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Re: RESPONSES TO APPEALS ON THE ALEXAN PROJECT MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION (ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1), COUNCIL FILE NO. 
16-1462

Dear Councilmembers,

Parker Environmental Consultants is the environmental consultant on record for the Alexan 
Project Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) Addendum (ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1). The 
MND (ENV-2006-6302-MND) analyzed the environmental effects of the Approved Project (as 
defined in the MND Addendum), and was adopted by the City of Los Angeles (City) as the lead 
agency at the time it approved the Approved Project. As required by the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000 et seq.; CEQA), the MND Addendum 
assesses the environmental effects of the changes proposed by the Modified Project (as defined in 
the MND Addendum) to the Approved Project, concludes that none of the Approved Project’s 
less-than-significant impacts identified in the MND would be made worse by the changes 
proposed by the Modified Project, and does not identify any new potentially significant 
environmental impact not studied or mitigated in the MND that might result from the changes 
proposed by the Modified Project.
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The MND Addendum was prepared by the experts at Parker Environmental Consultants under the 
direction and oversight of the Department of City Planning staff and with the involvement of a 
team of outside expert consultants in the fields of architectural and historic resources, traffic, 
geotechnical engineering, civil engineering, construction noise and vibration, air quality, and land 
use planning. As such, tire Addendum to the previously adopted MND incorporates the expert 
opinions and analyses front professionals with expertise in each respecti ve discipline, and reflects 
the independent judgment and approval of the Department of City Planning, the same lead agency 
as for the MND.

On behalf of the Applicant, Maple Multi-Family Land CA, LP (Applicant), Parker Environmental 
Consultants has reviewed the letters filed by Luna & Glushon (dated February 28. 2017), 
representing the Eastern Columbia Homeowners’ Association, and by the Silverstein Law Firm 
(dated February 28, 2017), representing the Society for the Preservation of Downtown Los 
Angeles (SP-DTLA), and provides the following responses to address these Appellants’ 
comments as they pertain to the CEQA process and/or environmental impacts, only (see Topical 
Response No. 1 for the explanation of this limitation).

As demonstrated in the responses below, the two letters do not present any new information that 
would warrant any changes to the environmental analysis as presented in the Addendum to the 
previously adopted MND. and do not identify any entirely new, previously unstudied potentially 
significant impact that might result from the changes proposed by the Modified Project as 
compared to the Approved Project,

Should you have any questions regarding any of the responses or issues addressed above, please 
contact me at (661) 257-2282 or by email at shancfa parkercnMronmcntal.com.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Kelley, Environmental AnalystShane E. Parker, President
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Attachments: 
Exhibit 1: Historic Resources Group, Re Responses to Appeals on the Alexan Project 

Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1), dated March 28, 
2017

Exhibit 2: Email from Craig Bullock, CRA/LA to Alex Irvine, dated November 4, 2015

CRA/LA, Clarification Regarding Discretionary Land Use Actions, June 21, 
2012

Exhibit 3: City of Los A ngeles Office of the City Clerk, Initial Study and Checklist, MND- 
98-0107-CPU, dated March 12, 1998

The Mobility Group, Supplemental Traffic Review Memorandum for 850. S. Hill 
Street Project Traffic Memo, dated Januaiy 22, 2016

Exhibit 4:

City of Los Angeles. Department of Transportation, Supplemental Traffic 
Assessment for the Proposed Revised Development At 850 South Hill Street, 
dated February 3, 2016

Exhibit 5 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Zoning Information File,
ZI No. 2451, Transit Priority Area (TPAs)/Exemptions to Aesthetics and Parking 
Within TP As Pursuant to CEQA

Exhibit 6 Los Angeles Times, What does California need to meet its climate-change goals? 
For starters, denser housing and less driving, report says, dated March 27, 2017, 
website:
study-20170327-story.html. accessed March 28, 2017.

http://www.latimes.com/politics/la-pol-ca-housing-climate-change-

Exhibit 7: Email from Jenna Monterrosa to Craig Bullock, dated January 8,2016

Jenna Monterrosa
Terry Kaufman-Macias, Esq.
Garth Erdossy
John Readey
Alex Irvine
Ryan Leaderman, Esq.
Ed Casey, Esq.

cc:
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TOPICAL RESPONSES

I. ONLY ISSUES THAT CAN BE RAISED UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) MAY BE RAISED AT THIS STAGE
OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS

A number of the comments in the February 28, 2017 letter submitted at the PLUM hearing by 
Appellant SP-DTLA (as defined above) are unrelated to the MND Addendum (as defined above) 
and its compliance with the CEQA (as defined above), and instead taise procedural and/or 
substantive challenges to the final approvals issued by the City as of December 20, 2016, the date 
on which the City's Central Area Planning Commission (CAPC) issued its modified Letter of 
Determination upholding the Director of Planning's Determinations and adopting Conditions of 
Approval and Findings These approvals are now beyond administrative challenge, and cannot 
pioperly be raised now in comments.

The Modified Project requires and has obtained approval of two entitlements, including a Site 
Plan Review pursuant to LAMC section 16.05 and a Director's Determination for a Transfer of 
Floor Area of Less than 50,000 square feet pursuant to LAMC section 14 5.7, both of which are 
quasi-judicial approvals. According to its terms. LAMC section 12.36, the Multiple Approvals 
Ordinance, applies and, since the Director of Planning is the decision maker for both entitlements, 
the specific procedures set forth in section 12.36.C.4 apply Pursuant to LAMC section 
12.36,C.4(b) the Area Planning Commission, in this instance the CAPC, is the appellate body for 
all appeals requiring multiple approvals, unless the underlying regulations require the City 
Planning Commission to hear the appeal (which is not the case here with respect to the Site Plan 
Review and the Director's Detcrminalion for a Transfer of Floor Area of Less than 50,000 square 
feet).

Therefore, Appellant SP-DTLA has no further appeal rights with respect to the approvals of the 
Site Plan Review and the Director’s Determination for a Transfer of Floor Area of Less than 
50,000 square feet. Indeed, Appellant SP-DTLA has acknowledged this fact by its own actions: 
by having filed a Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory Relief on February 
10, 2017 and a First Amended pleading several days later, and by having announced the filing of 
that lawsuit in its February 28. 2017 comment letter (sec page 2, footnote 4).

Consequently, the responses provided below address Appellants' comments as they pertain to the 
CEQA process and/or environmental impacts, only. Comments made by Appellant SP-DTLA 
addressing either approval of the Site Plan Review or approval of the Director's Determination for
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a Transfer of Floor Area of Less than 50,000 square feet for the Modified Project are beyond the 
permissible scope of said Appellant's appeal and such responses are made for informational 
purposes, only.

2. SIMILARITIES BETWEEN APPROVED PROJECT. ORIGINAL PROJECT AND 
MODIFIED PROJECT AND THE MODIFIED PROJECT'S PROPOSED CHANGES

Appellants have made numerous comments regarding or based on the modifications to the 
Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project. A summary of the differences among the 
“Approved Project” (VTT 66505 and ZA-2006-6350-YV-ZAA-SPR), the “Original Project” 
(ENV-2006-6302-MND), and the “Modified Project” (ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC 1) is set forth 
in Section II, Project Description, of the MND Addendum and is depicted in Table II-1, Summary 
of Project Changes, at page 11-13 in Section II, Project Description, of the MND Addendum.

This Topical Response focuses on the similarities between the Approved Project and the 
Modified Project to highlight what project features have not changed (in certain cases, contrary to 
Appellants' claims) and to demonstrate why the MND Addendum concluded that the Modified 
Project’s proposed changes to the Approved Project would result in less-than-significant impacts 
and would not create any new potentially significant impact that was not studied in the MND.

Project Characteristics(a)

Section II, Project Description, of the MND Addendum describes the Modified Project and 
compares it in general to the Approved Project. Like the Approved Project, the Modified Project 
would be developed on the Project Site, replacing an existing surface parking lot in the South 
Park and Historic Core area of Downtown Los Angeles with a modem high-rise, high-density, 
mixed-use residential and commercial building. Both projects would provide multi-tenant retail 
space at the ground level, which would be designed to activate the street in ways that the existing 
parking lot does not. Like the Approved Project, the Modified Project would include subterranean 
parking, at grade parking and above grade parking. Both projects include residential towers above 
ground floor retail space and a parking podium. Fa9ade materials for both projects would include 
concrete, glass, aluminum panels, and perforated metal. Like the Approved Project, the Modified 
Project would be contemporary in design and be clearly differentiated from the surrounding 
historic buildings, as stipulated in the Secretary’s Standard Number 9. Additionally, both project 
buildings would include open space and residential amenities such as private balconies and a pool 
deck.
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Therefore, where Appellants' comments would deny these similarities to claim that the Modified 
Project proposes features that are not included in the Approved Project, they are erroneous. (See, 
e.g., Appellant SP-DTLA Comments 2.3 and 2.15, claiming that the Modified Project introduces 
balconies that the Approved Project does not include; Appellant SP-DTLA Comment 2.21 
claiming that the Modified Project introduces facade materials not used for the Approved 
Project.) Also erroneous are Appellants’ arguments built on this false foundation that the 
Modified Project is a "new" rather than a "modified" project, or that the Modified Project's 
changes worsen the Approved Project's less-than-significant impacts or create a new potentially 
significant impact not studied or mitigated in the MND.

Although certain of the Modified Project’s characteristics have changed from those of the 
Approved Project analyzed in the MND, the effects of the Modified Project as compared to the 
Approved Project have not, as the MND Addendum concludes based on substantia! evidence. 
Appellants have not offered any substantial evidence, pursuant to 15164 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, that the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project would 
worsen any of the Approved Project's less-than-significant impacts or cause any new potentially 
significant impacts not studied in the MND. “Changes in size, ownership, nature, character, etc., 
of a project are of no consequence in and of themselves in determining whether the 
environmental impacts of a modified project were adequately analyzed within the scope of a prior 
approved project. Such factors are meaningful only to the extent that they affect the 
environmental impacts of a project.” Friends of the College of San Mateo Gardens v. San Mateo 
County Community College Dist., No. S214061 at 1416 (Cat. Sept. 19, 2016) (“Friends of the 
College”). The Friends of the College decision upholds the court’s ruling in Mam Bros. Real 
Estate Group vs City of Los Angeles (2007) 153 Cal.App.4th 1385, 1400, a case that was decided 
by the Second District Court of Appeal, and cited with approval by the California Supreme Court 
in Friends of the College at 1416.

The City properly determined, based on substantial evidence, that the MND remains relevant for 
the Modified Project despite its changes in project characteristics as compared to the Approved 
Project, and that the MND Addendum is the proper CEQA document to analyze the effects of the 
changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project.

€
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m Building Height, Scale and Massing

Like the existing conditions at the time the MND was prepared, properties surrounding the 
Project Site include commercial/retail, offices, high-rise and high-density residential buildings 
and parking lots. The Pioject Site is located within the highly urbanized Historic Core of 
Downtown Los Angeles, at the southern end of this Central City district as well as within the 
northern end of the South Park district (pursuant to pg. 1-7 of the Central City Community Plan). 
The following buildings are identified iu both the MND and the MND Addendum as part of the 
existing setting:

* To the west of the Project Site, across S. Hill Street, is the historic Coast Federal Savings 
building (a 12-story commercial building, approximately 160 feet in height). Properties to 
the west are zoned [QJR5-4D (Multiple Dwelling Zone) The General Plan land use 
designation is High Density Residential.

• To the east of the Project Site is the historic Eastern Columbia building (a 13-story 
residential building, approximately 264 feet in height) and a 2Vi story parking structure 
with ground floor commercial space. Properties to the east are zoned [Q]C5-4D-CDQ 
(Commercial Zone). The General Plan use designation is Regional Commercial.

• To the immediate north of the Project Site is the historic Broadway Trade Center (a 9- 
story commercial building, approximately 155 feet in height. Properties to the north are 
zoned C5-4D (Commercial Zone). The General Plan land use designation is Regional 
Commercial.

* To the south of the Project Site, across from W 91’’ Street, is the historic May Company 
garage (a four-stoiy commercial and parking mixed-use building approximately 76 feet in 
height) and a one story commercial building. Properties to the south are zoned [0|R5-4D 
(Multiple Dwelling Zone). The General Plan land use designation is High Density 
Residential.

Since the preparation of the MND, two mixed-use residential developments have recently been 
built in the project area and are now operational. These include the Level building and the 
Hanover building. The Level building, located at 888 S. Olive Street approximately one block 
directly west of the Project Site, includes a 33-stoiy, 375-foot high residential tower with 303 
condominium units, ground fiooi retail space, and an attached five-level parking structure (City 
Case No. ZA 2013-1013(MCTJP)(ZV)(SPR)) (see related project No. 73 in Table II-5 of the 
MND Addendum). The Hanover building, located at 301 W. Olympic Boulevard approximately 
one block southwest of the Project Site, is a seven-story wood framed stucco podium mixed-use

*
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project consisting of 263 residential apartment units and 14,500 square feet of ground floor 
commercial space (see related project No. 68 in Table 11-5 of the MND Addendum).

Additionally, one property located at 826 S. Olive Street, to the west of and across S. Hill Street 
fiom the Project Site, is a 50-story mixed-use residential building under construction that would 
include up to 589 residential condominiums and 4,500 square feet of retail space (see related 
project. No. 26 in Tabic IJ-5 of the MND Addendum). The Broadway Trade Center, located 
immediately north of the Project Site, will be undergoing future renovations, consisting of a net 
addition of floor area including a total of 147,267 square feet of leasable space, with 122,050 
square feet to be used as office space and 25,217 square feer to the used as restaurant space (see 
related project No. 84 in Table II-5 of the MND Addendum).

Like the Approved Project, the Project Site on which the Modified Project would be developed is 
zoned C5-4D, with the land use designation of Regional Center Commercial. Pursuant to General 
Plan Land Use Map for the Central City Community Plan area, and as permitted by the LAMC, 
the corresponding Zones include R5 (High-Density Residential) Additionally, like the Approved 
Project, the Project Site is located in Height District No. 4, which does not specify a building 
height for buildings within C5 Zones. Like the Approved Project, the Modified Project is located 
in a Transfer of Floor Area Rights (TFAR) Area, as detailed in the LAMC Article 4.5, Transfer of 
Floor Area Rights - Central City Community Plan and City Center Redevelopment Projects 
Areas.

As discussed in Section II, Project Description, of the MND Addendum, the Applicant seeks an 
approval of a Director's Determination for a Transfer of Floor Area of Less than 50,000 square 
feet, requesting an increase in floor area from the allowable, by-right buildable floor area ratio 
(FAR) of 6:1 (207,570 square feet for the Project Site) to 7.45:1 (the addition of 49.999 square 
feet for a total of 257,569 square feet). This increase is substantially less than the 13:1 FAR, or 
approximately 645,723 square feet, permitted through approval of a greater TFAR, which could 
also have been requested for the Project Site but was not. With approval of the Modified Project's 
request, the Modified Project would be in conformance with the LAMC and the Central City 
Community Transfer of Flooi Area Rights

As shown in Table 2, below (see also, Table IK-2 of the MND Addendum, page 111*4), Massing 
of Surrounding Buildings, the Modified Project would, like the Approved Project and despite its 
proposed increase in FAR as compared to the Approved Project, be within the range of the 
massing of the existing surrounding buildings, several of which were constructed after 2006 
Properties immediately surrounding the Project Site are also permitted a 6.1 FAR with the ability
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to achieve a Transfer of Floor Area, as allowed by the Los Angeles Municipal Code and the City 
Center Redevelopment Plan. Moreover, if approved, the Modified Project would have a much 
lower FAR of 7.45:1 as compared to the Eastern Columbia’s 11.82:1 FAR.

The Central City Community Plan notes that the Historic Core has evolved into three distinct 
subareas, observing that the southern portion is “emerging as an extension of the Fashion District 
and the South Park residential community.” The MND Addendum concludes, based on 
substantial evidence, that like the Approved Project, the Modified Project is proper in relation to 
adjacent uses and the development of the community since it furthers mixed-use, high-density 
residential development adjacent and proximate to other high-densitv residential and community 
uses that have been developed in the Historic Core and as well as in the South Park residential 
community.

Table 2
Massing ol'Surrounding Buildings 

Lot AreaSite Floor Area FAR

Coast Federal Savings Building 15,115 163,608 10.82

Level Building 53,521 321,130 6 00

Eastern Columbia Building 22,624 11.82267,478

Eastern Columbia Parking 
Garage 19,606 76,689 3.91

Broadway Trade Center 117,813 835,860 7.09

May Co Parking Garage 22,177 194,390 8 77

One-Story Commercial Building 6,574 24,105 3.67

a For the two garages, the floor area is assumed to include building area, contrary to the 
LAMC definition offloor area, to demonstrate the massing of these two buildings
Source: Craig Lawson & Co., February 2016

(C) Setbacks

While the Modified Project's proposed setbacks are different from those of the Approved Project 
previously analyzed in the MND, the MND Addendum concludes that like the Approved Project, 
the Modified Project's impacts would be less-than-significant because the Modified Project has 
been specifically designed to he consistent with the tower spacing requirements of the Downtown 
Design Guide, which was not in existence at the time the MND was adopted
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As discussed in Section III-V, Cultural Resources, of the MND Addendum, the Approved 
Project's podium and tower would closely abut the full height of the south fapade of the 
Broadway Trade Center building to the north. The Approved Project's podium would abut the two 
and one-half-story Eastern Columbia garage and the northwest comer of the Eastern Columbia 
building, located to the east. The Approved Project's podium and tower would be set back from 
the west facade of die Eastern Columbia building by approximately 45 feet. The tower of the 
Original Project would be set back approximately 90 feet from the south facade of the podium.

