such as hyperactivity and 
heightened aggression, plus other learning disabil
ities, all of which can go relatively undiagnosed and 
untreated.60 In addition to respiratory disease and 
neurological and behavioral disorders, much research 
connects substandard housing features to high 
incidence of malnutrition, slow or impeded physical 
development, and physical injury.S8-60 Studies also 
link poor housing quality to a host of neurological, 
behavioral, and psychological deficiencies, as well as 
infectious and chronic disease.51'69'60

Pat

Impacts on Children
The long work hours that parents must put in to pay 
for rent often result in limited transportation options 
for students to get to school.71 Teenagers may have 
to work to supplement family income. Overcrowded 
homes can over stimulate children and lead to with
drawal, psychological distress, decreased motivation, 
patterns of helplessness, and behavioral problems.72

Focus group participants shared how their children 
and other children in the neighborhood feel the 
effects as well.

Each of the impacts above can lead to chronic stress, 
leaving residents vulnerable to a variety of stress-re
lated physical health problems, in addition to the 
mental health challenges mentioned above. Research 
suggests that chronic stress is strongly linked to 
the development of hypertension and other chronic 
diseases, and may cause physical problems including 
cardiovascular phenomena, such as hypertension; 
metabolic disorders, such as obesity, type-2 diabetes, 
and cardiovascular disease; osteopenia and oste
oporosis; and sleep disorders, such as insomnia or 
excessive daytime sleepiness.

“It has harmed my kids. My husband earns very 
little, so my kids have even said they want to get 
out of school so they can work and they can help 
us with bills and rent. My husband tells [them] to 
keep studying, but they see how pressured we feel 
so they want to leave school so they can help us 
work and pay for expenses.” - Ruth

“The mental stress that people go through, that’s 
pretty tangible. It will affect how you are with 
people. It hurts me so much when I see a parent 
smack a kid on the bus cause they don’t move fast 
enough...they need a break." - Pat

61,62
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Housing instability and inconsistent living environ
ment negatively impact childhood environment, and 
this includes one’s school environment. When a child 
undergoes repeated changes in living location and 
conditions, they are often less able to form connec
tions with their peers and teachers, and less likely 
to feel connected with their neighborhood and home 
environment in general.73

“There’s also the change of school for children. I 
saw it when I changed my kids’ schools. They were 
stressed. They arrived at a school where they 
didn’t really know anyone. They’re finally getting 
adjusted, so to have to move again doesn’t sound 
like a good idea. It’s stressful for them and it’s 
stressful for us. We have to worry if there’ll be good 
teachers, a safe school, everything.” - Maria Elena

“It’s more stressful to move, especially for the kids, 
they already know their teachers and they have 
their friends.” - Oscar

“We’ve seen transiency, families are coming in 
and out...” - Martin Gomez, Principal of Santee 
Education Complex

27



UNDERSTANDINGTHE RELATIONSHIP: 
GENTRIFICATION, DISPLACEMENT, AND HEALTH

Displac ement impacts on the social 
environment:
• Social cohesion
• Place attachment
• Serial forced displacement
• Root shock

Health and equity impacts:
• Health impacts
• Impacts on schools
• Impacts on businesses

>>Gentnfication

The following chapter summarizes research that 
explains the relationship between gentrification and 
displacement, and the relationship between displace
ment and health.

studies have not used a long enough timeframe to 
capture this delayed effect.

When gentrification does lead to displacement, it 
can happen directly or indirectly.'11 Direct physical 
displacement can occur when an individual’s home 
or an entire community is demolished or converted 
to another use and not adequately replaced 
following public or private redevelopment projects. 
Commercial space can also be directly, physically 
displaced by chain stores and new building develop
ments. Los Angeles has a vast history of this type of 
forced individual and community relocation, including 
the clearance of the Chavez Ravine neighborhood in 
the 1950s to develop a public housing project that 
was never fully built. This clearance forcibly displaced 
an entire community of over one thousand mostly 
Mexican-American farmers and their families from 
Chavez Ravine and made way for the construction of 
the Los Angeles Dodgers Stadium in 1962.75

GENTRIFICATION AND DISPLACEMENT
One of the most damaging effects of gentrification is 
displacement. For the purposes of this report, we use 
the definition of displacement developed by Causa 
Justa:: Just Cause (CJJC), a grassroots organization 
working toward housing and racial justice. CJJC 
defines displacement as “the out-migration of low-in
come people and people of color from their existing 
homes and neighborhoods due to social, economic, or 
environmental conditions that make their neighbor
hoods uninhabitable or unaffordable”.15

43

As was mentioned previously, research on the rela
tionship between gentrification and displacement has 
so far been mixed.41 In other words, not all research 
showed a relationship between gentrification and 
displacement. However, this research has also been 
constrained, with many studies limited by scope, 
available data and brief time horizons for analysis. 
Findings did consistently show that the financial 
strain of rising rents predicted displacement, and 
policy tools that helped protect residents from these 
rising costs, such as rent stabilization and public 
housing programs, helped to limit displacement.

Indirect displacement occurs when property values 
and rent costs rise to unaffordable levels and resi
dents and business owners are forced to leave.43The 
same can be said for indirect commercial displace
ment, including the impacts of losing customer base 
and product relevancy, coupled with the inability to 
compete with newer developments.42^3 Since the 
Reef Development Project and other projects in South 
Central Los Angeles have the potential to attract 
a wealthier set of residents to the neighborhood, 
landlords may experience a growing incentive to 
evict low-income renters from their homes in order 
to rent to higher-income residents with the ability to 
pay more.15-39 Evictions are “landlord-initiated forced 
moves from rental property” that most heavily impact 
the urban poor as a result of an inability to pay rent.76 
Evictions can also include varying levels of landlord 
harassment.15

41

72,41

Some researchers have suggested that one reason 
current gentrification research might not consis
tently show a relationship between gentrification 
and displacement could be that current residents 
might try harder to stay in the neighborhood when 
they begin to benefit from the new amenities that 
are brought to the area, even as rent prices increase. 
However, these authors also suggested that higher 
rent burdens are ultimately unlikely to be sustainable 
and might still lead to displacement, and current

28



UNDERSTANDING THE RELATIONSHIP:
GENTRIFICATION, DISPLACEMENT, AND HEALTH

Displacement can also occur gradually as a process 
of replacement, driven by a systematic “process of 
housing turnover and succession”.77 As wealthier resi
dents gradually replace existing residents, who are 
often lower-income people of color, previously acces
sible neighborhoods can become exclusionary.77 One 
consistent finding across studies of gentrification is 
the finding that when neighborhoods gentrified, the 
people who were moving in were “wealthier, whiter, 
and of higher educational attainment”, and those 
who were moving out were more likely to be “renters, 
poorer, and people of color”.42 In turn, developers and 
planners construct amenities that speak to the pref
erences of the socially and economically empowered. 
Therefore, the introduction of wealthier residents to 
a community can place lower income people into new 
places of disadvantage and community exclusion.78

DISPLACEMENT IMPACTS ON THE SOCIAL
ENVIRONMENT
Displacement has damaging impacts on the social 
environment of existing residents and business 
owners by negatively impacting the protective factors 
of social cohesion and place attachment that the 
community has developed. When a single event of 
displacement is experienced within the context of 
serial forced displacement, the impact can have even 
stronger negative impacts, producing a type of trauma 
known as “root shock”.

Social cohesion
‘Social cohesion’ refers to systems of social support 
and familiarity and knowledge sharing.79 Social cohe
sion develops with the protection and fostering of the 
connections that one forms when living in a neighbor
hood that supplies needed resources and community 
networks. This is what leads to the production of 
social norms and senses of community responsi
bility. It is what allows people to connect to their 
lived environment in a way that promotes a sense of 
belonging.

Changing neighborhood demographics and land
scapes may lead existing residents to relocate as a 
consequence of the disintegration of social networks 
and cultural relevance that leads to community 
disconnectedness and alienation.16Though this sort 
of relocation may appear to result from the resident’s 
choice to move to a new area, it is ultimately an invol
untary displacement that is the result of changes that 
were outside of that resident’s control.41

79

People currently living in the South Central neighbor
hood know each other and feel connected to each 
other - there is an established social cohesion of 
neighborhood residents.

|7 .. 7',Jj

“If we can’t pay, who is going to come and live 
here? Well, those that have the money and can pay 
those prices. So then it does impact the neighbor
hood, it’s going to look different because it’ll only 
be benefitting those who have economic power. 
Meanwhile those of us who can’t pay that will have 
to leave, so we’re socially-marginalized,and-itgets 
worse each time and it affects us a lot.” - Patricia

“Where I live, all the neighbors know each other. 
We work for the same community.” - Flavia

“I try to help people as much as I can. When 
neighbors ask me if I can pick up their kids from 
school... I tell them of course... I’ve lived there 
for 20years and all the neighbors treat me like 
family.” - Ruth

“/ got to meet my neighbors.... I got sick, my 
appendix burst, and my neighbor checked in on 
me... if it wosn’t for my neighbor looking out for me 
I could have died... The sense of neighborhood— 
looking out for each other—that's a sense of 
community... Community is important.” - Pat
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sense of well-being.83 Place attachment theory argues 
that when people feel a sense of attachment and 
connection to their community, they are more likely to 
interact with their community in a positive way.84

I

Respondents to the SAJE community survey 
described the attributes they enjoy about their 
community, and why they want to stay - essentially 
describing the reasons they feel attached to this 
community.

“I feel connected cause I’ve done work in the 
community... We planned a clean up on MLK Day... 
we had to... knock on every door... call the City, got 
stuff from business owners for the event. It was a 
huge success. It was nice doing it.... It’s rewarding 
when you go out and talk with the community... It’s 
all about us, we are the community. We got to talk 
to each other." - Yolanda

Seventy-eight percent of respondents (121/155) 
responded to the question, “What do you love about 
your community?”

30% calm 
27% neighbors 
14% transit
14% commercial space 
11% close to everything

10% schools 
7% I know it /Social cohesion—the ability to combine networks 

of capital—can serve as a method for poverty alle
viation, since it allows for the bridging and linking 
of critical resources in a community.80 It is often 
the more economically disadvantaged communi
ties that benefit most from connection to place and 
the resource-sharing that it provides because of 
what their low socioeconomic status denies them.81 
Research shows that gentrification “threatens the 
sustainability of community networks” and of the 
capital relations that lower-income, excluded groups 
often depend on.

lived here a longtime
7% safe

Thirty-five percent of respondents (54/155) 
responded to the question, “Why do you want to stay 
in the neighborhood?”

57% affordability 
39% schools

32% access to public 
transit

33% close to employment 13% culture of the 
33% security

82

neighborhood
“It’s ironic - we have so many needs, we barely 
make ends meet, we are stressed and worried, 
without good health or incomplete health... but the 
places where we live are the places where we have 
ties. It's the place where if I’m low on rent I can ask 
my neighbor, I can ask my sister-in-law who lives 
near me, or if I don’t have enough for groceries, I 
have a 20-year relationship with people there and I 
can suck it up and ask if I can take items on credit 
and pay them next Friday when I get my check. And 
because they’ve known me for a long time, they’ll 
let this happen. But when people move to other 
places... you’re uprooting a large part of your life. 
Even if everything isn’t perfect, at least there’s a 
network of support.” - Patricia

“Other” responses included: “Difficult to find another 
option”, and “Future of neighborhood”.

Serial Forced Displacement 
Serial forced displacement refers to the repeated, 
involuntary removal of groups from their community. 
Policies and processes like urban renewal, segre
gation and disinvestment supported by state-sanc
tioned redlining, and ongoing gentrification have 
contributed to serial forced displacement in U.S. 
Additional policies might include international trade 
and immigration policies that contribute-to forced 
migration for economic and safety reasons, as well 
as policies that repeatedly displace homeless popu
lations. Studies have shown that the cumulative 
impacts of these types of policies, and the repeated 
experiences of displacement that ensue, have had 
progressively more negative impacts on social orga
nization and support.86-87 Some researchers argue 
that policies that consistently result in serial forced 
displacement have produced “a persistent de facto 
internal refugee population” of African Americans in 
the U.S.85

85

85

Place Attachment
Place attachment involves bonds between people and 
places of value, such as social and physical environ
ments.83 Place attachments are fostered by regular 
and habitual encounters with these people and 
places of value, through activities such as seasonal 
celebrations and daily routines.83 Residential place 
attachments can produce group identity, feelings 
of pride, stability, familiarity, security, and a general
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Forty-seven percent of survey respondents from the 
SAJE resident survey (73/155) provided information 
on why they had moved from their previous residence, 
suggesting that many residents came to this resi
dence after already having been displaced from their 
previous location.

HEALTH AND EQUITY IMPACTS OF
DISPLACEMENT
When social cohesion and place attachment are 
negatively impacted through displacement, and 
especially when the added impacts of serial forced 
displacement lead to the traumatic state of root 
shock, a variety of negative health impacts can occur. 
Displacement can also result in negative impacts for 
schools.

26% Expensive (neighborhood/rent)
25% Living conditions
18% Security (building/neighborhood)
14% Eviction
*16% of write-in options also mentioned size, which 
could indicate living conditions/overcrowding

Health Impacts
Individuals who are burdened with involuntary 
displacement may experience the high costs of relo
cation and longer commutes, they may lose their jobs 
and their healthcare services, and they may relocate 
to lower quality housing in an area with more violence, 
all of which could cause chronic stress, which nega
tively impacts individuals’ mental and physical 
health.15’89

Root Shock
When this sense of attachment is lost through the 
process of gentrification and displacement, an 
individual may enter a state of trauma known as ‘root 
shock.’ Root shock is a state defined as “the trau
matic stress reaction to the destruction of all or part 
of one’s emotional ecosystem”.88 It results from the 
loss of one’s known world; it is the result of the 
disintegration of one’s sense of community and 
attachment to place, and it is a loss of the social 
cohesion that such an attachment to place provides. 
Some of the individual impacts that result from such 
a loss are a decrease in community trust, a lesser 
sense of neighborhood responsibility and support, 
and increased levels of stress-related disease. On the 
community level, we often see a disruption of long
standing social networks and a conversion of the 
overall social landscape, usually to one that is less 
cohesive and feels less safe for community 
members.88

“It’s suffocating. Kind of like holding my breath. 
When are they gonna sell this building out from 
under our feet?” - Angelica

“If they sell, even if we don’t want to move we’ll 
have to move.” - Margarita

m

I used to live in La Puente. I had to commute here... 
the time it takes to commute is exhausting... 
the cost of transportation and the time it takes 
adds up, and the ties with neighbors are not tight 
because it’s just work back to home, it’s monoto
nous, there’s not time for anything else. - Moises

“Me, I go all over the city for resources... !g*o-------
over there and be homeless. I move around a lot. 
Cause when you comfortable in one place, you 
start looking forward to what you’ve been getting, 
and when they stop giving, you feel like they don’t 
wanna be bothered with you. So, me, I just move 
on.”-C arthon

Social cohesion is what works against things such as 
distrust and anonymity that can produce a perception 
(and a potential reality) of a lack of safety in one’s 
neighborhood. With a perceived lack of safety may 
come social isolation and a decrease in physical 
activity.84 Studies have linked neighborhoods with 
less social cohesion to higher rates of smoking and 
depression.79'90 Disruption of social cohesion and 
support networks, disintegration of place attachment, 
and the negative effects of root shock, can exacerbate 
stress-induced disease mentioned in the last chapter, 
ranging from depression to heart attack.15’63’88’81’62
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Impacts on Schools
Santee Education Complex a school located one block 
from the Reef Development Project that is populated 
by students from South Central. An interview with Dr. 
Martin G6mez, the principal of this school, revealed 
the following insights about the potential impacts of 
the development on his school and the students he 
serves.

These negative impacts also fall most heavily on 
low-income people of color due to a lack of socioeco
nomic empowerment.7,15,63

“The homes in our areas will... become higher 
priced, which our parents are not going to be able 
to afford... as a school, we may see a decline in 
enrollment. So...35 kids is one teacher, that’s 35 
families, and I definitely see at least 35 families 
being displaced. And we’re going to lose teachers 
and we’re going to lose staff. We’re going to lose 
support.-.because with the loss in those resources, 
how are we supposed to support students the way 
we have? We want to continue increasing our AP 
pass rates, our graduation rates. We’ll go back to 
being a typical inner city school with 40 kids in a 
classroom instead of 30.”

Jk
“I don’t wanna go to a place I don’t know. The 
sense of family and community is important to me, 
as a single person.” - Pat

“The problem is that I don’t know what I’ll do if 
they sell the building. I’m used to this area, I have 
my customers. Everything is nearby. It hurts me to 
say that I would have to move, my heart is here...I 
don’t even know where I would move to.”
- small business owner

Repeated serial displacement has been shown to 
cause a cycle of fragmentation for the displaced, 
which is primarily characterized by the disintegration 
of social networks, the high stress levels of housing 
instability and weak social ties, and the physical and 
mental manifestations of that stress.86 It can cause 
people to move to neighborhoods with higher rates of 
substance abuse and sexually transmitted disease 
and crime, leading to a sort of social disintegration 
and a forming of an individualist mentality, apart 
from the community.85 New research also suggests 
that people who have experienced intergenerational 
traumas, such as the populations of color residing 
in South Central that have experienced serial forced 
displacement across generations, may experience 
changes in gene structures that make future genera
tions more susceptible to the impacts of stress.