The Modified Project’s tower would maintain approximately 25 feet six inches of separation from 
the Broadway Trade Center to the north, 81 feet of separation from the tower portion of the 
Eastern Columbia building, and approximately 176 feet of separation from the westerly face of 
the Eastern Columbia clock tower. As a result, the closest point of the face of the Modified 
Project’s tower would be approximately 36 feet farther away from the Eastern Columbia 
building's tower as compared to the Approved Project’s tower. This configuration would place the 
towei portion of the Modified Project, the full height of the Modified Project, at the soutii and 
west comers of the Project Site (at the comer of 9th Street and Hill Street). Additionally, the 
southeast comer of the Modified Project's podium maintains a separation of 12 feet from the 
northwest comer of the Eastern Columbia building, as compared to the Approved Project's 
separation of within two feet.

Like the Approved Project, the Modified Project would directly abut the south facade of the 
Broadway Trade Center (May Company building) at its podium The Broadway Trade Center’s 
south facade was originally designed to be utilitarian and unadorned in anticipation of the 
construction of the neighboring building, and the closely set buildings would reinforce the 
continuity of the Hill Street streetscape and street-facing retail. The Modified Project’s tower 
would be set back above its podium along the north facade, again providing a spatial buffer 
between the two buildings so that the height of the Modified Project does not overwhelm the 
Broadway Trade Center when viewed from Hill Street. The Modified Project proposes 
architectural design features that integrate the building facade at the parking levels to be 
complementary to the historical features of the immediately adjacent historic building.

Additionally, the Modified Project provides a comprehensive screening program for the parking 
levels. No openings in the parking garage facing the Eastern Columbia building are proposed, and 
a solid wall would be extended approximately 63.5 feet at the portion of the parking podium 
facing the Eastern Columbia parking garage. The southern facing podium wall at the utility 
service yard would also be completely enclosed and feature a green wall. The comer of the
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proposed podium that is directly north of the Eastern Columbia building would be set back from 
the Eastern Columbia building by approximately 17-feet-seven-inches to the west and 12-fect- 
six-inches to tire north. Again, it is important to note that, as analyzed in the MND and shown in 
Figure I-] of the MND Addendum, the Approved Project’s building would come within two feet 
of the northwest comer of die Eastern Columbia building and parking garage Thus, Ibc southeast 
comer of the Modified Project’s podium is more than 15-feet-seven inches to the west and more 
than 10-ffeet-six inches to the north from the Eastern Columbia building, as compared to the 
Approved Project’s podium.

The Modified Project would also maintain a 22-foot sidewalk along 9th Street, exceeding the 
width set forth m the Downtown Los Angeles Street Standards, allowing for greater retail 
activation at street level. The tower spacing provided by the Modified Project would create a 
substantial buffer between the two buildings along 9th Street, providing privacy, natural light and 
air, and contributing to an attractive skyline; at the same time, the wider sidewalk would allow for 
views of the Eastern Columbia building’s iconic massing and highly decorated south-facing 
facade to remain intact. The wider sidew'alk would also allow for the decorative return at the 
Eastern Columbia’s southwestern comer to remain visible The combination of these features 
would allow the historical resource to retain its visual prominence

3. EVALUATION OF BASELINE CONDITIONS

In addition to addressing the changes to the Modified Project, the Addendum addresses changes 
in existing conditions that have occurred since the preparation of the MND. In determining 
whether the MND remains relevant to the assessment of the environmental effects of the changes 
to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project, the City assessed whether there have 
been substantial changes with respect to the baseline conditions for the Modified Project as 
compared to the Approved Project that would require major revisions to the MND because they 
would result in a worsening of the Approved Project’s less than significant effects or would create 
new significant effects not studied in the MND. The City determined that, despite the changes in 
the baseline conditions, the MND remains relevant to assessing the Modified Project's effects, 
and prepared the MND Addendum, but included in the MND Addendum evaluations of the 
changes in the baseline conditions. The evaluations of changes in baseline conditions included the 
following:

• New site photographs were taken to document any changes that may have occuned to the 
Project Site and surrounding properties over the past few years
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The cumulative related project list was updated to reflect the current related projects and 
their status (recently appioved. proposed, or that under construction).
Shade and shadow impacts were reevaluated to account for the increase in tower height 
and location of the Modified Project and to account for new and proposed development in 
the project vicinity.
Air quality emissions were recalculated and evaluated using current regulatory standards. 
A new historic assessment was prepared to evaluate the design changes proposed by the 
Modified Project with respect to the surrounding historic buildings.
The geotechnical report was updated to reflect the Modified Project's changes to the 
Approved Project's tower height, parking podium and subterranean parking.
The phase 1 environmental site assessment was updated to reflect any possible changes 
with respect to the presence of hazards on the Project Site and/or in the project vicinity 
since the preparation of the 2007 MND.
Greenhouse gas emissions were calculated for the Modified Project and evaluated using 
current regulatory standards.
The Land use and planning analysis was updated to reflect current environmental laws, 
regulations and planning documents and policies that have been adopted or amended 
since the City’s adoption of th e MND including:

c Passage of Senate Bill 743 - Environmental Quality: Transit Oriented Infill 
Projects. In 2013, the State of California enacted Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) , 
which provides that “aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use 
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority 
area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” 

o A consistency analysis between the Modified Project and the Downtown Design 
Guide was conducted.2

Ambient noise levels were monitored to address any changes to the ambient noise 
conditions in the project vicinity.
Schools and public parks were sun eyed to account for the addition of new facilities in 
the project vicinity.
The traffic study was revised with new traffic counts and an updated related project list.

i SB 743 is codified as Public Resources Code Section 21099 
1 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Downtown Design Guide, June 15, 2009
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• The ModiHed Project’s use of public utilities and service systems including water, 
wastewater and solid waste was recalculated and analyzed to account for changes to 
infrastructure, availability of services and regulatory compliance measures

The environmental analysis presented in the MND Addendum provides substantial evidence to 
support the conclusions that, like the Approved Project, the environmental impacts resulting from 
the Modified Project would he less than significant or less than significant with mitigation, and 
that the Modified Project would not worsen any of the Approved Project's than-significant 
impacts previously disclosed in the adopted MND or create any new potentially significant 
impacts not studied in the MND. Based on the environmental findings and information presented 
in the Addendum, the Modified Project’s impacts would not meet the criteria identified in 
Sections 15164 and 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines that would warrant the preparation of a 
subsequent MND or the preparation of an HR

Further, substantial evidence supports tire City’s determination to proceed under CEQA’s 
subsequent review provisions, its determination that the MND remains wholly relevant, and to 
analyze the effects of the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project in 
the MND Addendum.

4. DESIGN COMPATIBILITY WITH APPLICABLE DESIGN GUIDELINES

Appellants’ comments claiming that the Modified Project is inconsistent with applicable planning 
policies and guidelines and that tire MND Addendum only evaluates those land use policies with 
which it is consistent are inaccurate and entirely unsubstantiated Section III-X, Land Use, of the 
MND Addendum, provides thorough consistency analyses with respect to design guidelines and 
adopted planning documents that are applicable to the Modified Project at both the regional and 
local levels, including the Redevelopment Plan tor the City Center Redevelopment Project (See 
Table 111-11, pg. 146 of the MND Addendum), the Downtown Design Guidelines (see discussion 
on pg. 111-149 of the MND Addendum), the Historic Downtown Los Angeles, Design Guidelines 
(see Table III-12 on pg. HI-151 of the MND Addendum), and the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(sec discussion on pg. I Cl-150 of the MND Addendum). The Land Use and Planning analysis is 
supported by substantial evidence, and demonstrates that, like the Approved Project analyzed in 
the MND, the Modified Project is consistent with all of the aforementioned documents.

As discussed in the MND Addendum, and like the Approved Project, the Modified Project 
proposes to redevelop the existing commercial surface parking lot at the Project Site with a high- 
denstty mixed-use Project consistent wirh other similar developments occurring in Downtown
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Los Angeles, In fact, the Modified Project is the type of project encouraged by Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) and City policies, as the Project would promote 
and help accommodate growth in urban centers that are close to existing employment centers and 
mass transit (See also Exhibit 6, attached).

While the Downtown Design Guide may not have been in existence when the MND was adopted, 
Appellants have offered no substantial evidence that the Modified Project’s need to comply with 
the Downtown Design Guide would either worsen the Approved Project's less-than-significant 
cultural resources or land use and planning impacts or would create any new potential impacts 
that were not studied in the MND If anything, as the Land Use and Planning section of the MND 
Addendum demonstrates, the Modified Project creates no conflicts with the Downtown Design 
Guide (“DDG”), or with any of the other land use plans such as the Historic Downtown Los 
Angeles Design Guidelines (“HDTLADG”) that were in place at the time the MND was adopted.

(a) Downtown Design Guide

As Section III-X, Land Use and Planning, of the MND Addendum demonstrates, the Modified 
Project is designed in strict compliance with the DDG. The glass elements of the tower fronting 
the cornet of 9th and Hill Street would come all the way down to the ground floor retail, thereby 
completing the intersection, creating a visual enhancement of the podium and complementing the 
fa?ade of the residential units above. Additionally, the Modified Project would include a 
comprehensive podium-screening program that would incorporate precast concrete panel frames 
and vertical louvers along 9th and Hill Streets to incorporate the podium levels with the residential 
tower above. The design features of these levels would also carry the scale, rhythm, and cornice 
lines of the adjacent Broadway Trade Center building through the length of the city block. The 
Modified Project would also enclose the eastern portion of the podium directly facing the 
adjacent Eastern Columbia building and approximately 63 feet six inches for the portion of the 
podium facing the adjacent parking garage. Additionally, building design guidelines that the 
Modified Project adheres to, but are not limited to, include^

• Recognize individual projects are the "building blocks” of great streets and 
neighborhoods. This requires particular attention to the way the building meets the 
sidewalk, providing a transition to pedestrian scale and elements that activate the street.

3 City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Downtown Design Guide, June 15, 2009, pg. 7.
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• Respect historically significant districts and buildings, including massing and scale, and 
neighborhood context, while at the same time, encouraging innovative architectural 
design that expresses the identity of contemporary urban Los Angeles

• Accommodate vehicular access and parking in a way that respects pedestrians and public 
spaces and contributes to the quality of the neighborhood.

(h) Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design Guidelines

As extensively discussed in Section III-X, Land Use and Planning, of the MND Addendum, the 
Project Site is located on the southwestern side of the HDTLADG’s defined area. Table IK-12 at 
page III-151 of the MND Addendum provides a consistency analysis of the Modified Project with 
the applicable guidelines of the HDTLADG. While the HDTLADG’s are not a City adopted plan, 
and compliance with the Guidelines is voluntary, the Guidelines state that piojects within the 
Historic Core should comply with tire HDTLADG. The HDTLADG seek to promote infill 
development where open parking lots occupy prime building sites at major intersections. 
According to the HDTLADG, as of the date of the Guidelines’ publication, the Historic 
Downtown has more than 20 parking lots of varying sizes on prime building sites, and the 
Guidelines note that the “urban character of downtown is substantially diminished by these 
vacant sites ” Like the Approved Project, the Modified Project would replace an existing parking 
lot with a mixcd-usc building that is compatible with the existing historic buildings through its 
architectural features and treatments.

The HDTLADG observe that key points in new construction include building to the street, 
particularly at comers, and constructing infill buildings at vacant or underutilized sites along 
major streets. One key point for new construction that applies to both the Approved and the 
Modified Project is the following: “Construct new buildings, of compatible design with the 
surrounding neighborhood, on existing surface parking lots. Coiner sites, because of their 
importance in establishing the urban grid, should be a priority.” Like the Approved Project, the 
Modified Project, which would convert an underutilized surface parking lot at a major 
intersection into a compatible mixed-use building, fulfills major objectives of the Historic 
Downtown Design Guidelines, resulting in a project that would be an enhancement to the 
charactei of development in its immediate context.

The HDTLADG establish a study area that includes the Broadway Theater and Commercial 
District Boundary. The boundary captures the historic buildings along Broadway, including a few 
buildings that extend to Hill Street between 3rd Street and 9U Street. The Broadway District 
includes the historic building on Hill Street immediately adjacent to the north of the Pioject Site.
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Although the Project Site is specifically excluded from this historic study area boundary, the 
Modified Project proposes architectural design features, as noted below, that integrate the 
building facade at its podium so that it is complementary to the historical elements of the 
immediately adjacent historic buildings.

The HDTLADG also includes the following infill construction guidelines that are applicable to 
the Modified Project and which would result in the Modified Project being able to fulfill major 
objectives of the Guidelines:

• Pursue creative and innovative contemporary designs for new buildings in the Historic 
Downtown.

• Build consistently with the street wall, particularly at corner sites.
• Design new buildings to respond to the existing building context within a block, and 

provide continuity to the overall streetscape.
• Explore options for multi-use buildings, combining residential, commercial, and other 

compatible uses where appropriate.
• Provide multi-tenant retail space and other public uses at the street level. These should 

be accessible directly from the sidewalk, rather than through common interior lobbies.

Fapade materials for the Modified Project would consist of contemporary design in the use of 
glass, concrete, perforated metal screens and metal louvers. The Modified Project would create a 
continuous street wall. The mixed-use building explores combining commercial and residential 
uses, and the multi-tenant retail space at the ground level would be designed to activate the street 
in ways that the existing parking lot does not.

Like the Approved Project, the Modified Project would be contemporary in design and be clearly 
differentiated from the surrounding historic buildings, as stipulated in the Secretary’s Standard 
Number 9. However, the Modified Project exhibits several design elements that reinforce its 
compatibility with adjacent historical resources.

The Modified Project is designed to be sensitive to adjacent historic and historically contributing 
structures. Complementary uses and good design ensure that the Modified Project would 
positively integrate with the existing character of development in the immediate neighborhoods. 
The facades of the building fronting 9IJ and Hill Streets are designed to complement the 
architecture of the adjacent historic buildings to the north and east, with architectural features that 
match the rhythm and scale of the historic building’s window bay spacing and ornamentation. As 
a result of the Modified Project’s design creating a comparatively rhythmic scale matching the
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historic building's design features, the four levels of above-grade parking at the podium are 
designed to intentionally match the eomice lines of the historic Broadway Trade Center building 
to the north.

As concluded in the MND Addendum, the Modified Project is substantially compliant with the 
DDG, and HDTLADG. The environmental analysis presented in the MND Addendum provides 
substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the environmental impacts resulting from 
changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project would be the same as those of 
the Approved Project, that is, less than significant or less than significant with mitigation, and that 
the Modified Project would not create any new potentially significant impact not studied in the 
MND, Based on the environmental findings and information presented in the MND Addendum, 
the Modified Project’s impacts would not meet the criteria identified in Sections 15164 and 
15162 of die State CEQA Guidelines so as to warrant preparation of a subsequent MND or EIR.

5. IMPACTS TO HISTORIC RESOURCES

(Referenced from Historic Resources Group. Re. Responses to Appeals on the Alexan Project 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1), dated March 28, 2017, See 
Exhibit 1, attached).

Definition of “historical resource” for the Purposes of CEQA

As noted in the Addendum Appendix H Historic Report, CEQA defines a historic resource as a 
resource listed in, or determined eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical 
Resources. All properties listed in the California Register are to be considered under CEQA. All 
resources determined eligible for the Cali fornia Register are also to be considered under CEQA. 
Properties formally determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places are 
automatically fisted in the California Register Properties designated by local municipalities can 
also be considered historic resources. The criteria for eligibility for listing in the California 
Register are based upon criteria for National Register criteria.

The National Park Service defines five categories of historic resources: building, structure, 
object, site, or district Jn the case of the site of the Alexan Project (also referred to as the 
“Modified Project”), there are two types of resources that ate relevant. These are eidier (1) 
individual buildings that are historically significant or, (2) ateas containing a collection or 
grouping of resources that have been identified or listed as historic districts. Potential impacts can 
only affect individual historically significant buildings or a historically significant district. The
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Modified Project Site, currently a surface parkmg lot, is not located within a historic district and 
is not individually eligible for historic listing or designation.

The “Historic Core” of Downtown Los Angeles, an area delineated for planning purposes by 
some documents, is not in itself a. historic district oi a historic resource. Instead, it is referred to as 
the “Historic Core” in recognition the age of its majority buildings, and the large number of 
historic resources (individual buildings and historic districts) located wrthin its boundaries, The 
Fisher Report incorrectly suggests that potential impacts to the entire “Historic Core” must be 
evaluated for the purposes of CEQA even though the “Historic Core” has never been identified as 
a historic district, including recent evaluation by SurveyLA, the City’s comprehensive historic 
resources survey effort.

Significant Impacts to Historic Resources as Defined by CEQA

The Fisher Report is incorrect in its application of “substantial adverse change, and “significant 
impact” as defined by CEQA

Under CEQA, for impacts to historic resources, analysis is focused on “substantial adverse 
change”. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(b) “A project w'ith an effect that may 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that 
may have a significant effect on the environment.” “Substantial adverse change” is defined in this 
section as “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially 
impaired.” This section further states that “The significance of an historical resource is materially 
impaired when a project demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its 
inclusion in, or eligibility for, the California Register of Historical Resources... or a local register 
of historical resources.”

Under CEQA, the potential for “substantial adverse change” to a historic resource is the only 
relevant threshold under which impacts to historic resources can be analyzed. The Fisher Report 
claims that recent “best practices” and “re-interpretation” of National Park Service guidance are 
necessary for a thorough analysis of potential impacts but does not cite or reference anything to 
substantiate this claim and there is no mention of these new practices or interpretations under 
CEQA.
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The Fisher Report appears to suggest that any alteration or change in the vicinity of a historic 
resource can be interpreted as adverse and, therefore, a significant impact under CEQA. 
However, as noted above, alteration near a historic resource is not in itself considered a 
significant impact under CEQA. As demonstrated in the Historical Assessment report included as 
Appendix H to the Addendum to the MND, the Modified Project, like the Approved Project, will 
not result in physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of any historic resource or 
its immediate surroundings such that its significance would be materially impaired. Therefore, 
the threshold for a significant impact as defined by CEQA is not met.