“I know from experience in San Francisco, that 
the gentrifying parents don’t send their kids to 
public schools...they’re going to send their kids to 
a private school.”

91,92
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In 2015, CDTech conducted a survey of small busi
nesses in the South Central Los Angeles neighbor
hood.93 The findings reveal a similar pattern of finan
cial strain and displacement for small businesses 
in South Central. Highlights from the CDTech report 
are quoted directly in the boxes below. Please see 
Appendix D for the full report.

SOCIAL COHESION AMONG SMALL 
BUSINESSES AND THE SOUTH CENTRAL
COMMUNITY
Small business owners also have a strong sense of 
social cohesion with residents and customers in the 
area.

A mobile locksmith has parked in the same spot 
at Washington Plaza down Washington from the 
Reef since 1991. Its current owner, son of the orig
inal owner, is very proud to be from the area and 
employ all local community members. He said he 
wouldn’t have it any other way, and understands 
how important it is for local people to have local 
employment opportunities.

LONGEVITY OF SMALL BUSINESSES IN
SOUTH CENTRAL
The small business establishments in the 
surveyed project referred to as the “Reef”, repre
sent the diverse population and historical 
contexts of the neighborhood's many uses. The 
variety of affordable goods and services they offer 
are reflections of the ethnic makeup and 
economic needs of neighborhood residents. Most 
small business owners in the area live in the 
community or used to.

A few businesses shared that their commitment 
to their loyal customers is worth the sacrifice it 
might take to keep their prices accessible; they 
identify with the people they serve, each other’s 
cultural and economic conditions, and the sense 
of community they have built together.

Owners Who live in the Community

“We go out of our way to make our products acces
sible to the people who live here.”

“We’re all here fora reason. We left our coun
tries for a reason... I think it’s important that my 
customers know me... I don’t know their names, 
they've never told me their names... but I know 
their faces. They just come in to get their waters, 
which is what they need the most since they work 
in the factories.”

Length of Operation
40-60 years 

7%
“I know families that have been in my neighbor
hood probably for my whole life... People come by, 
sit and watch games. It’s pretty natural, nobody 
plans it, it can be pretty social in there.”

~3-5.years -
5%

Fifty-nine percent of the businesses surveyed 
have been in operation at that location for over 10 
years. Of the businesses that have been in oper
ation for 20 to 30 years, 89% of the owners live in 
the community.
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lower educational attainment, usually immigrant 
communities or members of marginalized racial 
groups.97’94 New developments such as the Reef 
Project look to create a large number of new jobs in 
the development area. However, rather than creating 
jobs that are attainable for the existing commu
nity, this job creation can lead to what is called an 
“education and jobs mismatch”.94 This refers to the 
phenomenon in which the new jobs being created 
require a level of educational attainment unmet by 
local residents. Another outcome of this type of new 
job creation is that the newly created jobs that do 
accept employees with lower levels of educational 
attainment are commonly lower paying jobs—often in 
the service and accommodation industries—that offer 
fewer benefits to their workers.

IMPACTS OF GENTRIFICATION AND 
DISPLACEMENT ON SMALL BUSINESSES
A potential result of urban redevelopment and re-in
vestment projects is the direct or indirect commercial 
displacement of existing businesses, primarily those 
that are small and family-run or in the industrial/ 
manufacturing sector.43 This has to do with rede
velopment’s impacts on property values, amenities, 
consumer-base, and job development. Due to the 
transformative effects that development projects 
have on community landscapes and demographics, 
they can cause certain existing businesses to become 
obsolete or less relevant to their consumer-base.

The project construction process alone can harm 
surrounding businesses by disrupting services and, at 
times, creating a physical blockade between busi
nesses and their users, restricting over-all acces
sibility and interaction.94 Research indicates that 
small businesses can serve as the primary sources 
of employment for surrounding, immediate neighbor
hoods.7 However, there exists much concern that the 
increased desirability of an area—related to changes 
in the amenities that said area provides—will ulti
mately raise the cost of rent for small businesses to 
an unaffordable amount, thus pricing owners out of 
their existing properties.

“The jobs are not for those of us in the commu
nity, it's for those who have papers [documented 
people].” - Erendira

FormalLease Agreement?

m95,96

A study conducted in St. Paul, Minnesota found that 
manufacturing and industrial businesses in partic
ular are often pressured to relocate in instances of 
rezoning and redevelopment if their business sites 
are seen as potential profitable spaces for devel
opers.94 Developers are attracted to industrial prop
erties since they are easily converted into space for 
residential and retail use.97 According to the 2014 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, industrial 
land use makes up 15% of the plan area, and the 2000 
census reports that 32% of Southeast Los Angeles 
employment was in the manufacturing sector.23 A 
2010 study conducted by researchers from USC in 
partnership with the historic Second Baptist Church 
of South Central Los Angeles, indicated that the top 
five industries that employ South Central residents 
are manufacturing, building and household service/ 
maintenance, retail, repair services, and construction. 
Each of these five industries belongs to an economic 
tier that provides relatively low wages to a predomi
nantly less-educated class of workers.17

LengtJiofLease
Didn’t 

Answer '
5%

3yoars 1 year7% 5%

Industrial and manufacturing jobs commonly make up 
the employment opportunities that pay the highest 
wages and provide the most jobs for populations of
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THE EFFECTS OF GENTRIFICATION ARE 
ALREADY HAPPENING FOR MANY SMALL 
BUSINESSES IN SOUTH CENTRAL

HEALTH IMPACTS ON SMALL BUSINESSES IN
SOUTH CENTRAL
The CDTech report discusses the potential health 
impacts that could be experienced if small busi
nesses are displaced.

According to the CDTech small business survey from 
the area, one of the businesses that operated in the 
neighborhood for 20 years experienced a monthly 
rent increase from what had been $1,000 to $2,000, 
to $5,000, all within one month. The business owners 
had to close their doors immediately.93 The report 
also states that many of the landlords and property 
owners are aware of the proposed development, 
and are, therefore, only offering short-term leases 
of between one month and a maximum of 5 years, 
despite business owners’ efforts to try to negotiate 
for longer terms.

“If [local small businesses] are displaced—either 
by rent increases, lease insecurity, or eviction due 
to shifting property ownership—the loss would 
impact the health of this community. In turn, the 
stress experienced to avoid such outcomes greatly 
impacts the health of the business owners and 
staff themselves,” (p. 23). 93

93

SMALL BUSINESSES IN SOUTH CENTRAL 
HAVE EXPERIENCED SERIAL FORCED
DISPLACEMENT
Small businesses in the neighborhood have also 
experienced serial forced displacement, according to 
the CDTech survey.93

Twenty-nine percent of the businesses that have 
only been in the area 1 to 3 years moved to their 
current location because they were displaced due 
to rent increases or evictions when their building 
sold.

“I had another business on Washington and 
Western, it was also a bakery... In 1992 the shop
ping center was burned down during the Rodney 
King riotsEverything was destroyed and I was 
left with nothing, so I had to find another way to 
make my business. That’s when I came here.’’
- Mama Petra

“The problem is that I don't know what I’U do if 
they sell the building. I’m used to this area, I have 
my customers. Everything is nearby. It hurts me to 
say that I would have to move, my heart is here... I 
don’t even know where I would move to.”
- small business owner
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The following chapter provides recommendations for 
the developer and the City of Los Angeles that would 
help to mitigate the predicted negative impacts of 
increased financial strain, displacement, and phys
ical and mental illnesses, and provide additional 
health-protecting resources for current South Central 
residents.

The project should be developed in collaboration with 
community members to ensure that economic oppor
tunities and affordable housing options are incor
porated into the plan. As Benjamin Torres, President 
and CEO of CDTech states, “South LA residents aren’t 
trying to keep outsiders out of their backyards; they 
just want a fair opportunity to be able to stay.”99

TRAUMA-INFORMED AND 
ASSET-BASED COMMUNITY BUILDING
The developers of the Reef project and the City of Los 
Angeles have a unique opportunity to develop this 
property in a way that reduces the potential to further 
traumatize and harm the physical and mental health 
of current residents through increased financial 
strain and displacement.

“If they’re going to go forward with [the Reef devel
opment], ... take us into account and [have] oppor
tunities for us. Don’t leave us out. Don’t discrimi
nate against us. We’re human beings and we have 
needs. We are not living for free. We are paying our 
rent with the sweat from our brows. Right now, we 
aren’t making it. We aren’t even living day-to-day.
I want this to be considered. But they’re not going 
to take us into account. They’re pushing us to the 
brink.” - Natividad

Rather than continuing the legacy of racism and 
segregation through the replacement of current 
residents with those who hold more economic and 
political power, the developers and the City have 
an opportunity to become stewards for the health 
and wellbeing of the South Central community, 
by engaging in a cutting-edge trauma-informed 
approach to community development. Trauma 
Informed Community Building (TICB) is a new inno
vative approach to development that recognizes the 
existing community as assets and uses these assets 
as the building blocks for the future. The goals of 
TICB are to “de-escalate chaos and stress, build 
social cohesion, and foster community resiliency over 
time”.98 TICB strategies have been developed that take 
into account residents’ emotional needs and avoid 
re-traumatization triggers, promoting “community 
healing as part of housing transformation efforts”.98 
This can be achieved by ensuring that the project is 
developed using the four guiding principles of TICB:
1) Do no harm, 2) Acceptance, 3) Community empow
erment, and 4) Reflective process. Additional details 
and strategies for TICB can be found here: http:// 
bridgehousing. com/PDFs/TICB. Papers. I A.pdf

“We gotta remember that this used to be a healthy 
community. We gotta work on rebuilding up what 
we used to have.”- Cynthia

The SAJE resident survey asked respondents what 
changes they would like to see in the neighbor
hood. Eighty-one percent responded (126/155). Of 
those, 64% reported that they would like to see city 
repairs and cleaning (e.g., trash cleanup, road condi
tions, traffic lights, more parking options and shade 
structures, and safe city parks).Thirty=tvvo'percent_' 
of respondents mentioned safety/security (e.g., 
violence and gang activity). These responses reflect a 
desire of community residents for the City to reverse 
its current pattern of disinvestment and provide 
civic infrastructure support. In addition, a series 
of community resident engagement sessions have 
recently been hosted by the UNIDAD coalition with 
approximately 50 community members from South 
Central Los Angeles in attendance over the course of 
five weeks. As a result of these meetings, community 
members have identified the following priority areas, 
which align closely with the findings from this report:

Findings from this study show that community 
members already have assets such as social cohe
sion among community members and among small 
business owners and the community.The develop
ment should be structured in a way that honors and 
enhances these assets.
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homelessness, displacement prevention, affordable 
housing, jobs, small business, health and safety, 
and green space. The following recommendations, 
which were developed through discussions with the 
Advisory Committee and informed by other relevant 
development projects in the area, have the potential 
to address current community concerns, respond to 
the health impacts identified in this report, and take 
advantage of broader regional goals and needs. In 
addition to these overarching recommendations to 
take a TICB approach and to develop the project with 
community members, we also recommend a number 
of specific actions for the developers to implement 
directly and/or though a community benefits agree
ment, and also for the City to consider.

“Help us build affordable housing especially for 
low-income populations and for people who truly 
need it.” - Lourdes

“Affordable housing and job opportunities because 
that’s what we need to afford rent. Rent is too 
high, it’s the hardest thing.” - Juana

“I would like to see more housing and rent 
lowered...”- Veronica

Affordable housing should be provided, with a diverse 
strategy of both producing new on- and off-site units and 
preserving old units. An emphasis should be put on providing 
housing for families, and a significant portion of housing 
should be set aside for extremely low income people.

Through Developer

New on-site units at levels of affordability 
that reach very low income and extremely low 
income residents.
Example: On-site housing: 25% of units afford
able to very low income households.
Total affordable apartments for renters: 15% 
for residents with very low incomes (those 
who make less than 50% of the area median 
income) and 10% for residents with extremely 
low incomes (those who make less than 30% 
of the area median income).

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funds for acquiring land and building new 
off-site units.
Funds to preserve and rehab existing units.
Example: $20,000,000 paid to City Affordable 
Housing Trust Fund or community benefits 
fund for affordable housing.

City -----------------------------------
Target new investments and policies to achieve 
new off-site affordable units.
Preserve old/existing affordable units.

U.y.. ■
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mam — RECOMMENDATION 
Produce and Protect 
Affordable Housing

■—

The Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Health (LADPH) has produced multiple docu
ments discussing the relationship between health 
and housing, and the importance of providing and 
protecting affordable housing for Los Angeles 
County residents, including their Community Health 
Improvement Plan for Los Angeles County 2015
2010m and Housing and Health in Los Angeles County 
(2015).101 In both documents they offer recommen
dations and/or strategies to protect and increase 
the availability of affordable housing as a means 
to “achieve equity and community stability”.100 For 
example, the LADPH recommends:

“Support plans and policies in Los Angeles County 
jurisdictions that expand the supply of affordable 
housing for low-income families and individuals, 
and protect existing affordable housing that is at 
risk of conversion to unaffordable market-rate 
housing,” (p.29).wo

The LADPH also recommends that the City align its 
housing goals with their efforts.100 Focus group partic
ipants also voiced the need for affordable housing in 
South Central.
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■ RECOMMENDATION 
House and Protect 
the Homeless

HIi
■lill—M—1RECOMMENDATION 

Prevent Displacement

The Los Angeles Department of City Planning’s Plan for 
a Healthy Los Angeles (2015) “acknowledges the nega
tive health consequences of displacement,” (p.15) 
and offers mitigation strategies to “create oppor
tunities for existing residents to benefit from local 
revitalization,” (p.32).These include supporting local 
employment opportunities, protecting and expanding 
affordable housing options for low-income resi
dents, and maintaining culturally relevant resources, 
including case management, for Los Angeles residents 
to “access the benefits created by new development 
and investment in their neighborhoods” (p. 137).102This 
is in alignment with the LADPH recommendation to:

“Support housing, land use, and economic devel
opment policies that prioritize anti-displacement 
as new investment enters an area. This includes, 
but is not limited to, preserving or replacing 
affordable housing for low-income community 
members in all neighborhoods and areas under
going new development," (p. 29).

Programs should be put in place to prevent the displace
ment of local residents from their homes. Measures should 
include staffing for renter advocacy and organizing initia
tives, funds for tenant associations and emergency rental 
assistance, enforcement of existing renter protections, 
and the establishment of new renter protections in the 
surrounding neighborhoods.
To achieve neighborhood stabilization goals, resources 
should prioritize residents who are most vulnerable to 
displacement in the areas closest to the project site.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funds for staffing tenant organizing/advocacy 
and legal services initiatives.
Funds for tenant associations and emergency 
rental assistance.

Maintaining housing and preventing homelessness 
not only helps protect the health of those who are at 
risk of homelessness, but also makes good economic 
sense for the region. The standard monthly public 
cost for homeless individuals is $2,879 per individual, 
a cost five-times greater than their counterparts 
who have received housing.31 Research shows that 
public spending focused on social services, including 
housing subsidies, can produce better health 
outcomes than healthcare services spending.103

102

The LADPH has made a recommendation to:

“Expand efforts to increase access to permanent 
housing with supportive services for homeless 
individuals and families to help them maintain 
stability and self-sufficiency" (p. 29).

One of the focus group participants from South Central 
shared his thoughts on the need for housing for the 
homeless through the Reef Development Project.

“The thing about it is we got 30,000 homeless 
people, and we just asking for 30 homes, not even 
getting that.” - Wallace

Funding should be provided to house and protect the home
less in the area. In addition to producing/financing permanent 
supportive housing, their rights to rest and to maintain posses
sions in encampments must be protected and they should be 
provided with facilities and case management services.

Through Developer

Provide on-site rent-free facilities for case
management services. Maintain rent-free-------
status for 20 years.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funds for permanent supportive housing for 
chronically homeless residents.
Funds for case management services.

City

Provide facilities and case management services.
Enforce/enact policies to protect the rights of 
the homeless.

wo

wo
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City

Funds for tenant associations and emergency 
rent relief.
Enforcement of existing renter protections.
Establish enforceable “anti-displacement/no 
net loss” zones within a 1-mile radius of the 
project site. Create a community-City part
nership to monitor and collaborate around 
anti-displacement efforts.

o

o
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“I wish there were more investment in my commu
nity... investment in businesses, but for the jobs to 
be for people that live here... for it to be welcoming 
to the people regardless of immigration status... 
We also need job training programs so people can 
be better prepared and for the education to be of 
quality.” - Patricia

RECOMMENDATION 
Create Good Jobs and Career 
Pathways for Local Residents:

A Community Jobs Training and Placement program should 
be created to provide jobs for local residents, including 
construction jobs created by the development and 
permanent jobs with the businesses located on site after 
construction.
Funding should be provided for workforce development 
and job pipelines. Local high schools should be partners 
in developing career pathways for students, and the 
community should have an ongoing role in monitoring jobs 
programs.