Like the Approved Project, for all the historic resources in the immediate vicinity of the Modified 
Project, the physical characteristics that convey historic significance and justify eligibility for 
historic listing will remain intact and unchanged Like the Approved Project, the historic 
architecture, design elements, configuration, massing and orientation of all historic resources will 
remain discernible after eonstmetion of the Modified Project. Therefore, there is no significant 
impact to historic resources as defined by CEQA

Number and Extent of Historic Resources Identified

The Fisher Report asserts that because the larger surrounding area contains historic resources, 
more resources should be identified and potential impacts analyzed. The Addendum Assessment 
identified only immediately surrounding tesources because those resources are potentially 
susceptible to substantial adverse effect as defined by CEQA (see above). Historic resources 
further afield of the Project Site are protected from substantial adverse effect by their distance 
from the Project Site and were, therefore, not included for analysis. This concurs with the 
previous analysis provided fot the Apptoved Project in the MND which did identify additional 
historic resources in the vicinity but quickly concluded that no impact would occur due to their 
distance from the Project Site. An extended list of individual historic resources and historic 
districts located in the vicinity of the Project Site as well as a map showing their location is 
included in Appendix A This includes historic resources currently listed in National. State and/or 
local registers as well as properties identified as potential historic resources through SurveyLA, 
the City of Los Angeles recently completed comprehensive historic resources survey 
(http://prcservation.1acity.org/survey)
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Basis for Finding of Significant Impacts

The Fisher Report’s conclusion that the Modified Project will result in significant impacts to 
historic resources is not based on CEQA thresholds or National Park Service guidance regarding 
historic integrity and the ability of historic resources to convey their significance. Instead, this 
conclusion is ultimately predicated on two largely subjective judgments:

1. The Modified Project is larger in scale than the adjacent and nearby historic resources,
2, The design of the Modified Project contrasts with that of the adjacent and surrounding 

historic resources.

While both may be true, neither constitutes a significant impact as defined by CEQA. As noted 
above, CEQA states that “the significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a 
project demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an 
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or 
eligibility for, the California Register of Historical Resources. ..or a local register of historical 
resources.” None of the important physical characteristics of the historic resources located in the 
vicinity of the Project Site will be altered by either the Approved Project or the Modified Project. 
All of the physical features that convey historic significance and justify inclusion in or eligibility 
for historic listing will remain intact. Construction of a building that is taller than these resources, 
and is of a contemporary and contrasting design, will not alter those characteristics that convey 
the historic significance of the Eastern-Columbia Building, the May Company Building, the 
Broadway Theater and Commercial District, or any other individual historic resource or historic 
district in the larger vicinity.

Setting of Adjacent Historic Resources

The Fisher Report incorrectly concludes that because the Modified Project, like the Approved 
Project, will alter the immediate setting of the adjacent historic resources, and interrupt some 
views of the adjacent historic resource, the Modified Project will result in significant impacts 
under CEQA.

Because the Modified Project, like the Approved Project, would add height and density on a 
parcel that is currently essentially vacant, development of the Project would alter the immediate 
surroundings of the adjacent historical resources. Under CEQA, the significance of an historical 
resource is materially impaired and constitutes a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
that historical resource, if the project would materially alter the immediate surroundings of the
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historical resource such that (a) it could no longer be listed in, or be eligible for listing in, the 
California Register or (b) it could no longer be included in a local register of historical resources 
or identified as an historical resource in an historical resource survey.4

In addition, the City of Los Angeles’ CEQA Thresholds Guide, which is intended to provide 
guidance consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, states that if “new construction is proposed, give 
key consideration to compatibility with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features of the 
historical resource(s). Determine the impacts to the setting and cbaractei of the area as well as 
whether the new construction might indirectly reduce the viability of a district or grouping of 
historical resources.„5

Because the Project would add height and density in an area currently used for surface parking, 
the immediate surroundings of the adjacent historic resources would be altered, In order for this 
alteration to be considered a substantial adverse change, however, it must be shown that the 
integrity and/or significance of the historic resources would be materially impaired by the 
proposed alteration. A resource is not materially impaired unless it is altered in an adverse 
manner to the point that its physical characteristics fail to convey its historical significance 6

As discussed in the MND Addendum Appendix H Historic Assessment, the ability of a historical 
resource to convey its significance is called historic integrity. Historic integrity is defined as the 
“authenticity of a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics 
that existed during the property’s historic period The National Park Service identifies seven 
aspects of integrity; location, design, setting, materials, vsorkmanship, feeling, and association. 
These qualities are defined as follows:

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic 
event occurred. The relationship between the property and its location is often important to 
understanding why the property was created or why something happened.

Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a 
property

1 CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b) (1).
5 Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (D 3-5) 
c CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b) (1).

National Register Bulletin I6A. How to Complete the National Register Registration Form. 
Washington D C: National Park Service U.S Department of the Interior, 1997. (3)
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Setting is the physical environment of a historic property.

Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of 
time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.

Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people durmg any 
given period in history or prehistory.

Feeling is a property's expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time.

Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic 
property. s

Like the Approved Project, the only aspect of the integrity of adjacent resources that could 
potentially be affected by the Modified Project is setting. According to National Park Service 
guidance, “to retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and usually most, of 
the (seven) aspects” of integrity.9 As is true of the Approved Project, after the Modified Project is 
constructed all historical resources in the vicinity will fully retain integrity of location, design, 
materials, workmanship, sad feeling. Integrity of setting would he partially altered by both the 
Approved Project and the Modified Project.

Therefore, like the Approved Project, all but one of the relevant aspects of integrity will be 
unaffected by the Modified Project, so that the historic integrity of the nearby resources will be 
retained. While the Modified Project, like the Approved Project, will partially alter the setting of 
these resources, this alteration will not materially impair the buildings or the district such that 
they can no longer convey their historic significance. As is true of the Approved Project, after 
construction of the Modified Project the Eastern Columbia Building, the May Co. Building, and 
the Broadway Theater and Commercial District will remain intact, and the resources will remain 
eligible for historic designation.

For a more detailed discussion regarding alterations to the setting of adjacent historic resources, 
please see Response to Comment 41 (Historic Resources Group, Exhibit 1).

s National Register Bulletin IS; How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. 
Washington D C.; National Park Service, U.S. Department of Interior, 1997. (44)

’ National Register Bulletin 15, 44.
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Views of the Eastern-Cohtmbia Clock Tower

The fisher Report claims that visual obstruction by the Modified Project of the Eastem-Columbia 
dock towei from some vantage points at the tear of the building would result in a significant 
impact under CEQA. The clock tower is not a terminus or focal point of an intentional or 
recognized view corridor that is intended to be viewed from a specific vantage point. Moreover, 
no legally protected or proscribed view corridor to the clock tower exists. The dock tower is 
currently visible from many vantage points in the surrounding area; similarly, views of the clock 
tower arc currently obscured by existing buildings from many vantage points in the surrounding 
area After construction of the Modified Project, the clock towei will continue to be visible from 
many vantage points, particularly from die east and south looking to the Eastern- Columbia 
Building’s two primary (east and south) facades, and from within the Broadway Theater and 
Commercial District. Given these factors, there is no analytical framework, to suggest that the 
partial obstruction of some oblique view's of a single feature of a historic building, from a specific 
vantage point at the rear of the building, would constitute an alteration of the resouice or its 
immediate surroundings such that the significance of the historical resource would be materially 
impaired.

For a more detailed discussion of views of the Eastem-Columbia Building, see Response to 
Comment 29 (Historic Resources Group, Exhibit 1).

6. CRA/LA AS LEAD AGENCY

Appellant Society for the Preservation of Downtown Los Angeles (SP-DTLA) claims that the 
Successor Agency to the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA'LA) should be the lead 
agency because Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section I6.05G states that the "CRA," an 
entity no longer in existence as defined by the LAMC, shall assume the position of being lead 
agency when a project is proposed within a Redevelopment Plan area However, for projects 
within Redevelopment Plan areas, such as the Modified Project, the CRA/LA has recently stated 
that the City must provide approval of environmental documents prior to any action on the part of 
the CRA/LA

On November 4, 2015, in response to an inquiry specifically addressing this question, CRA/LA 
Special Projects Officer Craig Bullock wrote to the Modified Project's representative that "the 
DCP (City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning] needs to provide approval foi the 
environmental docs prior to it going to the CRA Board for TFAR above and below 50,000 
[square feet]." See November 4, 2015 correspondence from Mr. Bullock to Mr. Irvine, attached
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hereto as Exhibit 2 By this communication, the CRA/LA specifically directed the Modified 
Project's representative to apply to the City for its approval of the necessary environmental 
review document for the Modified Project before seeking the CRA/LA's approval of the 
requested TFAR, because the CRA/LA is now deferring to the City acting first on the 
environmental review document for projects, such as the Modified Project, seeking TFAR 
approvals. As such, the CRA/LA has stated that it would not and, therefore, could not act as the 
lead agency for the Modified Project. See also, correspondence between Jenna Monterrosa and 
Craig Bullock, attached hereto as Exhibit 7.

Additionally, Mr. Bullock’s position is also consistent with the CRA/LA Board, action taken on 
June 21, 2012, where CRA/LA confirmed that for land use regulations the CRA/LA defers to the 
City of Los Angeles (See Exhibit 2, attached hereto). The CRA.'LA’s direction to the Modified 
Project’s representative to apply to the City to prepare the environmental review document for the 
Modified Project is also consistent with state law disbanding the CRA. See AB lx-26’s express 
requirement that the law provides “...successor agencies with limited authority that extends only 
to the extent needed to implement a wind down of redevelopment agency affairs”. Under that 
law, the CRA/LA's only legal mandate is to wind down its affairs; it can no longer fulfill the lead 
agency role for development projects within Redevelopment Project areas

But even if one were to assume that the CRA/LA stands in for the CRA, the CRA/LA would not 
be the agency principally responsible for carrying out or approving the Modified Project under 
CEQA. Instead, the City would be principally responsible for approving all aspects of the 
Modified Project, as it was for the Approved Project, including entitlements and building permit 
approvals. See State CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(b). As provided in State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15051(b)(1), ”[t]he lead agency will normally be the agency with general governmental 
powers, such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose such as an 
air pollution control district...."

So significant is the role of the lead agency that CEQA proscribes delegation of the lead agency 
role. This prohibition was articulated in Kleist v. City of Glendale (1976) 56 Cal.App.3d 770, 779 
[128 Cal.Rptr. 781]:

"Neither the CEQA nor the state guidelines authorize the city council to delegate 
its review and consideration function to another body. Delegation is inconsistent 
with the purpose of the review and consideration function since it insulates the 
members of the council from public awareness and possible reaction to the
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individual members' environmental and economic values. Delegation is 
inconsistent with the purposes of the E1R itself."

The City has properly tic ted under CEQA as the lead agency for the Modified Project. Undet 
Public Resources Code Section 21067 and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15050 et seq., the 
lead agency has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project. As it did for 
the Approved Project, the City has the principal responsibility for approving the Modified 
Project. As such, the City is the legally proper lead agency for the Modified Project.
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LETTER NO. 1

Luna & Glushon
Robert L. Glushon
16255 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 950
Encino, CA 91436
February 28, 2017

RESPONSES TO LETTER NO. 1

COMMENT 1.1

Re: Council File No. 16-1462 ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1/ DJR-2015-2976-TDR-SPR

Honorable Councilmembers:

Our office represents the Eastern Colombia Homeowners Association (“HOA”) , one of the 
Appellants of the proposed Alexan Project, a 27-story, mixed-use development with 305 dwelling 
units and 6,171 sq. ft. of ground floor commercial space at 850 S. Hill Street (“the Alexan 
Project”)

Preliminarily, this Council should be aware neither City Planning staff nor the Central Area 
Planning Commission made any attempts whatsoever to respond to the very real concerns raised 
by our clients with regard to the adverse impacts on historic resources that the Alexan Project 
poses Indeed, all such concerns fell on deaf cars at the Area Planning Commission, the 
Commission mesmerized only by the misleading number of jobs the Alexan Project would 
supposedly create 2

Such actions are the very type that have led and continue to lead to the deep divide and 
distrust between this City officials and residents, your constituents.

But the historic issues cannot be ignored by law', including the California Environmental Quality 
Act (“CEQA”), thus necessitating this appeal. As set forth herein and in the attached Historical 
Assessment Report completed by historian Charles J. Fisher, the severe historic adverse impacts

i The HOA includes 220 condominium unit owners who reside at 849 S. Broadway immediately 
adjacent to the Alexan Project.

' A project which respects the historic surroundings of this neighborhood would undoubtedly bring a 
similar amount of jobs.
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of the Alexan Project, as proposed, have not been adequately analyzed.3 For all of these reasons, 
we ask that the City Council independently and with due care assess the issues raised by the 
HOA, grant our appeal, and send the Alexan Project back for further environmental review 
consistent with CEQA.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1.1

The Appellant, listed as the Eastern Columbia Homeowners’ Association (HOA), represented by 
Luna & Glushon. has submitted a letter on the Modified Project as teferenced above. Responses 
to the Appellant’s concerns with respect to CEQA and the environmental review process are 
provided below With respect to the Appellant’s concerns regarding impacts of the Modified 
Project upon historic resources, please refer to the attached response provided by Historic 
Resources Group (Sec Exhibit 1).

COMMENT 1.2

I. Introduction

This Council should be aware that our clients arc not against development of the 850 S. Hill site, 
in fact, when many of the homeowners purchased their homes at the Eastern Colombia, they were 
informed that development of the 850 S. Hill had been approved by the City. Unfortunately, the 
development disclosed to homeowners is not the development before you today The disclosed 
development was for the construction of a mixed-use 158 joint living and work condominium unit 
and a 7 commercial unit building - a project approved by the City in 2007 that was never built.

Instead, the Alexan Project before you today, which the Applicant is improperly calling a 
“Modified Project” (see below) is 6 stories and 74 feet taller than the 2007 Project, includes 
over 67,000 sq feet more floor area than the 2007 Project, almost double the amount of 
residential units and changes them from condominiums to apartments, and maintains completely 
new architecture and a completely new design. Most importantly, the impacts of the Alexan 
Project on the F-astem Colombia building arc not only completely different, they are detrimentally 
more impactful

3 Jt is indeed disconcerting that provided the City's complete disregard for the residents' concerns and 
testimony, the HOA has had to commission a professional historian to rebut the veiy clear 
inadequacies and problems the Alexan Project poses with regard to historic, resources
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RESPONSE. TO COMMENT 1.2

With respect to the Appellant’s recitation of the Modified Project's changes to the Approved 
Project, a summary of the changes between the “Approved Project” (VTT 66505 and ZA-2006- 
6350-YV-ZAA-SPJR), “Original Project” (ENV-2006-6302-MND) and “Modified Project” 
(ENV-2006-63Q2-MND-REC 1) is reported- in Table II-l of the Project Description of the 
Addendum As shown in Table II-l, the Modified Project, as compared to the Original Project 
analyzed in the MND (the original environmental document), results in a net increase of 138 
dwelling units, a net increase of l,29i square feet of tetail floor area, and 77 additional parking 
spaces. The Modified Project would include an increase of 66,667 square feet of floor area and an 
increase of six stories in building height (approximately 74 feet).

The fact that the Modified Project proposes changes to the Approved Project does not lead to a 
conclusion that those changes create significant impacts, in fact, the MND Addendum concludes 
that they do not. Appellant has not offered any substantial evidence, pursuant to Section 15164 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines, that the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified 
Project or circumstances surrounding the Project would cause any of the Approved Project's Icss- 
than-significant impacts identified in the MND to become significant, or that any entirely new 
potentially significant environmental impact not studied or mitigated in the MND might result 
from those changes, Therefore, the City's choice to prepare the MND Addendum was proper, and 
the MND Addendum properly concluded that the Modified Project, like the Approved Project 
would have less than significant impacts on the environment.

COMMENT 1.3

What’s more, the Applicant has taken no steps whatsoevei to assure consistency with, or respect 
for, the surrounding historic community,4 Instead, it has made the argument that the Alexan 
Project is “juxtaposed” to the historic neighborhood and therefore “consistent” (i e. that 
juxtaposition of glass and steel next to historic riled buildings is some type of “juxtaposed 
consistency”). Such argument is simply disingenuous. A project cannot be consistent by being 
inconsistent. To add insult to injury, the Applicant has stated, as required by rhe Addendum to the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) here, it will hire a preservation architect in the- future.

1 The Alexan Project is surrounded on all sides hy historically significant buildings: (l) the Eastern 
Colombia Building, Historic Monument No. 294, noted by the Los Angeles Historic Resources 
Inventory as a visual landmark representative of the vitality of the City's retail and commercial core; 
(2) the May Company Garage, Historic Monument No, 1001; (3) the Coast Federal Savings Building, 
Historic Monument No 346; (4) Hamburger's Department Store, Historic Monument No 459; and (5) 
Blaclcs/one's Department Store; Historic Monument No. 765.
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to make sure “consistency” is achieved. But, the problem with this approach is glaring: what if 
consistency cannot be achieved?