The Los Angeles Department of City Planning’s Plan 
for a Healthy Los Angeles (2015) cites health-sup
porting policies in the City’s General plan, including 
one framework element policy to: “support efforts 
to provide all residents with reasonable access to 
transit infrastructure, employment, and educational 
and job training opportunities,” (p. 145).102

Recent research indicates that lower levels of metro
politan income inequality and segregation are related 
to sustained regional economic growth.104 Rather 
than perpetuating and possibly exacerbating existing 
income inequalities and segregation in the region, 
the developers and the City have an opportunity to 
incorporate economic opportunities into the redevel
opment process and outcomes through jobs for those 
in the community at highest risk, including: those in 
the geographic vicinity of the development who are 
likely to be impacted by financial strain or displace
ment directly or through their employers, and people 
with multiple barriers to employment such as single 
mothers, previously incarcerated people, and/or “at 
risk” youth ages 18-24.

Through Developer 

Examples:
Construction jobs for the development: 40% 
local hiring, with 20% for disadvantaged 
residents including those who are homeless or 
aged-out foster youth.
Future retail jobs: 50% local hiring, with 30% 
for disadvantaged residents.
Maintenance jobs: 100% local residents and 
require a living wage.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Establish a policy through the CBA for commu
nity-based monitoring and enforcement of 
local and targeted hiring policies. Provide 
funding to support this activity.
Funds for workforce development and job 
pipelines, including community-based training 
and placement programs.
Example:$300,000 to community benefits 
fund to support Jobs Coordinator and the 
creation of a Community Jobs Training and 
Placement program.

City

Funds for workforce development and job 
pipelines to supplement project-related funds.
Leverage existing City services to bolster 
Community Jobs Training and Placement 
program.

rilia 
■ ■it

There are multiple opportunities for the City and the 
developer to partner with other groups to achieve 
these recommendations, including: coordinating job 
training among County agencies, working with Unions 
on labor agreements, working with organized labor 
(building trades) and City Council to coordinate jobs 
with housing displacement protections, working 
with the LA Black Worker Center to assist in hiring .... 
Black workers, and providing preference for off-site 
contractual agreements to minority and woman- 
owned businesses, and/or businesses that pay a 
living wage.

Focus group participants also mentioned the need for 
jobs to be targeted for those who are currently in the 
neighborhood.

“More work for those of us who are undocu
mented. More jobs." - Ruth
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*1
muRECOMMENDATION 

Support Small Businesses: r

“Invest in the small business owner and help build 
them up to the point where they are attractive and 
customers want them... Help build what is already 
there and these are the people who are invested 
in this community. So they are the ones who are 
going to take care of it." - Cynthia

The CDTech survey of small businesses in South 
Central reports that of the businesses surveyed 
who have at least one employee, 52% hire locally, 
and an additional 24% have at least some local 
employees.93 This means that supporting economic 
development for local residents through jobs also 
means supporting local businesses that are currently 
providing many of those jobs, to make sure they are 
not displaced.

“Affordable economic development. Have a forgiv
able loan or a forgivable grant... You have to hire 
locally, hire neighborhood kids, create co-ops...
It can be done. It should be done.” - Pat

The report goes on to describe these businesses. Small businesses, both on- and off-site, should be 
supported with funding, support, and technical assistance. 
Care should be taken to support existing community
serving small businesses in the neighborhood. Innovative 
models that enhance economic security for residents 
vulnerable to displacement - such as cooperative 
businesses run by local residents - should be supported.

Through Developer

Example: Create incubator space for local and 
community-based small businesses.
Provide a percentage of retail space at 
discounted rent levels for community-serving 
businesses that are culturally and economi
cally accessible to local residents.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funds for support and technical assistance for 
both on-site and off-site small businesses.
Example: 10% of retail space for community
serving businesses at discounted rent.
$300,000 for small business support fund.

City .................... ... .....
Support and technical assistance for both 
on-site and off-site small businesses.
Establish programs/policies to protect off-site 
businesses from displacement due to rising 
rents.

“The small business establishments in the 
surveyed project area referred to as the ‘Reef’ 
represent the diverse population and historical 
contexts of the neighborhood’s many uses. The 
variety of affordable goods and services they offer 
are reflections of the ethnic makeup and economic 
needs of the neighborhood residents. Small busi
nesses are long-term investors in the community 
- who, in turn, draw their immediate capital from 
the neighborhood directly, making them a unique 
element of a neighborhood’s DNA.

“At the same time, businesses are under-re
sourced and at high risk of displacement. Rents 
continue to rise, and leases shorten; the minority 
percentage of small businesses who have an 
actual formal lease agreement, still have no long 
term stability nor rent control, and all find them
selves struggling to advocate for their rights/ 
ability to stay if the owner raises their rent too 
high, forcibly evicts them, or sells the property,” (p.
3). 93

Supporting these existing small businesses within 
the context of the Reef Development Project could 
be achieved through a few concrete efforts, such 
as supporting physical improvements like improved 
signage, using promotional reach to support off-site 
businesses, and establishing an emergency fund for 
small businesses.

Focus group participants also had suggestions for 
economic development in the area.
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City

Maximize City, County and transit agency 
services for low-income transit riders in 
the area.

■3
RECOMMENDATION 
Maintain Public Transit Use 
by Local Residents:

RECOMMENDATION 
Protect the Safety and 
Security of the Community:

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
considers public transit to be a key for achieving both 
environmental and social health and well-being. One 
of the main goals for the Department of City Planning 
is to promote a form of sustainable growth that opens 
access to resources for all Los Angeles residents, 
particularly for the underserved.102 The Los Angeles Department of City Planning’s Plan 

for a Healthy Los Angeles (2015) lists “safe and just 
neighborhoods” as one of its primary focus areas and 
states, “Safe neighborhoods are free from violence 
and crime and are characterized by a trusting, collab
orative relationship between law enforcement and 
residents,” (p. 108).102 Data from this study suggest 
that there is still work to do to achieve protection 
from crime and also achieve a trusting and collab
orative relationship between law enforcement and 
residents, and that sometimes efforts to achieve the 
former may come at the expense of the latter. The City 
has an opportunity to renew these efforts in a mean
ingful, community-oriented way, through the redevel
opment process. The City and the developer can also 
incorporate additional new efforts to ensure safety 
and security of the residents, making sure to include 
private security forces into their considerations.

The City’s commitment to sustainability is directly 
associated with its aim to invest in development that 
is intentionally located along transit corridors and 
within transit-rich neighborhoods.102 The City views 
its public transit system as a primary mechanism for 
benefiting the environment.102

“There’s transit oriented development, and this 
is the last best chance to get affordable housing 
in that area and protect it... It’s not so much what 
you’re displacing with a big development, but what 
you’re giving up by doing a housing development 
that does not take into account this huge oppor
tunity." - Manuel Pastor, University of Southern 
California, Professor

Los Angeles’ 2009 Long Range Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) also recognizes the importance of transit in 
achieving environmental justice. The Transportation 
Plan promotes transit investment in areas with 
lower-income populations, as it is lower-income 
people who are most transit-dependent.

The safety and security of the community should be 
protected. Police should be available to protect the resi
dents of the area, but at the same time, programs should 
be put in place to make sure that neighborhood residents, 
including homeless residents, are not criminalized or 
targeted by police or other security staff.

Through Developer

Create event programming on site to raise 
awareness and build capacity among commu
nity members and security professionals 
around anti-criminalization practices.
Rules and regulations should be put in place 
so that low-income residents are not discrim
inated against, by management or other resi
dents, within the development.

105

Access to public transit should be maintained for those who 
most utilize it and depend upon it - the current residents of 
the neighborhood. Utilize actions listed above for housing 
and economic development to avoid replacing current tran
sit-users living in a transit-oriented neighborhood with new 
residents who will be less likely to use transit.

Through Developer

Provide monthly transit passes to tenants 
living in affordable housing units on site.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funds to provide monthly transit passes to 
tenants living in affordable housing units offsite.

mm
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Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Programs should be put in place to make sure 
that neighborhood residents are not criminal
ized or targeted by security staff.
Establish a community board overseeing the 
policies and practices of on-site and off-site 
security.

City

Work in collaboration with the on-site commu
nity oversight board to extend the anti-crim
inalization policies and practices to include 
City and County police forces.
Police should be available to protect the 
residents of the area, but at the same time, 
programs should be put in place to make 
sure that neighborhood residents are not 
criminalized or targeted by police or other 
security staff.

7 wish there were more parks for the kids.” - Ruth

“More parks, a big, big one. We just have one: 
- Maria

“There aren’t enough parks, on the contrary, they 
want to close them.” - Ana

“I would like programs [at the parks] like we used 
to have.” - Lourdes

mm
Green space created by new development should be made 
public and open to neighborhood residents, with space 
planned for community gardens and local produce sales. 
Funding should be provided to create and improve off site 
parks and to carry on active programming for children and 
families.

Through Developer

Green space created by the development 
should be made public and open to neigh
borhood residents, with space planned for 
community gardens and local produce sales.

Through Developer & Community Benefits 
Agreement

Funding should be provided to create and 
improve off site parks and to carry on active 
programming for children and families.

City

Funding should be provided to create and 
improve off site parks and to carry on active 
programming for children and families.

■ ■lit
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■
RECOMMENDATION 
Provide Green Space for 
Neighborhood Residents:

mw'a

The Los Angeles Department of City Planning’s Plan 
for a Healthy Los Angeles (2015) also features “boun
tiful parks and open spaces” as one of its overarching 
goals to achieve a healthy City.102 The guidance docu
ment specifically states:

“Abundant and accessible parks and beautified 
open spaces are fundamental components of 
healthy neighborhoods... As a top health priority, 
the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles strives to 
improve access to existing parks and open spaces 
and prioritizing new parks in the most underserved 
neighborhoods,” (p. 53).102

The City already has a process to do this, through the 
Quimbyfee system, though this process is currently 
being revised. Based on these goals from the City, it 
would be expected that Quimby fees collected from 
the development should be spent on constructing 
and/or maintaining parks within poor areas of South 
Central.

The focus group participants reported an interest in 
more parks.
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Appendix A. HIA Process and Methodology

HIA Process
HIA is a flexible process that typically involves six steps:

1. Screening involves determining whether or not an HIA is warranted and would 
be useful in the decision-making process.

2. Scoping collaboratively determines which health impacts to evaluate, the 
methods for analysis, and the workplan for completing the assessment.

3. Assessment includes gathering existing conditions data and predicting future 
health impacts using qualitative and quantitative methods.

4. Developing recommendations engages partners by prioritizing evidence-based 
proposals to mitigate negative and elevate positive health outcomes of the 
proposal.

5. Reporting communicates findings.
6. Monitoring evaluates the effects of an HIA on the decision and its 

implementation as well as on health determinants and health status.

Stakeholder engagement
Stakeholder engagement, including participation of community members who are 
directly impacted by the development, is a vital part of HIA. We engaged stakeholders 
primarily through participation in the Advisory Committee and through data collection.

Advisory Committee
The Advisory Committee consisted of representatives of member organizations in the 
UNIDAD Coalition and additional members, who are listed on the acknowledgements 
page of this report.

The advisory committee met by phone in July 2015 and in-person in Los Angeles in 
October 2015. The Advisory Committee advised HIA researchers on where to find 
specific data and research, organizing focus groups, how to communicate findings, the 
political context of the proposed development, review of the draft findings and the draft 
report, and regarding recommendations. The Advisory Committee represented the 
primary channel through which affected community members were engaged. The 
Advisory Committee also played a key role in disseminating the HIA findings and 
recommendations. ------------------------ ---------------------- ------

Data Collection
The need to gather data and research for HIA is one way to begin or start a discussion 
about the impacts a policy has on health. We engaged stakeholders for the following 
data collection tasks:

• Focus Groups. Esperanza, SAJE, CDTech, TRUST South LA, and the St. Francis 
Center helped to organize the focus groups with residents of South Central Los
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Angeles and with homeless and food back clients from the area who are served 
by the St. Francis Center.

• Subject Matter Expert Interviews. Interviewees provided valuable context on the 
experiences of small business owners in South Central Los Angeles; the 
perspective of a representative of a school system in the area; the perspective of 
a church leader for a church that was originally established to serve the African 
American population in the area, but has since expanded to also provide services 
to the Latin@ population; and a researcher who is well-versed in the 
demographic, built environment, gentrification, and immigrant rights issues that 
are specific to Los Angeles.

Methods
The following methods were employed to describe existing conditions and make impact
predictions related to residents and businesses of the South Central Los Angeles
community. Human Impact Partners:

• Review of the scientific (peer-reviewed) and grey (non peer-reviewed) literature;
• Data collection from existing sources, such as the American Community Survey, and 

data from the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health;
• Focus groups with residents of the South Central Los Angeles neighborhood; and
• Subject matter expert interviews with small business owners, the principal of a local 

school, a researcher from the University of Southern California, and a pastor from a 
local church.

The data collection area used to define South Central Los Angeles was established 
through consultation with community partners that work in the area. Partners from 
Esperanza and SAJE identified census tracts to use, and a contact from the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Health identified the community planning area most 
closely aligned with the collection of their data.

Additional data was obtained, analyzed, and utilized from a survey of South Central 
neighborhood residents conducted by SAJE and a survey of small business owners 
conducted by CDTech.

Literature Review........ ...........
For the literature review we gathered empirical evidence using databases such as 
Google Scholar, general Internet searches, and other public health and sociological 
databases. Grey literature included reports produced by organizations and institutions 
such as Causa Justa, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, PolicyLink, the 
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, the University of Southern California, the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, the National Low Income Housing 
Coalition, the California Housing Partnership Corporation, the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority, ChangeLab Solutions, and others.
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Focus Groups
Five separate focus groups in Los Angeles consisted of a total of forty-one participants. 
Please see Appendix B for more information on the focus group methodology, including 
recruitment methods and discussion guides. Typed and recorded notes were taken 
during the focus groups and all participants granted permission to use quotes gathered 
for this report.

Interviews with Subject Matter Experts
Six interviews were conducted with subject matter experts (see page 3 for listing) with 
three small business owners in the area, the principal of Santee Education Complex 
located very near the proposed Reef Development location, a researcher from the 
University of Southern California Sociology department, and a pastor from the 2 
Baptist Church.

nd

Advisory committee members identified subject matter experts to interview. Interviews 
with small business owners were coordinated and co-facilitated by a representative 
from CDTech. For other interviews, Human Impact Partners staff sent an email and/or 
contacted the person by phone explaining the project and requesting an interview. All 
interviews were conducted in person except for the interview with Pastor Epps, which 
was conducted over the phone. Please see Appendix C for an example interview guides. 
Typed notes were taken during the interviews and all interviewees granted permission 
to use quotes gathered for this report.

Predicting the of Effects of the Reef Development Project on Gentrification, Financial 
Strain, and Displacement
When calculating the number of people at risk for financial strain and displacement as a 
result of the gentrification that would occur with the Reef Development Project, the 
buffer zones were selected based on an analysis of rising property values for homes in a 
low-income neighborhood adjacent to the planned Atlanta Beltline,1 which provides 
evidence for the way that a large scale project could impact property values in a low 
income neighborhood. This analysis showed that property values increased the most 
when they were within 1/8 to 1/4 mile from the Beltline, and properties that were 
within y* to Vi mile from the Beltline also increased significantly. Smaller increases in 
property values were also experienced for properties between 'A mile and 2 miles from 
the redevelopment. The study also demonstrated that property value increases 
coincided with media coverage of the Beltline, years before actual construction.

The people most likely to be negatively impacted by increased property values are 
renters, particularly those who are already burdened by housing costs. The number of 
cost-burdened renter households within each buffer zone was calculated by census tract, 
based on whether the majority of a tract fell within the zone. Only census tracts 
identified as within the South Central study area were included (see the About the 
Report section of this report for more details).
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We then estimated the number of people in these households based on the average 
renter household size in each tract, as shown in Table 4 of the report.

Many of these renters will have some protection against rising rents if they live in deed- 
restricted affordable housing or rent-stabilized units (and know the rights afforded to 
them under Los Angeles's Rent Stabilization Ordinance.) The most vulnerable renters 
will be those who live in units - such as detached single-family homes - that are not 
rent-stabilized and thus have little recourse if their landlords choose to raise rents.

Strengths and Limitations of this Methodology
We faced several limitations in conducting this assessment. For example, the timeline 
for conducting this study was only four months in length, so the scope of the project 
was limited to primarily just the impacts of gentrification on financial strain and 
displacement, though there are many other potential impacts of redevelopment that 
could also potentially impact the health and equity of community members. And while 
we collected qualitative data to describe the experience of living in the South Central 
Los Angeles community, these findings are not meant to compare residents of South 
Central Los Angeles to the City of Los Angeles as a whole, or to make claims about 
statistically significant differences. Also, definitions around the South Central 
community and the concept of community in general vary depending on differences in 
lived experience that produce individual and, at times, divergent ways of identifying 
with one's surroundings. Finally, with any study of how an intervention affects 
outcomes, there are myriad social changes in the residents who live in this community 
that also impact the outcomes of interest studied in this report.