For ail of the reasons set forth herein, and in Mr Fisher’s report, this Council must grant our 
appeal and send the Alexan Project back for further environmental review now, before the 
Alexan Project is approved, as required by CEQA, and to make sure consistency can be achieved

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13

The steps the Applicant has taken to ensure that the design of the Modified Project is consistent 
with all historic design requirements and would not create a significant historic impact under 
CEQA are documented in the MND Addendum, have been further addressed in Applicant's prior 
Responses to Comments, and are even further addressed in the attached responses provided by 
Historic Resources Group (See Exhibit i), and Response to Comment 18, below With respect to 
the Appellant’s specific comments regarding impacts of the Modified Project upon historic 
resources, please refer the attached response provided by Historic Resources Group (Sec Exhibit 
I), and Response to Comment 1.8. With respect 1o Appellant’s concerns regarding deferral of 
mitigation, please refer to Response to Comment 1.7.

COMMENT 1.4

The Addendum to the Previously Adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration is 
Inappropriate as a Matter of Law

II.

The City’s determination that this Alexan Project is, somehow, a Modified Project fails to pass 
the smell test. Simply stated, the Alexan Project is a New Project, not a modified Project, and the 
Council should find so,

Pursuant to the California CEQA Guidelines §15162, an Addendum to a previously adopted 
MND is not appropriate wheie:

Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major 
revisions of the previous EtR or negative declaration due to the involvement of 
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects;

(1)

Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EER or 
Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant

(2)
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effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 
previous EIR was certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, 
shows anv of the following:

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or negative declaration;

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe 
than shown in the previous EIR;

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

CD) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably diffeient 
from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one 
or more significant effects on the environment, hut the project 
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative

Here, it is cleat that the proposed Alexan Project is no in any way related to the 2007 mixed-use 
project containing 167 residential condominium units and 7,107 square feet of lobby/retail space, 
It is 6 stories, 74 feet taller than the 2007 Project; includes over 67,000 sq. ft. more floor area; 
almost doubles the amount of residential units; proposes apartments rather than condominiums; 
maintains completely uew architecture and a completely new design, and requires completely 
different findings. It has environmental effects which arc completely diffeient than the 2007 
Project, especially to historical resources5 which the 2007 MND hardly, if at all, assessed but the 
current Addendum to the MND analyzes (albeit inadequately). Presumably, this is a result of the 
City’s Downtown Design Guidelines and the fact that the 2007 Project respected the historic 
nature of the Eastern Colombia Building, but the current places a 27-story tower directly in front 
of it. Such changes are substantial, requiring major revisions of the previous MND, and therefore 
the Addendum is inappropriate.

1 Traffic impacts today and 10 years ago are also completely different. The Addendum to the MND 
admits as much by conducting a new traffic stuff.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1.4

With respect the Appellant’s comment that the City incorrectly determined that the Addendum is 
the appropriate document for environmental review of the Modified Project, Section 15164 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines states that the lead or responsible agency shall prepare an Addendum to 
an adopted Negative Declaration if none of the conditions described m Section 15162 calling for 
preparation of a subsequent EIR or Negative Declaration has occurred or there are minor 
technical changes or additions. Pursuant to Section 15162, no subsequent EIR shall be prepared 
when a Negative Declaration has been adopted for a project, unless on the basis of substantial 
evidence, where one or more of the following occur:

Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial inciease in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects;
Substantial changes occur with respect to tire circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative 
Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or 
New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have 
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous KIR was 
certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, shows any of the 
following:

1.

2.

3

The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or negative declaration;
Significant effects previously examined will be substantially mote severe than 
shown in the previous EIR;
Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in 
fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of 
the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt die mitigation measure or 
alternative; or
Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative

a.

b.

c.

d

The City determined that the MND was relevant to the analysis of the environmental effects of 
the changes proposed by the Modified Project to the Approved Project, and the substantial

%
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evidence contained in the MND Addendum supports the City's determination. The environmental 
analyses presented in the Addendum to the adopted MND provides substantial evidence to 
support the conclusions that the environmental impacts resulting from the changes to the 
Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project would be less than significant, like the 
Approved Project's impacts, and that the Modified Project would not result in a new, previously 
unstudied environmental impact or in a substantial increase to the severity of any of the Approved 
Project's environmental impacts previously disclosed in the adopted MND, Based on the 
information and environmental determinations presented in the MND Addendum, the criteria 
identified in Sections 15164 and 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines that would trigger 
preparation of either a supplemental MND or an EIR have not been met.

Again, the fact that the Modified Project proposes changes to the Approved Project does not lead 
to a conclusion that those changes create significant impacts; in fact, the MND Addendum 
concludes that they do not. Appellant has not offered any substantial evidence, pursuant to 
Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, that the changes to the Approved Project proposed 
by the Modified Project or circumstances surrounding the Project would cause any of the 
Approved Project's less-than-significant impacts identified in the MND to become significant, or 
that any entirely new potentially significant environmental impact not studied or mitigated in the 
MND might result from those changes. “Changes in size, ownership, nature, character, etc., of a 
project are of no consequence in and of themselves in determining whether the environmental 
impacts of a modified project were adequately analyzed within the scope of a prior approved 
project. Such factors are meaningful only to the extent that they affect the environmental impacts 
of a project.” Friends of the College of San Mateo Gardens v. San Mateo County Community 
College Dist (2016) 1 Cal.5,h 937, 141.6 (“.Friends of the College"). The Friends of the College 
decision upholds the court’s ruling in Manx Bros. Beal Estate Group vs. City of Los Angeles 
(2007) 153 CaI.App.4u 1385, 1400, a case that was decided by the Second District Court of 
Appeal, and cited with approval by the California Supreme Court in Friends of the College at p. 
1416.

Appellant does not offer any substantial evidence to support its claim that the development of the 
Modified Project would have adverse impacts to surrounding land uses with respect to 
compatibility, but essentially claims only that the Modified Project looks different from the 
Approved Project. As noted in Public Resources Code Section 21080(e) (2), substantia! evidence 
does not consist of argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence that is 
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not contribute 
to, or arc not caused by, physical impacts on the environment. The Appellants assertions are not 
substantiated. Refer also to Topical Response 2, above.
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The lead agency has determined that the MND is relevant for assessing the Modified Project, and 
substantial evidence supports its decision. The environmental analysis presented in the MND 
Addendum evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the changes to the Approved 
Project proposed under the Modified Project and provides substantial evidence to demonstrate 
that these changes would not cause new unstudied environmental impacts that might be 
potentially significant or an increase in the severity of the Approved Project's less-than- 
significant impacts identified in the MND. As such, the MND Addendum was the appropriate 
environmental document to address the changes proposed undei the Modified Project.

COMMENT 1.5

Again, the City’s Downtown Design Guidelines were approved in 2009. Accordingly, the 2007 
Project was not vetted with respect to the Downtown Design Guidelines but the new Project is 
This constitutes new information of substantial significance and a substantial change with respect 
to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, requiring major revisions of the 
previous MND.

RESPONSE TO COMMEN T 1.5

Appellant has provided no substantial evidence supporting its argument that new significant 
impacts must result from the fact that the Downtown Design Guide may not have been in 
existence when the MND was adopted. The Land Use section of the MND Addendum contains 
substantial evidence demonstrating that despite the changes proposed to the Approved Project, 
the Modified Project does not conflict with the Downtown Design Guide, or with other land use 
plan addressed to design concerns such as the Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design 
Guidelines (“HDTLADG”) which was in place at the time the MND was adopted. Therefore, like 
the Approved Project's effects, the Modified Project’s effects arc less than significant.

COMMENT 1.6

This Council will note that when this Alexan Project was filed, it was filed as a new project. 
There was no mention of any “modification” in the application. Clearly, this “modification” 
is nothing more than an afterthought created for the purpose of moving forward with an 
Addendum to an MND rather than separate environmental review.

California law is cleai that the direshold for a new Project, rather than a modified project is very- 
low. See Save Our Neighborhood v. lishmun (2006) 140 Cal.App.4th 1288, (an Addendum is not 
appropriate where the new project, a 102 unit hotel with convention facilities, though on the same 
land and involving similar uses had a different applicant and did not utilize any of the drawings or

<4 23822 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 301
Valencia, CA 91355

(661) 257 2282 (tel)
www.parkercnvironmental.coni

PARKER
s ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

http://www.parkercnvironmental.coni


Planning and Land Use Management Committee
City of Los Angeles
The Alexan Project - ENV-2006-6302-MND-RBC1
March 28,2017
Page 34 of 144

materials connected with the earlier pi eject, gas station convenience store with car wash, 
restaurants, lounge and 106-unit motel); Ventura Foothill Neighbors v. County of Ventura (2014) 
232 Cal.App.4th 429 (Addendum inappropriate where original project had a maximum of 75 feet, 
and “modified” project was 90 feet at different location). Therefore, IIOA urges this Council to 
send the “Addendum” back and require the Applicant to complete new environmental review.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1,6

The Appellant’s assertion that the Addendum is inadequate as a matter of law is incorrect and is 
inconsistent with the recent California Supreme Court decision which rejected the precise 
argument the Appellant raises here, and the case law on which that decision is based. In the 
Friends of the College case, die California Supreme Court opined “[F]or the purposes of 
determining whether an agency may proceed under CF.QA’s subsequent review provisions, the 
question is not whether an agency’s proposed changes render a project new in an abstract 
sense.... Rather, under CEQA, when there is a change in plans, ... after a project has received 
initial approval, the agency’s environmental review obligations ‘tnrn[] on the value of the new 
information to the still pending decisionmaking process.’ [Citation and footnote omitted.] If the 
original environmental document retains some informational value despite the proposed changes, 
then the agency proceeds to decide under CEQA’s subsequent review provisions whether project 
changes will require major revisions to the original environmental document because of the 
involvement of new, previously uuconsidered significant effects.” Id. at pp. 13-14. The 
California Supreme Court further held that the determination of the continuing relevance of the 
original environmental document is “a predominantly factual question,” reviewed by courts under 
the substantial evidence test. /rf. at pp 15-16. “We expect occasions when a court finds no 
substantial evidence to support an agency’s decision to proceed under CEQA’s subsequent review 
provisions will be rare, and rightly so, ‘a court should tread with extraordinary care,’ before 
reversing an agency ’s determination, whether implicit or explicit, that its initial environmental 
document retains some relevance to the decisionmaking process." Id. at 16

Here, the City clearly determined that the MND retains some informational value despite the 
changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project, and therefore chose to 
proceed under State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 et seq. Pursuant to State CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15162(a) and 15164, an Addendum to an adopted MND may be prepared for 
minor changes or if none of the conditions described in Section 15162(a) calling for the 
preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration has occurred. For the reasons stated in 
the MND Addendum, the City properly determined to use an Addendum to analyze the impacts 
of the changes proposed by the Modified Project. Here, substantial evidence supports the City’s 
determination to proceed under CEQA's subsequent review provisions.
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Additionally, with tegard to the Ventura Foothill case cited by the Appellant, the facts in that ease 
are highly distinguishable. There, Ventura County did not disclose to surrounding residents 
either during the administrative process surrounding its Addendum or in the Addendum itself that 
the medical center, which had been reported to be a maximum of 75 feet in the EIR, would in fact 
be over 90 feet in height. The Ventura Foothill opinion states that the increase in height was not 
disclosed until the building reached that height. The Modified Project’s Addendum to the 
adopted MND is distinguishable as the increase in height and other changes are fully disclosed 
and analyzed, and determined to create less-than-significant impacts like those of the Approved 
Project. Refer also to Topical Response 2, above.

COMMENT 1.7

III. The MND Improperly Defers Mitigation and Further Environmental Review is 
Necessary to Evaluate Impacts on Historical Resources

The IIOA hereby incorporates by reference the attached Historical Assessment Report completed 
by historian Charles J. Fisher, as though fully set forth herein

As a highlight, this Council should know that the Addendum to the MND here concludes that 
impacts to the significance of the historic resources surrounding the Alexan Project (including the 
Eastern Colombia building) resulting from the development of the Alexan Project would be 
reduced to a less than significant level and mitigated to a level of insignificance by mitigation 
measures, including the preparation ol a future report bv a preservation architect But it is well 
settled law that under CEQA requiring adoption of mitigation measures from a future study is 
impermissible. Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 306-07 (MND 
requiring applicant to submit a future hydrology study and soils study subject to review by 
County found deficient for improperly deferring environmental assessment to a later date); 
Defend the Bay v City oj Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App 4th 1261, 1275 (deferral is impermissible 
when agency “simply requires a project applicant to obtain a biological report and then comply 
with recommendations that may be made in the report”). Therefore, any “review” by a 
preservation architect must be completed before the Project is approved.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1.7

Appellant’s claim that mitigation has been improperly deferral is incorrect. The Modified Project 
incorporates the same Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures 15 and 16 that were originally 
adopted in connection with adoption of the MND and approval of the Approved Project. As such, 
these measures are now beyond the statutory time period for challenge. (See Pub. Res. Code Sec. 
21167 ) Moreover, neither the MND nor the MND Addendum defers required analyses of the
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Approved Project’s or proposed Modified Project’s impacts related to compatibility with 
surrounding historic resources to these mitigation measures. Rather, both documents assessed 
their respective project's compatibility under the required criteria and reached their lcss-than- 
significant impact conclusions based on substantial evidence As the Modified Project was 
evaluated against compliance with applicable standards and plans (See Historic Resources Group 
attached responses, Exhibit 1), the Mitigation Measures would ensure compliance with the 
applicable performance standards in those plans and guidelines. These mitigation measures are 
intended simply to confirm that the final design of the development has remained compatible up 
to the time building permits are issued See Laurel Heights Improvements Assn v. Regents of the 
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 388, 419 In Laurel Heights, the California Supreme 
Court specifically approved noise mitigation measures that included future evaluation and review 
for compliance with noise performance standards. Appellant's commenl that the MND Addendum 
docs not determine that the design of the Modified Project conforms to the Secretary's Standards, 
but instead improperly defers that determination to mitigation measures, is therefore erroneous.

COMMENT 1.8

What’s more, both through public testimony and Mr. Fisher’s report, substantial evidence has 
been submitted that the Project will have a materially detrimental effect on the historic buildings 
surrounding it. A public agency must prepare an EIR whenever substantial evidence supports a 
fair argument that a proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment. The fair 
argument standard is a “low threshold” test No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal . 3d 
68, 75. Where based on observation, the opinions and testimony from local residents are relevant 
to impacts such as aesthetics and traffic and constitute substantial evidence in support of a “fair 
argument” for an EIR. Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of 
Supervisors (2001) 91 CaI.App.4th 342, 355-356. Therefore, an EIR, not an MND, is clearly 
necessary to evaluate the substantial and materially detrimental impacts on the surrounding 
historical buildings

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1.8

Appellant’s general, over-broad references to "public testimony" and to "Mr. Fisher's report" are 
insufficient to put tire City on notice with respect to the particular ground on which Appellant 
claims the MND Addendum's historic analysis fails to comply with CEQA. In addition, Appellant 
offers no substantial evidence tha! the changes proposed by the Modified Project to the Approved 
Project would create a newr potentially significant historic resources impact not studied in the 
MND or would substantially worsen the Approved Project's less-than-significant environmental 
impacts to hisroric resources. With respect to Appellant’s specific comments regarding impacts of
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the Modified Project upon historic resources, please refer to the attached response provided by 
Historic Resources Group (Sec Exhibit 1).

COMMENT 1.9

IV. The Impacts on Land Use and Planning arc Inadequately Evaluated-

The Addendum to the MND takes the untenable position of only evaluating those land use 
policies with which it is consistent. However, in order to be legally adequate, it must also identify 
and discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed Project and applicable general plans and 
regional plans including “relevant, environmental policies in other applicable plans.4’ See CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(d); L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide f

Here, the Alexan Project is inconsistent with all of the following laud use policies, objectives and 
goals:

To preserve key landmarks which highlight the history and unique character of 
the City, blending old and new in an aesthetic realization of change or growth 
with distinction, and facilitating the adaptive reuse of structures of architectural, 
historic or cultural merit [City’s Redevelopment Plan];

1.

To create a modem, efficient and balanced urban environment for people, 
including a full range of around-the-clock activities and uses, such as recreation, 
sports, entertainment and housing [City’s Redevelopment Plan];

2.

To presene and enhance the positive characteristics of existing uses which 
provide the foundation for community identity, such as scale, height, bulk, 
setbacks and appearance [City Center Community Plan, II-2];

3.

New construction should respect historically significant districts and buildings, 
including massing and scale, and neighborhood context [City’s Downtown 
Design Guidelines, p. 7j.

4.

6 The L.A CEQA Threshold Guide with respect to "land use consistency” states' The determination of 
significance shall he made on a case-by-case basis; considering:
• Whether the proposal is inconsistent with the adopted land use/densitv 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
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Construct new buildings, of compatible design with the surrounding 
neighborhood, on existing surface parking lots [Historic Downtown Los Angeles 
Design Guidelines, pgs. 11,131];

5.

Carefully maintain and restore terra cotta, the most prevalent decorative building 
materia) in Historic Downtown [Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design 
Guidelines, p. 101];

6.

7. Design new buildings to respond to existing building context within a block, 
provide continuity to the overall streetscape Frequently, a new building will be 
inserted on a site between two existing buildings of disparate scale and design 
[Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design Guidelines, p. 131]; and

8. Use compatible types oj masonry such as terra cotta when constructing new 
structures in the Historic Downtown [Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design 
Guidelines, p. 132],

Such inconsistencies must be analyzed Additionally, the neighborhood has submitted more than 
sufficient evidence of a fair argument that the Alexan Project may have a significant effect on 
land-use and planning, especially as it will divide the consistency of the historic neighborhood. 
Thus, under CEQA, such impacts must be analyzed EIR, not an MND.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1.9

The Appellant’s assertion that the MND Addendum only evaluates those land use policies with 
which it is consistent is inaccurate. Section III-X Land Use of the Addendum, provides thorough 
consistency analyses with respect to design guidelines and adopted planning documents, which 
are applicable to the Modified Project at the tegional and local level, including the 
Redevelopment Plan for the City Center Redevelopment Project (see Table ID-11, pg. 146 of the 
Addendum), the Downtown Design Guidelines (see discussion on pg 111-149 of the Addendum), 
the Historic Downtown Los Angeles, Design Guidelines (see Table III-12 on pg. Ill-151), and the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (sec discussion on pg III-150 of die Addendum). This analysis is 
supported by substantial evidence, and demonstrates that, like the Original and Approved Projects 
analyzed in the MND, the Modified Project is consistent with all of these documents. 
Nonetheless a point-by-point response to the objectives or goals raised by Appellant is provided 
below:
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To preserve key landmarks which highlight the history and unique character of 
the City, blending old and new in an aesthetic realization of change or growth 
with distinction, andfacilitating the adaptive reuse of structures of architectural, 
historic or cultural merit [City's Redevelopment Plan];

1.

The Projecr Site is currently used as a surface parking lot and no significant 
structures exist on-site. The Historic Assessment, included in Appendix II of the 
Addendum, found that the Modified Project would not have any significant 
impact on historic resources. As such, the Modified Project, similar to the 
Original Project, would not significantly impact key landmarks and historical or 
unique features of the City, which would potentially hinder achievement of the 
goals of this objective (Sec pg. IU-147 of the MND Addendum).

To create a modern, efficient and balanced urban environment for people, 
including a full range of around-the-clock activities and uses, such as recreation, 
sports, entertainment and housing [City’s Redevelopment Plan];

2

The Modified Project, similar to the Original Project, would supplement the aiea 
with new residential units and ground-floor retail spaces Additionally, the 
Project is designed ro promote pedestrian activity with the ietail stores’ main 
entrances fronting the public right-of-way and providing night-time lighting for 
enhanced security The Project’s location near mass transit and in walking 
distance to services, retail stores, and employment opportunities promotes a 
pedestrian-friendly environment. Thus, the Modified Project is consistent with 
this objective (see pg. III-147 of MND Addendum)

Construct new buildings, of compatible design with the surrounding 
neighborhood, on existing surface parking lots. Comer sites, because of their 
importance in establishing the urban grid, should be a priority.

5

The Project Site is currently developed with a surface parking lot, which has been 
identified by the Historic Design Guidelines for infill development. The Historic 
Design Guidelines promote construction of new buildings that enhance the 
surrounding historical buildings and neighborhood with contemporary 
architecture. As depicted in Figure 11-25, Design Guidelines Diagram, of the 
Project Description, the Project's design is respectful of the bordering 
architecture and streetscape, and the Project’s design incorporates elements to 
cieare a continuous, engaging streetscape and street wall Thus, the Modified
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Project would be consistent with this guideline (see pg. HI-131 of the 
Addendum).

Design new buildings to respond to existing building context within a block, 
provide continuity to the overall streetscape. Frequently, a new building will be 
inserted on a site between two existing buildings of disparate scale and design 
[Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design Guidelines, p. 131];

7.

The Project Site is on a comer lot. The proposed building provides a continuous 
street wall to the maximum extent permitted by the existing dedications or the 
surrounding streets and would enhance the streetscape. Additionally, the 
building’s scale and massing is respectful of surrounding buildings’ heights, 
scale, and massing (see pg. III-155 of the MND Addendum).

Use compatible types of masonry such as terra cotta when constructing new 
structures in the Historic Downtown [Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design 
Guidelines, p. 132J.

8.

Similar to the Original Project, the Modified Project is of a modern aesthetic and 
its fa9ade would consist of creative and innovative contemporary design in the 
use of glass, precast concrete, metal panels, perforated metal screens and metal 
louvers (see pg. Ill-155 of the MND Addendum).

Contrary to Appellant's claim that No. 3, above, is a land use policy, objective or goal that the 
MND Addendum should have analyzed for the Modified Project, in fact, the Community Plan 
does not identify it as such. With respect to No 4 above, please refer to Topical Response 4, 
above. With respect to No. 6, above, both the Approved Project and the Modified would be 
developed at a location containing a surface parking lot, lacking any terra cotta to maintain or 
restore. With respect to potential impacts to adjacent historic resources, Mitigation Measures 11 
through 14 incorporated into the Modified Project and identified in the MND Addendum provide 
mitigation for potential construction impacts.

While Appellant lists several goals and objectives from the Redevelopment Plan for the City 
Center Redevelopment Project, the Downtown Design Guidelines and the Historic Downtown 
Los Angeles, Design Guidelines, Appellant offers only bald conclusions, but no substantial 
evidence in support of its claims. Appellant's assertion that the "neighborhood" has submitted 
sufficient fsic] evidence that the Modified Project will "divide the consistency of the historic 
neighborhood" is also a bald and unsubstantiated conclusion that apparently obliquely refers to 
undesignated prior statements.
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Finally, as the Applicant has stated in response to Appellant's prior comments, Appellant 
misapprehends tine concept of plan consistency. See also Topical Response No. 4, above.

COMMENT 1.10

For all of these reasons, we ask the City Council to grant our appeal and require the Applicant 
provide complete, separate environmental review, as requited by CEQA, instead of hiding behind 
this inappropriate Addendum to a 2007 MND. See Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey 
Comity Bd of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal App 4th 99, 118 (CEQA requires strict compliance with 
the procedures and mandates of the statute),

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1.10

Pursuam to Section 15064 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “[argument, speculation, 
unsubstantiated opinion oi narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or 
evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall 
include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion suppoit by facts.” 
Thus, in the absence of any further detail or explanation as to how the Addendum failed to 
analyze these impacts, this assertion is unsubstantiated and docs not provide substantial evidence 
to support even a fair argument that the changes proposed by the Modified Project would result in 
impacts not already studied.

The Appellant’s issues of concern, as they pertain to the CEQA process and or environmental 
impacts, have been included in the record. As demonstrated in the responses above, this letter 
does not present any new information that would warrant any changes to the environmental 
analysis as presented in the Addendum to the previously adopted MND.

%
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LETTER NO. 2

The Silvcrstcio Law Firm 
Robert Silverstein
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3Tl1 Floor 
Pasadena, C A 91101 
February 28, 2017

RESPONSE TO LETTER NO. 2

COMMENT 2.1

Re: California Environmental Quality Act Appeal Against the Alexan Project, located at 
85(1 S- Hill Street, Los Angeles, APN 5144-017-037; Case Numbers: ENV-2006-6302-MNI); 
ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1; ZA-2006-635Q-YV-ZAA-SPR; VTT-65505; DIR-2015-2976- 
TDR-SPR i

Honorable President Huizar and Members of the PLUM Committee:

I. INTRODUCTION.

This firm and the undersigned represent the Society for the Preservation of Downtown Los 
Angeles (hereinafter “Appellant” or “SPDTLA”). Please keep this office on the list of interested 
persons to receive timely notice of all hearings, votes and determinations related to the proposed 
approval of a mixed-use building at 850 S. Hill Street, commonly known as the Alexan Project 
(“Project” or “Alexan”). Appellant submits this lettet in support of Appellant’s appeal of the 
Central Area Planning Commission’s (“CAPC”) denial of its appeal and approval of the Project 
and its determination and findings dated November 15, 2016 and December 20, 2016.

Appellant represents the views of its members as well as those of the more than 1,000 individuals 
who have expressed opposition to the Project, including on the grounds that it is incompatible 
with and destructive to the City's historic and cultural resources In addition, a number of 
members of Appellant own property aiuFcr live in the Eastern Columbia Building, and are 
personally, substantially, and significantly adversely affected by the proposed Project’s 
environmental impacts, and the CAPC’s approval thereof.

i Appellant requests that the administrative record in this case include all records in related case 
numbers listed in the subject line of this letter, A portion of the 2007 VTT 65505 Case File is included 
as Exhibit l.
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Appellant adopts anti incorporates by reference all Project objections raised by itself and all 
others during the environmental review and land use entitlement processes z

The PLUM should reverse the CAPC’s determination and findings and deny the Project 
application and requested approvals on the grounds that approval of the project under these 
circumstances violates the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)2 3 4 by proceeding under 
an addendum (“Addendum”) to a mitigated negative declaration for a 2007 approval of a different 
project (“MND").

In addition to approving a project that presents significant impacts to the environment without 
proper environmental leview, the City Planning Director and the CAPC failed to proceed in the 
manner required by law by failing to refer the matter to the CRA/LA as the legally-mandated lead 
agency prior to consideration of any entitlement approvals by the City and its agencies and 
bodies. Although objections to ail agency’s lack of jurisdiction are never waived, we formally 
state that the City’s actions herein are void ab initio and ultra vires as lacking in fundamental 
jurisdiction, and the City should immediately cease all approval processes for the Project on that 
ground 1 However, even if the City had jurisdiction, the approvals to date are marred with legal 
infirmities that independently would require the City to grant the instant appeal. All approvals for 
the Project must be vacated and the application sent to the CRA/LA as lead agency for purposes 
of performing environmental review in the first instance 5

2 We note that Councilman Huizar's office has violated the Public Records Act, Govt. Code 6250 el seq., 
by failing to respond to our CPRA requests. We reserve I he right to supplement these objections, and 
to move to augment the administrative record in any litigation, due to these violations by the City and 
Councilman Huizar. Code Civ. Proc. § 1094.5(e). (See also documents attached collectively hereto at 
Exhibit 2 regarding these ongoing violations.) The Planning Department has also violated the CPRA.. 
and all rights are reserved regarding same.

3 Unless otherwise specified, CEQA statutory references are to the Public Resources Code or "CEQA " 
The CEQA Guidelines will he cited as ‘‘Guidelines. "

4 On February' 10, 2017, Appellant filed a petition for writ of mandate and complaint for declaratory 
and injunctive relief against the City on land use violations concerning this matter, including causes of 
action related to the City's usurpation of the CRA/LA's role as lead agency for purposes of 
performing environmental review of the Project related to the land use approvals (Exh, 3 [Society for 
the Preservation of Downtown Los Angeles v City of Los Angeles, et cd. (Los Angeles County Superior 
Court Case No BS167470) Verified First Amended Petition For Writ of Mandate].) The allegations 
and facts of that petition and complaint are incorporated herein by reference as additional objections 
to this proceeding and to the PLUM Committee or City Council's potential approvals of any aspect of 
the Project
See attached, Exhibit 4, where the City contemplated taking over the land use and environmental 
approval duties of the former CRA, but refused to do so. Even if the law were not stated in the 
mandatory1 “shall’' as to the CRA/LA’s responsibility as lead agency, these attached documents further 
show the City has rejected taking on the responsibilities of its former redevelopment agency. The City

5

u
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Among other things, the record reflects that the City has failed to proceed in the manner required 
by law, failed to adequately address and respond to significant issues raised by Project opponents, 
and failed to circulate a legally proper environmental review document.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.1

Appellant SP-DTLA, represented by The Silverstein Law Firm, has submitted a letter on the 
Project as referenced above. Appellant's general, over-broad references to violations of CEQA 
arising from approving the Modified Project despite its alleged significant impacts and other 
"legal infirmities" are insufficient to put the City on notice with respect to the particular grounds 
on which Appellant claims the MND Addendum's analyses fail to comply with CEQA, and are 
not supported by substantial evidence. Appellant's broad claims that the City is not the proper 
lead agency and that the City improperly determined to prepare a subsequent Addendum, and 
Appellant’s individual comments related to CEQA and its environmental review process are 
addressed in the detailed responses provided below.

COMMENT 2.2

II. PROJECT SETTING AND BACKGROUND.

Dallas-based mega-developer Trammel-Crow Residential, appearing as “Maple Multi-Family 
Land CA, LLP” (“Applicant’ 
modem, dense, steel and glass apartment and retail building on a parking lot (the “Property”) 
within the City’s Historic Core at 850 S. Hill Street. The Project is proposed to be located 
immediately adjacent to a nearby National Historic District (the Broadway Theatre District), and 
would be surrounded by five officially- registered Historic-Cultural Monuments of the City of 
Los Angeles.

‘Developer”), proposes to construct the Alexan Project, aor

The Project would be sited immediately adjacent to and west of the officially-registered Historic- 
Cultural Monument Eastern Columbia Building. The Eastern Columbia Building is one of Los 
Angeles’ most beautiful and historically significant structures. Situated within both the Los 
Angeles Historic Core and a National Historic District, it was designated by the Department of 
City Planning as Historic-Cultural Monument Number 294 in 1985. It is listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places as well as the California Register of Historic Places. Both the structure 
and its distinctive 4-sided Clock Tower are recognized worldwide as a premier example of Art 
Deco architecture.

cannot pick and choose when it wants to disregard these legal limitations, especially when the City 
itself has failed to amend its own Municipal Code regarding same
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When the Eastern Columbia Building was built, its architect, Claude Beelman, intended the clock 
tower to be visible on all sides from many different vantage points in downtown Los Angeles. 
(Exln 5 [Fisher Report, at p. 18].) AH four sides of its iconic clock tower have remained visible to 
the public from many different vantage-points, including from the 10 Freeway, since the 1930s. It 
is one of the most photographed buildings in Los Angeles, attracting historians and tourists from 
alt over the world to see and photograph its zig zag patterns, melting turquoise, and terra cotta 
tiles. (Exh. 6 [SPDTLA May 23, 2016 Letter, at p. 3); Exh. 7 [Various Articles; Triposo Article, 
at p. 2).) Historian Robert Winter called tire building “a shining example of Southern California’s 
golden age of architecture.” (Exh. 7 [Triposo Article, at p. 6].) LA Times critic Christopher 
Hawthorne has named it “one of the most beautiful pieces of architecture in the city .. Id. Even 
Councilmembcr Huizar’s office declared, “The building is widely considered the greatest 
surviving example of Art Deco architecture in the city.” (Exh. 7 [Huizar December 17, 2013 
Press Release, at p I].)

In the early 2000s, more than $80 million was spent in restoration and renovation of the Eastern 
Columbia Building, luring residents both enamored with the building’s illustrious history, and 
willing to spearhead a revitalization of the Historic Core. The revitalization of the Historic Core 
was mostly due to the passage of the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance, which inccntivized developers 
to renovate historic structures in the Historic Core area of Downtown. The investment in adaptive 
reuse of these resources was and is protected by the application of the Historic Downtown Design 
Guidelines, the purpose of which is to ensure consistency and compatibility of renovations with 
their historic context. These guidelines are to be applied in the Historic Downtown Study Area, 
which includes the Project site.

In addition, the Historic Downtown Design Guidelines provide standards for new construction to 
be compatible with adjacent historic buildings. The Historic Core and the Broadway Theater 
District have a historic height of no greater than 150 feet, which was a height limitation imposed 
by the City in the 1950s The only exception is the Eastern Columbia, which was granted special 
dispensation to exceed the height of City Hall for its uninhabited Clock Tower, which caps the 
building at 264 feet

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.2

Appellant's comment states that the Modified Project, like the Approved Project, would be 
located immediately adjacent to the Eastern Columbia Building, which has been designated as an 
historic building, and near other historic buildings; that the Eastern Columbia Building was 
recently renovated, and that the Historic Downtown Design Guidelines provide standards for new 
construction. The Appellant’s comment also falsely claims that the Eastern Columbia building
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has been visible from the 10 Freeway since the 1930’s. The 10 Freeway did not exist until 
decades later. The Appellant implies that the chair design of the Approved Project was necessary 
to mitigate a significant impact. The MND did not require or state that the chair design was 
necessary to mitigate a significant impact (MND pg. III-30 to III-32) Similarly the MND did not 
require the piotection of views to and from the clock lower for the majority of the protection of 
the western faqade as a mitigation measure. If anything, the MND stated, “... the proposed height 
of the new building is roughly equivalent to the peak of the Eastern Columbia building’s clock 
tower” (MND, pg. III-31). The comment does not address any claimed defects in the MND 
Addendum's analyses. The MND Addendum thoroughly analyses the effects of the changes 
proposed by the Modified Project as compared to the Approved Project’s impacts with respect to 
tire Eastern Columbia building in Section I. Aesthetics and Section V Cultural Resources. 
Appellant’s comments related to CEQA and its environmental review process arc addressed in 
the detailed responses provided below. Sec also Historic Resources Group responses to the Fisher 
Historic Assessment (Exhibit 1). specifically Response to Comment 29 and 41. See also 
Response to Topical Response 2, above

COMMENT 2.3

By law, development of the Property is subject to a Development Limitation (“D Limitation”) 
and may not exceed a floor area ratio (“FAR”) of 6:1. (Exh. 8 [Excerpts of Ordinance No. 
164,307 at p. 30, 41]; Director’s Determination Letter at p. 24, stating that the property is in 
subarea 2030 of Ordinance No. 164,307.) Imposition of the D Limitation was “pan of the City’s 
General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program, pursuant to California Government Code Section 
65860(d)." (Exh. 8 [Excerpts of Ordinance No. 164,307, p. 83].) The General Plan Consistency 
Program was intended to limit density to mitigate environmental impacts related to growth in the 
Central City Plan area.

In addition, the Property is within the Redevelopment Project Area and is thus subject to 
CRA/LA6 jurisdiction. The CRA/LA is specifically designated and charged with interpreting the 
policies and provisions of the Redevelopment Plan and determining consistency of projects 
subject to the Redevelopment Plan, including design confonnity. The CRA/LA’s duties include 
determining where density should occur within the Plan Area by approving FAR transfers only if 
consistent with the Redevelopment Plan and other requirements. Per the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (“LAMC"), the CRA/LA is the designated lead agency for purposes of CEQA for

1 The CRA/LA, a designated local authority, is the successor agency to the Community Redevelopment
Agency of the City of Los Angeles, (Exh. 9 [CRA/LA website printout]; Exh. S [Fisher ReportMap
2])

<4 23822 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 301
Valencia, CA 91355

(661.) 257-22.82 (tel]
wvw.parkerenviromiieiital.com

PARKER
INVlSONMCUrAL CONSULTANTS



Planning and t ,and Use Management Committee
City of Los Angeles
The Alexan Project - F.NV-2Q06-6302-MND-RECI
March 28, 2017
Page 47 of 144

discretionary approvals in the Redevelopment Area requiring Site Plan Review.