Numerous strengths are evident as well. The participation of Advisory Committee 
members ensured that we included a variety of community perspectives and were able 
to access community members who might not otherwise have participated in this study. 
As a result, the voice of the community is strong in this report. Furthermore, their 
connections to small business owners, service providers, and community resources, 
provided us with access to meaningful and credible stories that provide additional 
context to our findings.
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Appendix B. Focus Group Methodology

Five focus groups were conducted on August 25-27, 2015. Focus groups were conducted 
to answer questions where there were gaps in the literature and existing conditions 
data, to confirm findings from those sources, and to provide additional localized context 
and understanding to these topics. Partner organizations Esperanza Community Housing 
Corp. and SAJE were compensated for their services in recruitment and facilitation, as 
well as to provide stipends to each focus group participant, to supply food during the 
meetings, and to address any other barriers to participation through the provision of 
transportation or parking reimbursement, childcare services, and so on, as needed.

A critical case sampling selection strategy2 was used to recruit critical populations where 
data was currently lacking: English and Spanish-speaking residents of the community 
directly surrounding the proposed Reef Development Project, including homeless 
populations and those of extremely low income who utilize community foodbank 
services.

Several partner organizations - Esperanza, SAJE, CDTech, TRUST South LA, and the St. 
Francis Center - recruited focus group participants for the five groups - through existing 
connections with their client base. Recruiters from each organization worked together 
to populate a spreadsheet of potential participants and establish estimates of potential 
demographic variables of interest, to attempt as much variation as possible. Such 
criteria included: primary language, gender, age, race/ethnicity, children living with 
them, etc.

All five focus groups had at least one or two facilitators and one note-taker. All focus 
groups had one staff member or consultant from one of the recruiting partner 
organizations and one or two staff members from Human Impact Partners. All five focus 
groups were held in Los Angeles. Participants all provided verbal assent to participate 
after receiving a detailed description of what would occur, how it would be recorded, 
and how the data would be used. All adult participants were sent the final quotes that 
were used in the report in advance, with an opportunity to have them deleted or 
modified if they felt it did not accurately reflect what they said. One focus group 
participant corrected one word of her quote before it was included, no other focus 
group participants selected to have their quotes modified in any way or deleted.

Detailed notes were collected at each focus group, in addition to audio recordings, 
which were used just to clarify specific quotes as needed. Following the guidelines of 
qualitative researchers Miles and Huberman3, a codebook was created prior to reading 
the data. The codebook was informed by theoretical constructs, literature review, and 
preliminary research gathered from stakeholder feedback during the early phases of the 
HIA process. The data from the focus group notes were then reviewed line by line by 
Human Impact Partners staff to identify segments of the text that could be coded 
according to these previously selected themes and categories. In addition, data that did
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not fit into these themes and categories were categorized into their own "in vivo" codes, 
according to Strauss's guidelines on codes that derive from the data itself.4 (Codebook is 
provided after interview guides.) Finally, the data were analyzed by reviewing all codes 
in the same category to derive and further summarize the codes that most clearly 
represented those overall concepts. Selected examples of these codes were 
incorporated into the final HIA report where they offered additional context, depth, 
validity, or original concepts to the critical concepts in the report.

Focus Group Questions and Probes
For each focus group, we prepared a set of questions to guide the conversation. We also 
included probes for some questions in case the focus group discussions needed extra 
direction. See questions on the following pages.
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Focus Group Interview Guide

Warm up Questions:

1) What is your name and how long have you lived in South LA?
What kind of employment do you have or does your partner have?2)

Financial strain

3) What percentage of your income do you spend on your rent or mortgage?
How does the cost of rent or mortgage affect your ability to pay for other things 
you need? (Examples your: food, utilities, clothing, transportation, educational 
resources for children, and other necessities)
Is it stressful when you can't afford the things you need? What kinds of choices 
would you have to make if you couldn't afford everything you need?
How do you think those choices would affect your health?
How would those choices affect the health of your children and other family 
members?

4)

5)

6)

7)

Displacement

If the cost of rent or property taxes went up in your neighborhood, how likely are 
you to move to a different neighborhood? What neighborhood would you move to 
and why?

a) Do you think you would stay connected with the neighbors you've gotten to 
know here?

How would relocating/moving affect life in this neighborhood if people start to 
leave because they can't afford to live here?

a) What would happen to the businesses?
b) What would happen to the schools? (Ex: would children have to switch 

schools, less funding for schools etc)
How do you think those experiences (being evicted, losing your home, losing 
connection with friends/neighbors) would affect your stress level? Your health? 
The health or stress of your children and family?

8)

9)

10)

Concluding questions

What kinds of changes would you like to see in your community? (ex: community 
resources, schools, retail, green space, safety, access to healthy foods, access to 
health resources etc.)
What makes you proud of your community? What are some of the things you 
enjoy doing in your community and/or with your family?
Is there anything else you would like to share regarding our discussion?

11)

12)

13)
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Guia para grupo de enfoque

Preguntas iniciales:

dComo te llamas y cuanto tiempo tienes viviendo en el sur de Los Angeles? 
<LEn que trabajas tu o tu pareja?

1)

2)

Problemas Financieros

dQue porcentaje de tus ingresos gastas para la renta o hipoteca?
iComo afecta el costo de la renta o hipoteca tu habilidad de pagar otras
necesidades? (Ejemplos: comida, utilidades o facturas de servicios publicos, ropa,
transportation, recursos de education, y otras necesidades)
dEs estresante cuando no puedes pagar las cosas que necesitas? dQue clase de
decisiones tendrias que hacer si no pudieras pagar todas las cosas que necesitas?
dComo crees que estas decisiones afectarian tu salud?
dComo crees que estas decisiones afectarian la salud de tus hij@s y otros
miembros de tu familia?

3)
4)

5)

6)

7)

Desplazamiento

Si el costo de la renta o impuestos de propiedad suben en tu vecindad, ique tan 
probable seria que te mudaras a otra vecindad? iA que vecindad te mudarias y por 
que?

8)

i. iCrees que te quedarias en contacto con tus vecinos a quienes 
has llegado a conocer aqui?

Si la gente empieza a mudarse o reubicarse porque no pueden pagar el costo de 
vivir aqui dcomo afectaria la vida en esta vecindad?

i. dQue le pasaria a los negocios?
ii. dQue le pasaria a las escuelas? (Ejemplo: tendrian que cambiar de 

escuelas los estudiantes, habrfan menos fondos para las escuelas 

etc.)
10) dComo crees que esas experiences (ser desalojados, perder tu casa, perder

conexion con amistades y vecinos) afectaria tu nivel de estres? dtu salud? dla salud 
o estres de tus hij@s y familia?

9)

Preguntas conclusivas

dQue clases de cambios te gustaria ver en tu comunidad? (Ejemplo: recursos 
comunitarios, escuelas, venta de al por menor, parques o espacios verdes, acceso 

de recurso de salud etc.)
dQue te orgullece de tu comunidad? dQue actividades disfrutas hacer en tu 
comunidad y/o con tu familia?
dHay algo mas que te gustaria compartir acerca de nuestra discusion?

11)

12)

13)
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Appendix C. Subject Matter Expert Interview Methodology
In addition to focus groups, six subject matter expert interviews were also conducted to 
provide additional localized context and understanding to the impacts of the proposed 
Reef Development Project on the South Central Los Angeles community.

Six subject matter expert interviews were conducted (see page 3 for listing) with three 
small business owners in the area, the principal of Santee Education Complex located 
very near the proposed Reef Development location, a researcher from the University of 
Southern California Sociology department, and a pastor from the Second Baptist Church.

Advisory committee members identified subject matter experts to interview. Interviews 
with small business owners were coordinated and co-facilitated by a representative 
from CDTech. All other interviews were conducted by Human Impact Partners staff.

Specific interview questions can be found on the following pages.
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Subject Matter Expert Interview - small business owners
Intro
Explain Reef project and research project

Background on the business
1. What did you do before you opened the business?
2. Can you tell me about your business? What services/products do you provide? 

Why (goals: serve community, provide a product/service, profit growth)?
3. How many people do you employ and what are your employment practices? 

(within the community?)
4. Who are your customers?

a. People from neighborhood? Race/ethnicity, gender, income? (Just 
describe them)

b. Do they live here? Work here? Both?

Neighborhood context for the business
5. Do you live in the neighborhood? What was the reason you started your 

business in this neighborhood? Does it matter to your customers that they know 
you?

6. What is your relationship with other businesses in the area?
a. Are relationships based on shared customer base? Shared cultural 

heritage?
7. How is the money from your business invested in the community?

a. Any other ways you "give back to community"? 
(sponsorships/donations/informal support)

Changes over time and Displacement
8. If the cost of rent went up in your neighborhood, how likely are you to move 

your business to a different neighborhood (or to close your business)? What 
neighborhood would you move to and why?

a. How does the cost of rent or mortgage affect your ability to pay for other 
things you need for your business? (Examples your: paying your staff, 
supplies/products, utilities, etc.)

b. What would happen if the residents and clientele in the neighborhood 
started to change? How would that affect the services/products you offer,

..  ..... the pricing, the staffing of your store, etc.
c. Where would current clientele be able to get the resources/services you 

offer if your business had to move?
9. Do you think you would stay connected with the customers and other business 

owners you've gotten to know here?
10. As a business, what are your needs? Are those needs met in the neighborhood?