In 2015, the Applicant submitted an application to the City Planning Department to build the 
Alexan Project, a proposed new development that would increase the total square footage for 850 
S. Hill Street by 24% over the total square footage allowed under the City Center Redevelopment 
Plan and the D Limitation. The Applicant applied for a Director's Determination foi a floor area 
deviation of 49,999 square feet, under LAMC Sec. 14.5.7 and Site Plan Review under LAMC 
Sec. 10.05. The Applicant stated that it is “also requesting the CRA/LA, a designated local 
authority, successor agency to the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los 
Angeles: 1) Approve the TFAR of less than 50,000 square feet, pursuant to the City Center 
Redevelopment Plan, and 2) Make findings pursuant to the City Center Redevelopment Plan." 
(Addendum, at p 1.)

The new proposed structure would be 27 stories and 320 feet tall. The Project proposes to build a 
high-rise building that would be two times taller than any building (besides the Eastern 
Columbia! in the Historic Core within which it would sit. As proposed, it would tower over 
the neighborhood including surpassing the height of the Eastern Columbia Building, blocking an 
entire side of the Eastern Columbia’s Clock Tower from a majority of public view-points. (Exh. 6 
[SPDTLA May 23, 2016 Letter, at p. 5, 15]; Exh, 5 [Fisher Report].) The Project would also 
block views of the Downtown skyline from tbe historic resource and introduce features such as 
protruding balconies and glass and steel materials that are not seen in the historic neighborhood 
context.

Instead of noticing, preparing and circulating for public scrutiny and comment a draft EIR for a 
project that, among other things, is clearly out-of-scale and character with the most historically- 
significant part of Downtown Los Angeles, the City Planning Director, without consulting or 
referring the matter to the CRA/LA as required by law, recommended approval, and tbe CAPC 
approved, the Alexan project with only an “addendum” to a 9-year-old MND approved by the 
City in 2007 for a different project, which was abandoned years earlier (“Abandoned Project” or 
“2007 Project”’).

The Abandoned Project was proposed by a previous owner of 850 S. Hill Street, who sought and 
was granted entitlements in 2007 to build a 21-story mixed-use development containing 158 
residential condominiums. (Director’s Determination Letter at pp. 18-19.) That proposed 
development did not exceed the 6:1 FAR. and did not require an entitlement permitting

’ The allowable floor area at 850 S. Hill Street with a FAR of 6:1 is 207,570. (Director’s Determination 
Letter, p. 20.) The City> purports to approve an increase in the floor area by 49,999 square feet to 
257,569 square feet The increase in total floor area as a result is 24%.
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development in excess of the D Limitation on the property. Id.

The Abandoned Project was approved under a circulated MND, was conditioned on a height 
limitation of 21 stories (shorter than the Eastern Columbia building), and specifically required a 
“chair” design that respected tbe significance of tbe adjacent Eastern Columbia Building and 
other historic buildings given the more moderate height differential between the building and 
historic structures surrounding it. (MND. Appendix B.) Tbe Abandoned Project’s design was 
required to protect views to and from the landmark Clock Tower for tbe majority of the western 
facing side. (MND, Appendix B.) As specifically conditioned and mitigated in 2007, the 
Abandoned Project was found to reduce its significant impacts to a level of insignificance, thus 
not requiring an EIR. This 2007 Project was never built. (Determination Letter at pp 18-19.)

Between the 2007 review of the Abandoned Project and the Alexan’s 2015 application, 
development in Downtown exploded (Exh. 10 [News Article].) An intervening historic drought 
has struck the state and city, and massive traffic jams, increased emissions, noise and construction 
have changed the landscape of Downtown Los Angeles.

Despite the outdated analysis from 2007, the dramatically changed environmental baseline 
conditions, and drastic differences between the 2007 Project and the Alexan, on July 28, 2016. 
the Planning Director issued his Determination granting Conditional Approval of the Floor Area 
Deviation and a Site Plan Review, based upon 11 specific findings and the facially improper 
Addendum. The Director determmed that the Alexan was the same project, only “modified” from 
the 2007 development because both projects were tbe same or similar use (mixed use residential) 
and that the differences were not substantial enough to warrant environmental review. The City 
acknowledged that “The prepaied Addendum was not published for formal comment.” 
(Recommendation Report, p. 34.) Nevertheless, the City changed conditions of approval, and 
approved the Alexan with different entitlements, all without its own cumulated MND or, as 
properly required, EIR.

SPDTLA appealed the matter to tbe CAPC, which in turn on October 25, 2016 held a hearing and 
subsequently denied the appeal and approved the project. At the healing, the Area Planning 
Commissioners commented that although views of the Eastern Columbia Building would be 
blocked, the high-density and massively-scaled project was consistent w'ith development 
“Downtown.” The Commissioners’ discussion immediately preceding the vote failed to mention 
the historic core and the unique character of the historic neighborhood

The CAPC’s Determination Letter was issued on November 15,2016 and corrected on December 
20, 2016. This appeal was timely filed on November 29, 2016. The CAPC’s Determination Letter 
made findings relating to the TFAR and Site Plan Review, finding the Project compatible with
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adjacent buildings and the neighborhood The CAFC found that the uncirculated Addendum 
supported the City’s reliance on the 2007 MND and that no environmental review (in the form of 
an ETR or subsequent EIR or an MND) was required. The CAPC based this conclusion on its 
alleged finding that there were no new significant impacts caused by the changes to the 
Abandoned Project. To this date, tire CRA/LA has not noticed and prepared an environmental 
assessment of the project nor made findings of consistency with the Redevelopment Plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.3

With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding the City’s determination to prepare a 
supplemental Addendum to the MND, see Response to Comment 1.4 above. With respect to 
Appellant s comments regarding the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified 
Project, see Response to Comment 1.2, above. With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding 
the updated baseline conditions as analyzed in the MND Addendum, see Response to Comment 
2.7, below and Topical Response 3, above. With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding the 
D Limitation and Zoning of the Project Site, see Topical Response No. 1, above, and R esponse to 
Comment 2.22, below. With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding the jurisdiction of the 
CRA/LA, sec Topical Responses Nos. 1 and 6, above, and Response to Comment 2 4, below.

Appellant's comment that the Approved Project is "required" to provide a chair design 
roischaracterizes the Approved Project and the MND. As discussed above in Topical Response 2 
(c), while the Modified Project's proposed setbacks arc different from those of the Approved 
Project previously analyzed in the MND, the MND Addendum concludes that like the Approved 
Project, the Modified Project's impacts would be less-than-significant because the Modified 
Project has been specifically designed to be consistent with the tower spacing requirements of the 
Downtown Design Guide, which was not in existence at the time the MND was adopted The 
Modified Project would also maintain a 22-foot sidewalk along 9th Street, exceeding the width set 
forth in the Downtown Los Angeles Street Standards. The wider sidewalk would allow for views 
of the Eastern Columbia building’s iconic massing and highly decorated south-facing fapade to 
remain intact. The wider sidewalk would also allow for the decorative return at the Easreni 
Columbia’s southwestern comei to remain visible. The combination of these features would 
allow the historical resource to retain its visual prominence. See also. Response to Comment 2.2, 
above.

With respecr to Appellant’s comments regarding the Modified Project’s impacts to view of the 
Eastern Columbia clock tower, see Response to Comment 2.10, below.
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COMMENT 2.4

III. THE DIRECTOR AND CAPC VIOLATED CEQA BY APPROVING THE 
ALEXAN PROJECT WITHOUT JURISDICTION AND WITHOUT THE
REQUIRED ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW.

CEQA must be “scrupulously followed’’ so that “the public will know the basis ou which its 
responsible officials either approve or reject environmentally significant action” and will be able 
to “respond accordingly to action with which it disagrees.” Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Resents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cat.3d 376, 392. In this case, 
CEQA was not only scrupulously not followed but it was turned on its head. Thus far, the City 
(via the Director and CAPC approvals), has:

• Erred as a matter of law and acted without fundamental jurisdiction in approving the 
Project without requiring the Project to be sent to the legally-designated Lead Agency 
(CRA/LA) specifically charged with assessing environmental impacts for projects within 
the Redevelopment Plan Area,

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2,4

Appellant’s comment that the CRA/LA should have acted as the lead agency for the Modified 
Project's CEQA analysis is erroneous. Consistent with Section 21067 of the Public Resources 
Code, the Department of City Planning properly and legally served as the designated lead agency 
for purposes of complying with CEQA. As defined by Section 21067, the “Lead agency” means 
the public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project 
which may have a significant effect upon the environment. However, as explained below, the 
CRA/LA has been disbanded, and only a successor agency (the Designated Local Authority, as 
explained below) with a legal mandate to wind down its affairs exists. Since the Designated Local 
Authority, which is not the CRA/LA, only has the legal obligation to wind down its affairs, it 
does not have tbe capacity' to fulfill the lead agency role for development projects within the 
Redevelopment Project Areas To this end, on November 4, 2015, Craig Bullock from CRA/LA 
confirmed via email that ”[t]hc DCP [City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning] needs to 
provide approval for the environmental docs prior to it going to the CRA Board for TEAR above 
and below 50.000 [square feet]." See November 4, 2015 email from Mr. Bullock to Mr. Irvine, 
attached as Exhibit 2 Thus, CRA/LA has made it abundantly clear that the City and not the 
CRA/LA must be the lead agency for projects with TEAR, such as the Modified Project.

Additionally, pursuant to Approved CRA/LA Board Memo dated June 21, 2012 and its attached 
CRA/LA Resolution dated June 21,2012 (the "Resolution"), both attached hereto as Exhibit 2, in
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winding down the affairs of the former redevelopment agency, CRA/LA "... determined that any 
land uses permitted for such property by the applicable provisions of the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan. Community Plan and Zoning Ordinance, all as they now exist or are hereafter 
amended or supplanted from time to time, shall be permitted land uses for all purposes under the 
applicable Redevelopment Plan." More importantly, CRA/LA further determined that "... the 
land use regulations for such property set forth in the Redevelopment Plan for the applicable 
Project Area shall defer to and be superseded by the applicable City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Community Plan and Zoning Ordinance land use designations and regulations for such property, 
all as they now exist or are hereafter amended or supplanted from time to time." Considering the 
express language from CRA/LA’s Resolution that. CRA/LA land use regulations are superseded 
by City rules and regulations, and that there shall be deferral to City rules and regulations, 
combined with AB lx-26's express requirement that successor agencies expeditiously wind down 
their affairs, "and to provide the successor agencies with limited authority that extends only to the 
extent needed to implement a wind down of redevelopment agency affairs," the City is the 
rightful lead agency, and nol the CR A/LA.

COMMENT 2.5

• Abased its discretion by violating site plan review and CEQA in characterizing the 
Project as merely a “modification” of a materially different project approved 9 years ago 
in a significantly different environmental baseline and finding that the Alexan was 
“assessed” in the MND for that previously-approved project, when it clearly was not;

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.5

As discussed in Responses to Comments 1.4 and 1.6, above, the California Supreme Court's 2016 
decision in Friends of the College, supra, clearly held that it is the lead agency's factual 
determination whether a project is a new or modified project subject to Section 15162 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, and that its determination turns on whether the CEQA document prepared for 
the approved project retains relevance for assessing the environmental impacts of the modified 
project. The determination of which particular type of CEQA analysis is required negative 
declaration, or EIR, is warranted is subject to Sections 15162, 15163 and 15164 of the Stale 
CEQA Guidelines. As discussed above in Responses to Comments 1.4 and 1.6, above, substantial 
evidence supports the City’s determination to proceed under CEQA’s subsequent review 
provisions, its determination that the MND remains wholly relevant to the analysis of the 
environmental effects of the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project, 
and its determination to analyze the effects of the changes proposed by the Modified Project in 
the MND Addendum. See also Response to Comment 1.2, above, with respect to the differences
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between the Approved Project, Original Project and Modified Project. See also Response to 
Comment 2.7, below, with respect to changes in the baseline conditions as identified and 
analyzed in the MND Addendum. See also Topical Response 6, above.

COMMENT 2.6

• Failed to prepare and circulate an PER for an out-of-scale and out-of-charactcr 
development inconsistent with land use plans and applicable design criteria, which 
threatens to cause significant environmental impacts in an environmentally sensitive area;

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.6

With respect to the City's determination to prepare the MND Addendum, see Response to 
Comment 2.5, above. Appellant's unsupported assertions that the Modified Project is an "out-of- 
scalc and out-of-character development inconsistent with land use plans and applicable design 
criteria, which threatens to cause significant environmental impacts in an environmentally 
sensitive area" are too general and over-broad references to put the City on notice with respect to 
the particular grounds on which Appellant apparently claims the MND Addendum's land use 
and/or aesthetics analyses fail to comply with CEQA. In addition, Appellant's bald conclusions 
offer no substantial evidence that the changes proposed by the Modified Project to the Approved 
Project would create any new potentially significant aesthetic and/or land use impact not studied 
in the MND oi would substantially worsen the Approved Project's less-than-significant aesthetic 
and/or land use environmental impacts.

As discussed in Response to Comment 1.9, above, Section II1-X, Land Use, of the MND 
Addendum provides thorough consistency analyses with respect to design guidelines arid adopted 
planning documents applicable to the Modified Project at both the regional and the local levels, 
including the Redevelopment Plan for the City Center Redevelopment Project (see Table 111-11, 
pg. 146 of the MND Addendum), the Downtown Design Guidelines (see discussion on pg. HI- 
149 of the MND Addendum), the Historic Downtown Los Angeles, Design Guidelines (see Table 
III-12 on pg. IU-151 of the MND Addendum), and the Los Angeles Municipal Code (see 
discussion on pg. III-150 of the MND Addendum). These analyses are supported by substantial 
evidence, and demonstrate that, like the Original and Approved Projects analyzed in the MND, 
the Modified Project would be consistent with all of these documents With respect to Appellant’s 
comment regarding the scale and massing of die Modified Project, please refer to Response to 
Comment 2.10, below. Appellant provides no substantial evidence in support of its claims

23822 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 301
Valencia, CA 91355

(661) 257-2282 (tel)
www .parkerenvironmental com

PARKER
f NVlRONMtNTAL CONSULTANTS



Planning and Land Use Management Committee
City of Los Angeles
The Alexan Project - ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1
March 28, 2017
Page 53 of 144

COMMENT 2.7

• Abused its discretion in relying on an Addendum which failed to disclose the severity of 
impacts related to, among other things, GHG emissions, aesthetics, historic resources, 
land use, infrastructure, traffic, and construction, and which illegally minimizes impacts 
from the Project by mischaracterizing the project setting, uses faulty baseline conditions, 
omits and ignores major changes in circumstances resulting in part from a 9-year 
Downtown boom in development, and excludes related projects from its cumulative 
impacts analysis.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.7

Appellant's comment consists of only a general list of bald conclusions, none of which is 
supported by any substantial evidence Contrary to Appellant’s unsubstantiated claims, the MND 
Addendum thoroughly discloses and analyzes the environmental effects of the changes to the 
Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project with respect to Aesthetics, Cultural 
Resources, Greenhouse Gases, Land Use and Planning, and Traffic/Transportation, and 
construction in Sections I, V, VII, X and XVI, respectively, and the MND Addendum's 
conclusions that the effects would be less than significant, like the effects of the Approved 
Project, are supported by substantial evidence.

Appellant's assertion that there have been substantial changes in the baseline conditions, and its 
unpheation that these changes automatically compel conclusions that proposed projects must 
have greater project impacts requiring the preparation of an EIR are both erroneous. As the 
Appellant acknowledges, the City’s requirements have also changed to accommodate the 
changing conditions, in part by conditioning new' development so that it conforms to the City’s 
Municipal Code requirements and plans to reduce traffic, water consumption, waste generation, 
etc. The State of California’s requirements have also changed,

The MND Addendum properly addresses the changes that have occurred with respect to the 
circumstances surrounding the Modified Project, and discloses that, since the City adopted the 
MND, certain of the environmental baseline conditions have changed The MND Addendum uses 
the current baseline environmental conditions to determine the effects of the changes proposed by 
the Modified Project- However, the City determined that the changes in baseline conditions did 
not require the preparation of a subsequent EIR or subsequent MND, and that the preparation of 
the MND Addendum was appropriate See also Topical Response 3, above.
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To this end, the Traffic Study was revised with new traffic counts; ambient noise levels were 
monitored to address any changes to the ambient noise conditions in the project vicinity; and new 
site photographs were taken to document any changes that may have occurred to the Project Site 
and surrounding properties over the past few years. The analysis was also updated to reflect 
current environmental laws, regulations and planning documents and policies that have been 
adopted or amended since the City’s adoption of the MND. The analyses in the MND Addendum 
show that the changes in the Project and the surrounding environment do not result in significant 
environmental impacts or new potentially significant impacts not previously studied in the MND. 
For example, see MND Addendum pages III-129 to III-161 for an analysis of land use impacts, 
and see pages III-206 to 111-224 for an analysis of traffic impacts.

Additionally, the related project list for the MND Addendum was updated to reflect the current 
status of related projects that have been recently approved, are proposed, or that aie currently 
under construction Refer to Table III-5 and Figure 11-29 of Section II of the Project Description). 
Appellant’s assertion that the Addendum fails to consider the Modified Project's cumulative 
impacts is entirely unfounded Analyses of cumulative impacts with respect to the 
aforementioned sections are disclosed in the MND Addendum

Finally, see Responses to Comments 1 4 and 1.6, above, regarding the City's determination to 
prepare the MND Addendum under Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Substantial 
evidence Supports both the City's determination to prepare the subsequent Addendum, and the 
conclusions in the December 2016 Letter of Determination and the MND Addendum that the 
changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project would not worsen the 
Approved Project's less-than-significant impacts or create a new potentially significant 
environmental impacts not already studied in the MND.

COMMENT 2.8

An EIR is the cornerstone of CEQA. One of the purposes of the F IR “is to insure that the relevant 
environmental data are before the agency and considered by it prior to the decision to 
commit...resources to the project...’ In short, in the absence of overriding circumstances, the 
CEQA process demands that mitigation measures timely be set forth, that environmental 
information be complete and relevant, and that environmental decisions be made in an 
accountable arena “ Pro Fino Gold Mining Corporation v. County of E) Dorado (1990) 225 
Cal.App.3d 872, 885, citations omitted and emphasis added; see also. No.Oil, Inc. v. City of Los 
Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 84 and Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 
296, 308-309. In the instant case, the Addendum did not satisfy these principles and cannot not 
satisfy them on the existing information base. Pro Fino, supra, at 885.
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The only way to remedy these defects is to provide full disclosure according to CEQA and give 
the City’s “apprehensive citizenry” a chance to comment on an EIR that properly addresses the 
environmental impacts of the project in a historically-sensitive neighborhood. Laurel Heights. 
supra. 47 Cal.3d 376, 392.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.8

The City's determination to prepare the MND Addendum was proper. See Responses to 
Comments 1.4 and 1,6, above. Additionally, no new mitigation measures were adopted for the 
Modified Project, the Modified Project merely incorporates the same mitigation as was adopted 
for tire Approved Project and included in the MMRP for the Approved Project; therefore, these 
mitigation measures arc now beyond challenge under CEQA. In addition, even when originally 
adopted for the Approved Project, these mitigation measures did not defer mitigation. See 
Response ro Comment 1.7, above.

COMMENT 2.9

The Planning Director And CIAPC Erred As A Matter Of Law And Acted 
Ultra Vires By Approving the Project With An Addendum Without 
Referring The Matter For Environmental Review To The CRA/LA As Lead

A.

Agency Under LAMC Section 16.05G.

Under CEQA, a “lead agency” is responsible foi determining whether an EIR will be required for 
a given project. Pub. Res, Code, § 21080.1. The CEQA Guidelines further provide- “Where a 
project is to be carried out or approved by more than one public agency, one public, agency shall 
be responsible for preparing an EIR or negative declaration for the project. This agency shall be 
called the lead agency.” Guidelines § 15050(a).

The Alexan Project site is located within the City Center Redevelopment Project Area. 
(Addendum, at p. H-5.) The agency responsible for preparing the environmental review for the 
Alexan Project and determining in the first instance whethei an EIR should be required for the 
project is specifically prescribed by the City’s municipal code Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(“LAMC”) Section 16.05G mandates that environmental review of a Project's Site Plan proposed 
within adopted redevelopment project areas be conducted by the CRA/LA, not the City. See also 
Eller Media Company v. Community Redevelopment Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 25, 45-46 
(holding that CRA is lead agency responsible for making environmental determinations despite 
the fact that the City of Los Angeles had the ultimate authority to issue building permits).

LAMC Section 16.05G ptovides:
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G. Procedure,

1. Site Plan Review Application. Application for the site plan review shall be 
filed in any public office of the Department of City Planning, upon such 
forms and accompanied by applicable fees, a site plan drawn to scale, and 
other information prescribed by the Director for that purpose. The application 
shall be verified by either the property owner, lessee, owner in escrow, or a 
legally authorized agent.

2. Environmental Review. .As part of the application for site plan review, the 
applicant shall file necessary forms and information for environmental 
review as prescribed by the Director. The Director, or his/her designee, shall 
cause to be prepared, concurrently with the review and approval of the site 
plan, the required environmental studies and notices foi die project, except 
that in the adopted redevelopment project areas, the CRA shall assume 
lead agency responsibilities for environmental review of ail projects 
subject to the provisions of this section and shall prepare the required 
environmental studies and notices.

(Emphasis added.) (All LAMC sections cited in this letter are attached collectively at Exhibit
11.)

Instead of proceeding with the CRA/LA as a lead agency, the City Planning Director hastily 
approved the Alexan Project without recognizing the CRA/LA’s responsibility as lead agency for 
purposes of CEQA review under LAMC I6.05G The Addendum mentions that the CRA/LA 
would be making findings on consistency with the Redevelopment Plan prior to building 
permits. However, the CRA/LA is not chaiged with simply “passing” on environmental review- 
prepared by the planning department. LAMC Sec. 16.05(G) specifically states that the CRA/LA 
“shall prepare” the notices and studies required as lead agency

By bypassing the CRA/LA and purporting to conduct environmental clearance for the new 
Alexan Project, the City Planning Department’s actions violate LAMC Sec. 16.05G. In addition, 
under CEQA, a lead agency’s role is to “decide whether an EIR or Negative Declaration will be 
required for the project.” Guidelines § 15367; see also Pub Res. Code §21080.1

Further. LAMC Sec. 16.05G. subdivision 3, requires the Director to give notice and refer the site 
plan review application to the CRA/LA. in the case of the Alexan, the City failed to make tbc 
required notice or referral. On September 8, 2016, our office filed a California Public Records 
Act (“CPRA’ j request with the CRA/LA seeking all communications and documents related to
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the Project. (Exh. 12 [CPRA Correspondence].) On September 13, 2016, the CRA/LA responded 
by stating: “We have conducted a search of our records and did not locate any documents 
pertaining to the proposed Alexan Project located at 850 S. Hill Street.”8 A copy of the 
CRA/LA’s response is attached heieto at Exhibit 12. In follow-up correspondence, the CRA/LA 
indicated that it did, in fact, have documents, but those documents do not demonstrate that the 
City consulted or referred the matter to the CRA/LA. (Exh. 13 [CPRA Response].)

The City Planning Department acknowledged in its Recommendation Report that the Project is 
under the jurisdiction of the CRA/LA and that the Project is required to be reviewed and 
approved by the CRA/LA. (Recommendation Report, at p. 11.) In addition, the Addendum states: 
“The Project Site is located within the City Center Redevelopment Project area...As such, the 
Modified Project would need to be submitted to the Designated Local Authority (Successor 
Agency to the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles) for review for 
compliance with the City Center Redevelopment Project,” (Addendum, at p IJ-5 ) However, 
instead of properly referring environmental review of the application as required by law, the City 
failed to proceed in the manner required by law, including by allowing Project approval prior to 
CRA/LA review. See Friends of Cnyamaca Valley v. Lake Cuvamaca Recreation Park District 
(1994) 28 Cal.App.4th 419; see also Guidelines § 15063(g). requiring consultation with agencies 
affected by the project prior to preparation of the Initial Study -

By the City ’s own admission, it has put the cart before the horse and “has the [CEQA] process 
exactly backward[.]” Berkeley Keep Jets Ovet the Bay v. Board of Port Commissioners of the 
City of Oakland (2001) 91 Cal.App.4tb 1344, 1371. This type of post-hoc analysis is a violation 
of CEQA “If post-approval environmental review were allowed, EIR’s would likely become 
nothing more than post hoc rationalizations to support action already taken.” Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 394.

8 h should also be noted that the Applicant’s statement in the Addendum that it had “consulted" the 
CRA/LA might also be a misstatement of fact, given there is no record of communication with the 
CRA/LA regarding the Project (Addendum, at p. 111-154 and p. JV-1 to TV-2 [persons consulted do 
not include CRA/LAJ; Exhs. 12, 13 [CPRA Correspondence].) If no meeting between the CRA/LA and 
the City Planning Department occurred, as indicated by the lack of communication evidenced by 
responses to our CPRA requests, then the Application would also he in violation of the Downtown 
Design Guide, which requires a joint meeting between CRA/LA and City Planning to consider 
compliance with the DDG. (Exh, 14 [Downtown Design Guide, at p. 5].) Even assuming, arguendo, 
the CRA/LA could be conside.red a Responsible Agency, then the City and the CRA/LA still erred as a 
matter of law by failing to consult on the type of review required by the Project Application CEQA 
requires that ''\p\rior to determining whether o negative declaration or environmental impact report is 
required for a project, the lead agency shall consult with all responsible agencies and trustee 
agencies ’’ Ptib. Res. Code § 21080.3(a) (emphasis added).
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Pursuant to the LAMC and the Redevelopment Plan, the CRA/LA roust review this Project prior 
to any other entitlement consideration or approval by any agency 9 Failure to do so violates 
CEQA’s policy that environmental assessment must occui before “project momentum reduces or 
eliminates the agency’s flexibility to subsequently change its course of action.” Remy, et ah, 
Guide to CEQA, at p. 554, citing Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 CaI.App.3d 
296, 306-308.

By not referring the matter to the CRA/LA and by conducting the faulty environmental review 
itself, including the illegal determination that no EIR is required, the City has not proceeded in 
the maimer required by law. Pub. Res. Code § 21168.5. The PLUM Committee should take this 
appeal and reverse the CAPC’s and Director’s approval of the Project as an abuse of discretion 
and ultra vires Notwithstanding and without waiving objection to the City’s lack of fundamental 
jurisdiction, Appellant makes the following additional arguments.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.9

Appellant’s comments that the CRA/LA should have served as the lead agency under CEQA and 
otherwise had project approval over the Modified Project are erroneous. See Response to 
Comment 2.4, above. The CRA/LA itself stated on November 4, 2015 that the City needed to 
provide approval of the environmental documentation prior to CRA/LA Board action. See Exhibit 
2 hereto. As stated in State CEQA Guidelines § 15051(b), the lead agency shall be the public 
agency with the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving the project as a whole. Here, 
this role is filled by the City, since not only does it have the greatest responsibility' for approving 
the Modified Project, hut it also became the successor agency to the CRA/LA, which specifically 
stated that the City must fir st approve the environmental documentation.

With respect to Appellant’s comment that the City's Site Plan Review ordinance also requires the 
CRA/LA to act as the lead agency, see also the February 28, 2017 correspondence to PLUM, at 
pages 3-4

With respect to Appellant's comment that the City failed to give CRA/LA notice of the Modified 
Project or refer it to CRA/LA, notice and referral to CRA/LA were given regarding the Modified 
Project. On January 8, 2016, CRA/LA Special Projects Officer Craig Bullock attended a meeting

“No zoning variance, conditional usepermk; building permit. demolition permit or other land 
development entitlement shall be issued in the Project Area from the date of adoption of this Plan 
unless and until the application therefore has been reviewed and approved by the Agency and 
determined to be in conformance with this Plan and any applicable design guidelines or development 
controls adopted by the Agency." (Exh. 15 [City Center Redevelopment Plan, p 28].)
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regarding the Modified Project in Room 721 at City Hall hosted by City Planning, with Parker 
Environmental Consultants and the Applicant in attendance. Appropriate consultation with 
CRA/LA occurred.

The City properly determined that the MND is relevant to the assessment of the environmental 
effects of the changes pioposed to the Approved Project by the Modified Project and that the 
MND Addendum was the proper CEQA document to assess the Modified Project's effects. See 
Responses to Comments 1.4 and 1.6, above.

COMMENT 2,10

B. The Director And CAPC Erred By Approving The Alexan Without An EIR 
And By Determining That The Alexan Is A Modification Of A 2007 
Abandoned Project Without Substantial Evidence In Support of _That, 
Finding.

The City relied on an erroneous conclusion that the Alexan was the same project as the 2007 
Project to support its reliance on a now 10-year old MND For several reasons, the City abused its 
discretion in determining that the Alexan was the same project, only “modified,” from another 
owner’s development project approved in 2007.

When a new application is submitted on a parcel that had a previously approved project, “the 
agency must determine whether to treat it as an application for a new project or as a modification 
or extension of the previously approved project.” Zischke, Practice Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, § 19.30. p. 906 If the application is treated as one for a new project, 
the application must be fully evaluated undet CEQA, with new CEQA review. Id; See also 
Bnrbaok-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Auth. v. Hensler (1991) 233 Cal.App.3d 577 fa new 
application can be treated as a separate project entirely].

There is no clear test for determining whether a project should be treated as a new application 
versus a modification to a previous approval. However, the California Supreme Court recently 
ruled that an agency’s determination that a project is a “modified” project and not a “new” project 
subject to Section 21151 of CEQA must be supported by substantial evidence. Friends of the 
College of San Mateo Gardens v. San Mateo County Community College District (2016) 1 
Cal.5th 937, 953 (“Friends of the College”).

The City’s determination that the Alexan approvals may rely on the Abandoned Project’s 
2007 MND as if the Alexan is the same project, only modified, is not supported by 
substantial evidence given the whole of the record. In fact, the City’s determination is an abuse

<1 2382a Valencia Boulevard, Suite 301
Valencia, CA 91355

(661) 257-2282 (tel)
www.parkerenviiomnental com

PARKER
FNVISONMENTAk CONSULTANTS

http://www.parkerenviiomnental


Planning and Land Use Management Committee
City of Los Augeles
The Alexan Project - ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1
March 28, 2017
Page 60 of 144

of discietion under the LAMC because site plan review regulations allow use of an addendum to 
previous environmental documents only if the application is exempt from site plan review. 
(LAMC § 16.05D2, § 16.05E4.) Here, the Alexan Project is admittedly not exempt from site plan 
review and thus the Director has only three options before approving site plan review: approve a 
negative declaration, approve a mitigated declaration, or certify an EIR. (LAMC § 16.05E4.)

LAMC Section 16.05E4 provides:

The Director shall nut approve or conditionally approve a site plan review for a 
development project unless he or she does one of the following in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA and the State arid City CEQA Guidelines:

1. Approve a proposed Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration.

2. Certify completion of an EIR.

(Emphasis added.)

By its plain language, LAMC J 6 05E4 does not allow a new site plan review such as the Alexan’s 
to proceed under an addendum to a previous environmental document. As such, it is a further 
abuse of discretion for the City and Director to approve a site plan review for a development 
project without performing the mandatory duties in LAMC Section 16.05E(4), and proceeding by 
Addendum does not qualify as performing those duties

Even without considering the site plan review provisions, other circumstances render the project a 
or different project requiring new environmental review The Court in Friends of thenew

College ruled that “the fundamental determination an agency must make is whether an original 
environmental document retains some informational value, or whether the proposed changes have 
rendered it wholly irrelevant .” Friends of the College, supra, at 951

The differences between the Alexan and the 2007 project (and their respective analyses) are more 
than significant enough to deem them two separate projects, each requiring their own 
environmental review. The Alexan is a new and completely different project and cannot be 
approved without independent environmental review due to the following circumstances:

• The Master Land Use Permit “MULP” Application for the Alexan describes the project 
seeking approval as a “new” project (Exh. 16 [Excerpts of MLUP, at p. 1 J.)

* The Los Angeles Department of Transportation (“LADOT”) considers the Alexan a new 
project with new impacts because it required preparation of a new traffic study of the
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Project’s impacts, not merely an update. (Exh. 17 [Excerpts of City of Los Angeles 
Traffic Study Policies & Procedures, at p. 5J.)

• The City Planning Department initially proceeded with the Project application as a new 
project until suddenly and without public input, rolled the environmental assessment into 
an Addendum lo the 9-year-old MND. (Exh, 6 [SPDTLA May 23, 2016 Letter, at p. 6-

7]-)

• The massive height, scale and configuration of the Alexan is different from the 2007 
Project in significant ways, most notably that the 2007 Project was fundamentally 
designed to avoid obstructing views to oi from the Eastern Columbia historic landmark 
and avoid significant impacts to neighboring historic resources.10 The Alexan makes no 
such design considerations and in fact proposes to tower over the resource with a 30% 
Increase in height, which is itself a violation of the conditions of approval of the 2007 
Project and the mitigation provided in the 2007 MND designed to limit impacts. The 
Alexan nearly doubles the amount of units. The 2007 Project had 190.902 square feet of 
floor area Addendum, at p. 1. By contrast, the Project proposes ro build a structure with 
257,569 square feet of floor area, an addition of 66,667 square feet, or a 35% increase in 
total floor area

* No TFAR request was submitted or reviewed for the 2007 Project. A TFAR application 
is a new approval that requires specific analysis and findings that were not a part of the 
2007 MND because no such increase in density was requested, considered, or approved. 
Tn fact, the 2007 MND specifically relied on no TFAR request for its finding of 
consistency with the Community Plan. (MND, at p. III-154.)

* Conditions of approval for the Alexan are different from the 2007 Project. (CAPC 
Determination Letter, at p. 1-19.)

• The 2007 Project was considered and relied upon by the City to be ‘'Phase II” of the 
Eastern Columbia project which was supported and incentivized by the Mills Act in an 
area covered by the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance which encourages the preservation and 
reuse of historic buildings. The 2007 MND project area was part of a broader project 
materially connected with the preservation of adjacent historic resources, with Phase I 
being the adjacent Eastern Columbia renovation project. (Exh. 19 [VTT Staff Report,

10 Indeed, even the drafters of the 2007 MND tout it as focused on protecting historic resources. (Exh. 18 
[Environmental Planning Associates' website printout].)

*
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2006].)

* The Vesting Tentative Tract (“VTT”) Maps of Eastern Columbia and the 2007 Project 
were related when the 2007 Project was approved. (Exit. 20 [Original MLUP Application 
Attachment, at p. 6].) The City intended their approval processes would be relatively 
concurrent. Now, the Alexan Project will no longer require a VTT and 9 years has passed 
since the first approval.