Concluding questions
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11. What kinds of changes would you like to see in this neighborhood? (ex: 
community resources, schools, retail, green space, safety, access to healthy 
foods, access to health resources etc.) What are the needs of your business?

12. What makes you proud to be a business owner in this neighborhood?
13. Is there anything else you would like to share that you would like to share 

regarding our discussion?
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Entrevistas de informantes - propietarios de pequenas empresas

Introduction
Explica el projecto Reefy y el estudio

Antecedentes sobre la empresa
1. dQue hacias antes de abrir tu negocio?
2. dMe puedes contar sobre tu negocio? dQue servicios o productos provees? dPor 

que? (meta de servir a tu comunidad, proveer productos o servicios, ganancias)?
3. dCuantas personas trabajan aqui? dViven en esta vecindad tus empleados?
4. dQuien son tus clientes?

a. dSon personas que vive en esta vecindad? dTrabajan aqui? dLos dos?

Contexto de la vecindad para el negocio
5. dVives en esta vecindad? dCual es la razon por la que empezaste tu negocio en 

esta vecindad? dEs importante que tus clientes te conozcan?
6. dComo es tu relacion con otros empresarios en la area?

a. dTienen una relacion por lo que comparten clientes? dPor que comparten 
una cultura?

7. dComo inviertes en tu comunidad como empresarios?
a. De alguna manera devuelves a tu comunidad? Patrocinando, donaciones, 

apoyo informal

Cambios a traves del tiempo y desplazamiento
8. Si el costo de la renta para tu negocio sube, dque tan probable seria que 

mudaras tu negocio a otra vecindad (do cerrar tu negocio?). dA que vecindad te 
mudarfas y por que?

a. dComo afecta el costo de la renta de tu negocio tu habilidad de pagar 
para otras cosas que necesitas para tu negocio? (Ejemplos: pagar a 
empleados, materiales/producto, gastos etc.)

9. dQue pasaria si los residentes y los clientes de la vecindad empiezan a cambiar? 
dComo afectaria los servicios/productos que ofreces, los precios, los empleados,
etc.

a. dDonde irian los clientes que tienes para los servicios y recursos que tu 
negocio ofrece si te tuvieras que mover?

10. dCrees que te quedarias conectad@ con los clientes y otros empresarios que haz 
llegado a conocer aqui?

Preguntas conclusivas
11. dQue clases de cambios te gustaria ver en tu comunidad? (Ejemplo: recursos 

comunitarios, escuelas, venta de al por menor, parques o espacios verdes, 
acceso de recurso de salud etc.) dQue son unas necesidades de tu negocio?

12. dQue te orgullece de ser empresario en esta comunidad?
13. £Hay algo mas que te gustaria compartir acerca de nuestra discusion?
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Subject Matter Expert interview - Martin Gomez, principal, 
Tuesday August 25, 2015 9:25-10:15AM 

Santee Education Complex

Intro - Explain Reef project and research project

Background Questions
1. Could you start by telling me a little about your connection to the South LA 

community? Had you previously worked or lived here?
2. Why did you choose the field of education? Have you worked in other school 

districts? Housing conditions that students live in? Challenges to 
school/studying?

School Climate
3. What percent of students are bussed in from other neighborhoods?
4. As an educator, what is your perception of Santee High being 100% free & 

reduced lunch and having 100% black & brown students—94% Latino, 6% African 
American.

a. How do you think this will impact them when they go off to colleges, 
where that racial/ethnic composition is not the case?

5. How involved are the parents in their children's education? What are some 
sources of stress for Santee High Students? Their parents?

a. What are some impacts on their education status? Impacts on their 
health? (Asthma, diabetes, dental care) And what are ways they cope 
with stress?

Neighborhood
We've heard that South LA has a transient population - why do they move? Is it 
because of affordability of neighborhood? Work-related?
How much does housing stability in the area impact the students' attendance 
rates? Or any other challenges they may experience as a result of evictions, etc. 
How do people view Skid Row and being so close to it? Are there students who 
are homeless? If so, what percentage?
How would you describe the level of of social cohesion in the neighborhood - if 
people are more likely to be transient, are there still strong social connections? 
What supports those social connections? What hurts them?
Are there any influences of the history of the neighborhood on current 
conditions? Political history? Cultural history?

6.

7.

8.

9.

Gentrification
10. Have you experienced, witnessed, or heard of any impacts of gentrification on 

the neighborhood in this area or other areas? Explain
11. What's your fear if gentrification happens?
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12. Do you think there could be opportunities that might result from gentrification 
or the development?

Concluding questions
13. What kinds of changes would you like to see in this community? (ex: community 

resources, schools, retail, green space, safety, access to healthy foods, access to 
health resources etc.)

14. What makes you proud of this community?
15. Is there anything else you would like to share regarding our discussion?
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Subject matter expert interview - Manuel Pastor 
Wednesday August 26,2015 12-lpm 

950 W. Jefferson Blvd., JEF 102, Los Angeles, CA 90089

Intro - Explain Reef project and research project
• Mention focus groups and interviews being conducted in Spanish (he suggested 

this for USC HIA)
• Mention interviews with local business owners and focus on investment in local 

economy
• Will not be specifically studying economic impacts due to limited time and funds 

and need to streamline, but may be able to make some recs based on his 
thoughts on this topic

Neighborhood
1. What have been the socio-demographic and economic trends in south LA?

a. How have the demographics shifted? (African American to Latino 
communities - other shifts?)

b. How has the economy shifted?
i. Manufacturing, small businesses

2. You work on Black-Latino relations, is there anything we can learn from that that 
would be relevant to south LA, given the changing demographics over time?

a. Anything on history of displacement, about immigration status, about 
disempowerment/empowerment, about structural and systemic 
discrimination?

3. Can you speak to social cohesion in south LA?

Gentrification and equity
4. In thinking about the planned Reef Project and its potential impacts on the 

current residents of south LA, what are the potential impacts on equity, the 
economy/jobs, housing, health, social connections, culture, etc... of this project?

a. How might these effects impact the community?
b. What are some ways to counter those negative impacts?
c. Any positive impacts that might happen?

5. What are the opportunities to achieve or enhance social justice through the
response to this proposed development? What do developers and community 
leaders need to know? .............. .......... ...

6. What are some issues around gentrification, population, culture, economy, etc. 
that people don't understand or don't think to ask about that we should 
consider?

7. What are your thoughts on balancing the needs for people in a particular 
neighborhood with the needs of a region overall? How can the need for housing 
at a regional level be balanced with the potential for displacement at a 
neighborhood scale?
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Concluding questions
8. What kinds of changes would you like to see in the South LA community? (ex: 

community resources, schools, retail, green space, safety, access to healthy 
foods, access to health resources etc.)

9. Is there anything else you would like to share regarding our discussion?
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Subject matter expert interview - Pastor Epps 
Intro Explain Reef project and research project

Background on his church
14. What did you do before you began your service at 2nd Baptist Church?
15. Can you tell me about your church? How long has it been in this neighborhood? 

What is the mission of this church?
16. Can you tell me about your congregants? Who comes to your church?

a. How many people?
b. Do they live in the neighborhood?
c. Age, race/ethnicity, gender, income? (Just describe them)
d. Have they changed over time?

Neighborhood context for the church
17. Do you live in the neighborhood? What was the reason you came to this church 

in this neighborhood?
18. What is your relationship with other churches and residents in the area?

a. What makes those relationships helpful?
b. What makes them challenging?

19. How does your church contribute to the neighborhood?
b. Any other ways you "give back to community"? 

(sponsorships/donations/informal support)

Changes over time and Displacement
20. If the cost of rent went up in this neighborhood, how would that affect your 

church and its congregants?
a. Would you ever move the church to a different neighborhood because of 

rising costs? What neighborhood would you move to and why?
d. How does the cost of rent or mortgage affect your church? (Examples 

your: paying your staff, supplies, utilities, etc.)
e. What would happen if the residents in the neighborhood started to 

change? How would that affect your church?
f. Where would current congregants be able to go to church if your church 

had to move?
21. Do you think you would stay connected with the residents and other churches

you've gotten to know here? ...........—-----------------------------------
22. As a church, what are your needs? Are those needs met in the neighborhood?

Concluding questions
23. What kinds of changes would you like to see in this neighborhood? (ex: 

community resources, schools, retail, green space, safety, access to healthy 
foods, access to health resources etc.)

24. What makes you proud to have this church in this neighborhood?
25. Is there anything else you would like to share regarding our discussion?
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Appendix D. CDTech Small Business Needs and Opportunities 
Survey
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