• The Alexan is in no way a. mere “expansion"' of the 2007 project because the 2007 MND 
stated that no density increases were anticipated for the protect. (MND, at p. Ill-154.)

• The Alexan seeks different entitlements than the 2007 Project. Fot example, die 2007 
Project required a Vesting Tentative Tract Map Apptoval because the project included 
condominiums, (MND, at p. 1-16 to 1-17.) The Alexan requests building permits for its 
rental residential component.

* Change in circumstances since the Approved Project are drastic and include intervening 
regulations that render the 2007 MND wholly irrelevant, including, inter alia, a new 
Greater Downtown Housing Incentive, new layer of design review with the intervening 
adoption of the Downtown Design Guidelines, new methane code, new GHG emissions 
regulations, including significant new state law on emissions targeting, Senate Bill 32 
(“SB 32”), enacting Health and Safely Code § 38566: new SCAG Regional 
Transportation Plans (“RTFs”), new emergency water regulations due to historic drought, 
and new transportation policies. In addition to changes in regulations, the landscape of 
Downtown has changed dramatically, also rendering the 2007 MN D document of little to 
no value, As addressed herein, the boom in Downtown development has changed the 
original baseline substantially.1 A 10-year gap renders the original environmental 
assessment stale and irrelevant. As an example, the LAMC recognizes that a six-year 
time lapse between review and permit approval in cases of specific plan areas triggers 
new environmental assessment. (LAMC §16.05D4.)

The above-described facts demonstrate that the environmental review process must start from 
scratch because a true environmental assessment would bear little relation to the original 2007 
MND, and thus the 2007 MND retains little to no informational value. Friends of the College,

u Attached as Exhibit 21 is a Related Project's Spreadsheet and accompanying various documents 
pertaining to related projects and their impacts that were excluded from the analysis in the Addendum. 
While this list is not exhaustive, it represents information on baseline conditions that were omitted 

from the Addendum and should be included in an EJR
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supra, at 951. The patchwork quilt that the Planning Department has produced in a 300-page 
Addendum/Initial Study violates the heart of CEQA, which requires informed decision-making 
and public input on projects affecting the environment. “The fundamental goals of environmental 
review under CEQ A are information, participation, mitigation, and accountability-” Lincoln Place 
Tenants Ass’n. v. City of Los Angeles (2007) 155 Cal App.4th 425, 443-444.

If the City could rely on the value of the information in the 2007 MND, it would not need over 
300 pages of revisions. As addressed herein, the differences between the 2007 Pioject and tine 
Alexan and their respective documents represent real, on-the-ground impacts and thus do not 
constitute a mere “abstract’1 categorization against which the California Supreme Court warned. 
Friends of the College, supra, at 951. The Court stated: “under CEQA, when there is a change in 
plans, circumstances, or available information after a project has received initial approval, the 
agency's environmental review obligations ‘tum[J on the value of the new information to the still 
pending decisionmaking process.” Id,, citing Marsh v. Oregon Natural Resources Council (1989) 
490U.S 360,374.

Despite the glaring facts that make this Project a different project subject to new enviionmental 
review, the City proceeded as if it was a modified project, subject to the subsequent review 
provisions of Pub. Res. Section 21166. The record does not contain “relevant evidence that a 
reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support the [City’s] conclusion” that the Alexan is a 
modification or extension of the 2007 Project. Practice Under CEQA, § 19.51, p 930; Pub Res 
Code § 21082.2(c); Guidelines §15384.

The City needs to be honest with the public the Alexan should be treated as a different project 
and given the independent environmental review it deserves in a historically sensitive area of 
Downtown Los Angeles. See Guidelines § 15064(b), significance of an activity may vary with the 
setting. As addiessed herein, as to a number of environmental impacts, Appellant has made far 
more than a fair argument of significant environmental impacts from the Project. Thus, a new 
EIR is required under Pub Res, Sec 21151 and all impacts from the Project as a whole must be 
disclosed and reviewed in a new EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.10

See Responses to Comments 1.4 and 1.6. above, regarding Appellant's comments that the City 
improperly determined to prepare the MND Addendum under State CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15162, et seq, Sec Response to Comment 1.4, above, regarding Appellant’s comment that the 
changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project compel the preparation of an 
EIR. See Response to Comment 2.7, above, regarding Appellant's comment with respect to
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updated baseline conditions. See Response to Comment 2.9, above, regarding Appellant's 
comment with respect to Site Plan Review.

Appellant does not offer substantial evidence, pursuant to 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
to demonstrate how the changes the Modified Project proposes to the Approved Project would 
cause new potentially significant impacts not studied in the MND, or substantially worsen the 
Approved Project's less-than-significant impacts. The environmental analyses presented in the 
MND Addendum assess the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project 
based on the current baseline conditions under each applicable plan and policy and each 
appropriate threshold, and provides substantial evidence in support of its conclusions that, like the 
Approved Project's impacts, all of the Modified Project's impacts would be less-than-significant.

With respect to Appellant's comments regarding Site Plan Review, see Response to Comment 
2.9, above. Appellant's position that the LAMC site plan review regulations allow use of an 
addendum to previous environmental documents only if the application is exempt from site plan 
review (citing LAMC § 16.05D2 and § 16.05E4) is unsubstantiated. Neither code section contains 
such a prohibition. Further, Section 16.05D2 is not applicable to the Modified Project since it 
does not seek an exemption, and the City has detennined by proceeding with the MND 
Addendum that it meets the requirements of Section 16.05E4. Therefore, it is inaccurate to claim 
that the only time an addendum can be used is when a project is exempt from Site Plan Review,

Appellant mischaracterizes the labeling of the Modified Project as a “new” Project in the MLUP 
Application and Traffic Study Guidelines (See the MLUP Application, Exhibit 16 and Traffic 
Study, Exhibit 17 of Appellant’s letter). Rather, “new” project in the context of the MLUP 
Application refers to new construction. With respect to the Traffic Study Guidelines, as 
concluded in the Supplemental Traffic Review Memorandum, dated January 22, 2016, (See 
Exhibit 4), the memorandum provides a comparison of the vehicle trip estimates and intersection 
level of service for the Approved and Modified Projects and demonstrated that the change in 
project description will not create any significant impacts when compared to the Approved 
Project analysis.

With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding the character size, scale and massing of the 
Modified Project, these aesthetic issues were thoroughly addressed in Section III-I, Aesthetics, of 
the MND Addendum. As discussed in the Addendum, with respect to height, in a few blocks 
radius of the Project Site, there are numerous commercial, office, restaurant, parking, and 
residential land uses ranging in height from 2 to over 30 stories above grade. Structures directly 
adjacent to the Project Site primarily range between 2- to 13-stories and consist primarily of 
mixed-use buildings and parking structures. Contextual elevations of the Modified Project are
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depicted in Figure 11-20 and 11-21. As shown in Table IIT-1 of the MND Addendum, Massing of 
Surrounding Buildings, the Modified Project would be within the range of the massing of the 
existing surrounding buildings (see MND Addendum, Table 111-1), several of which were 
constructed after 2006 Elevations depicting the scale and massing oi" the proposed structure are 
shown in Figure 11-16 through Figure 11-19 of the MND Addendum. Although the Modified 
Project’s aesthetic impacts could not be considered significant impacts on the environment in any 
event as a result of Public Resources Code Section 21099, the MND Addendum concludes that, 
like the Original Project and Approved Project, the aesthetic impacts created by tire scale arid 
massing of the Modified Project would be less than significant.

The Project Site is located in Height District No. 4, which docs not specify a maximum building 
heighL for buildings within C5 Zones. The proposed 27-story building would have a maximum 
height of 320 feet above grade. The Modified Project would include an increase of 6 stories in 
building height (approximately 74 feet) as compared to the Original Project and the Approved 
Project. The increase of 6 stories in building height, as compared to the Original Project analyzed 
in the MND. is keeping with the surrounding urban form where a variety of building heights is 
commonplace The Zoning Administrator found that the Approved Project was compatible and 
consistent with the surrounding uses. It is important to note that this finding was made prior to the 
construction of the existing aforementioned 33-story Level tower directly to the west, as well as 
the aforementioned 50-story tower directly to the northwest currently under construction. As 
concluded in the MND Addendum, the physical height of the Modified Project would not create 
any significant adverse impacts upon the adjacent land uses as compared to the Original Project 
and Approved Project.

Consistent with the conclusions of the MND with respect to the Original Project and Approved 
Project, the MND Addendum's analyses of the visual impacts and obstruction of views created by 
the Modified Project's proposed changes to the Appioved Project (see analysis beginning on page 
II1-4 of the MND Addendum) and impacts associated with scale and massing and building height 
(see analysis beginning on page 111-14 of the MND Addendum) would all be less than significant 
based on the substantial evidence provided

The MND concluded that the Original Project and the Appioved Project resulted in a partial 
blockage of views of the Eastern Columbia clock from the northwest. Impacts on views of the 
Eastern Columbia building's clock tower are analyzed in the MND Addendum in Section III-I 
Aesthetics, checklist question (a). The MND Addendum acknowledges that the Modified Project 
would partially affect views of the clock from the west, but that ihis change would not result in a 
greater impact than the Approved Project’s less-than-significant impact, particularly since public 
views of the west-facing clock tower are mostly obstructed already by existing buildings. The
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Eastern Columbia Building is located in the heart of downtown Los Angeles, in an area targeted 
for new development; existing development (both new and old) without either the Approved 
Project or the Modified Project already “blocks” certain views of the Eastern Columbia Building. 
As shown in Figures .111-1 through III-4 in the MND Addendum, views along 9'': Street (between 
Olive Sheet and Hill Street, to the west of the Project Site) were analyzed at sheet-level to 
examine impacts of the Modified Project on existing views of tire Eastern Columbia building's 
west facing facade of the clock tower. Views along Hill Street (between 8:n Street, to the north of 
the Project Site, and Olympic Boulevard, to the south of the Project Site) were analyzed at street- 
level lo examine impacts of the Modified Project on existing views of the west and south facing 
facade of the Eastern Columbia's Building clock tower. Figures III -1 through 1II-4 depict bGth the 
existing view and the proposed view with respect to the Modified Project’s proposed height and 
massing.

As shown in Figures III-1 (Views 1 and 2) and Figure III-2 (Views 3 and 4), views of the Eastern 
Columbia building’s west facing clock tower, looking east and northeast along 9th Street (between 
Olive Street and Hill Street), are mostly obstructed by existing buildings, and, thus, views of the 
west-facing clock tower would not be significantly impacted by the addition of the Modified 
Project As depicted in Figure II1-3 (View 5), the existing view of the Eastern Columbia 
building’s south-facing clock tower, looking northeast from S Hill Street, would remain 
completely intact and unobstructed with the addition of the Modified Project. Figure III-3 (View 
6) shows that the south facing clock tower is already largely obstructed by the May Company 
garage and that the Modified Project would not adversely affect this view. Additionally, as shown 
in Figure II1-4 (View 7), views of the Eastern Columbia building’s west-facing clock tower, 
looking southeast along S. Hill Street, are not visible from street level, and, thus, the addition of 
tire Modified Project would not impact existing views along this corridor. See also Response to 
Comment 2.16, below.

Appellant has offered no substantial evidence that the Modified Project’s changes would result in 
the worsening of any of the Appioved Project's less-than-significant impacts or in any new, 
previously unstudied potentially significant impact. As stated above, the Eastern Columbia 
building is already blocked from numerous public views due to existing development, even 
withoui development of either the Approved Project or the Modified Project; yet, even with the 
existing blockages, the Eastern Columbia building retains its visual landmark status. The MND 
determined that, even with the Approved Project, the Eastern Columbia building would retain its 
visual landmark status. Appellants offer no substantial evidence that the replacement of the 
Approved Project's partial blockage of views with the Modified Project's partial blockage of 
views would create a material impairment of the Eastern Columbia building's visual landmark
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status when the partial blockage that currently exists does not, and the added partial blockage that 
would exist if the Approved Project were built would not.

Appellant's assertion that related projects were allegedly excluded from the MND Addendum’s 
cumulative impacts analyses is incorrect. The MND Addendum utilized both the list and the plan 
consistency approach to conservatively estimate cumulative impacts. See page 11-42 to 11-43 of 
Section II, Project Description, of the MND Addendum. Appellant’s comment suffers from 
several defects. Appellant erroneously claims that a number of projects were omitted from the 
MND Addendum's related projects list when, in fact, they are included. For example, Appellant's 
Exhibit 21 lists the Broadway at 4:h Street project, 801 S. Olive project and many other projects as 
having been excluded even though these projects, as well as many others, are included in the 
MND Addendum's list of related projects. Moreover, many of the projects purportedly omitted 
may have been proposed after the environmental review for the MND Addendum commenced. 
Other projects listed, such as tire Farmers Field Stadium project, have been terminated and arc not 
being pursued. Other projects listed by Appellant are well outside the affected Project Site study 
area, such as the Wilshire Coronado project. As the cumulative analysis includes the list and plan 
consistency approaches, the analysis is conservative and appropriate.

COMMENT 2.11

C. Even Assuming, Arguendo, The Alexan Project Could Be Considered A 
Modified Version Of The 2007 Project, Approving The Alexan With An 
Uncirculated Addendum To The 2007 MND Violates CEQA.

As addressed above, the LAMC and the evidence clearly support Appellant’s position that the 
Alexan is a different project subject to new environmental review and that the City cannot legally 
rely on the 2007 MND. However, even if a Court could find substantial evidence supporting the 
City’s conclusion that the Alexan is a modified project, subjecting it to the requirements of 
subsequent review, the City’s use of an Addendum is an abuse of discretion under Pub. Res. Code 
Sec. 21166, Friends of the College and other authority.

1. The Director And CAPC Erred Under Friends Of The College In Finding An 

Addendum Appropriate: The Standard for Subsequent Environmental Review 

Is Similar To A Fair Argument Standard.

An addendum is improper and a subsequent EIR is required where, as here, there are more than 
simply “minor technical changes or additions which do not raise important new issues about the 
significant effects on the environment. [Citation].” Ventura Foothill Neighbors v. County of 
Ventura (2015) 232 Cal.App.4th 429, at 435; Guidelines § 15164. As prescribed in Friends of the
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College, at p. 953, the “crucial” step after determining an application is not a new project is “to 
determine whether the agency has properly determined how to comply with its obligations” under 
the subsequent review provisions of CEQA Section 21166 and Guidelines Section 15162. 
(Emphasis in original )

In the case of the Alexan, the CAPC’s findings stated that the Project “was assessed in” the 2007 
MND. “as supported by the addendum” and thus “no substantial revisions are required to the 
[MND]; and no subsequent EIR or negative declaration is required for approval of the project” 
(CAPC Determination Letter, at p. 1.) The CAPC erred under Friends of the College in 
determining an Addendum was appropriate for the Alexan approvals

Pub. Res. Code Sec. 21166 provides:

When an environmental impact report has been prepared for a project pursuant to this 
division, no subsequent or supplemental environmental impact report shall be required by 
the lead agency or by any responsible agency, unless one or more of the following events 
occurs:

(a) Substantial changes aie proposed in the project which will require major 
revisions of the environmental impact report.

(b) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is being undertaken which will require major revisions in the 
environmental impact report.

(c) New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the 
time the environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes 
available.

Guidelines Section 15162(a) applies the principles of Pub Res Code Section 21166 to situations 
when the original environmental review was through a negative declaration, and provides-

(a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, 
no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency 
determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, 
one or more of the following:

0) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major 
revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the 
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial
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increase in the severi ty of previously identified significant effects,

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which 
the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantia] increase in the severity 
of previously identified significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantia) importance, which was not known and 
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at 
the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or the Negative 
Declaration was adopted, shows any of the following:

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or negative declaration;

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe 
than shown in the previous EIR;

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different 
from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one 
or more significant effects on the environment, but the project 
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

Interpreting these requirements, the California Supreme Court in Friends of the College 
determined that the question becomes whether or not “there is substantial evidence that the 
changes to a project, . might have significant environmental impacts not previously considered 
in connection with the project as originally approved.” Friends of the College, supra, at 959 
(emphasis added). The plain text of Friends of the College indicates that the standard for 
determining whether subsequent environmental review is required is the less deferential fair 
argument standard, and thus stated:

In short, the substantial evidence standard prescribed by CEQA Guidelines 
section 15162 requires an agency to prepare an EIR whenever there is substantial
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evidence that the changes to a project for which a negative deduration was 
previously approved might have a significant environmental impact not 
previously considered in connection with the project as originally approved, 
and courts musl enforce that standard...It therefore does not permit agencies to 
avoid their obligation to prepare subsequent or supplemental FJRs to address 
new, and previously unstudied, potentially significant environmental effects.

Id. (emphasis added).

The Court further outlined the standard to determine whether subsequent review under Guidelines 
See. 15162 is required:

[TJhe inquiry prescribed by the Guidelines is not whether the environmental 
impacts of the modification are significant, but whether the modification requires 
major revisions to the negative declaration because of the involvement of new, 
potentially significant environmental effects that had not previously been 
considered in connection with the earlier environmental study.

Id. at 958, fn 6

The Court focused on the proposed change's impact on the decisionmaking process (whether 
major revisions to previous environmental analysis are required). The Court staled: “The 
distinction is important here, because whether ‘major revisions’ will be required as a result of 
project changes necessarily depends on the nature of the original environmental document.” Id

2. Appellants Easily Meet The Friends Of The College “Fair Argument ” 
Standard Required For An EIR (Or At The Very Least, A Revised And 

Recirculated MND) Because Project Changes Are Substantial And Pose 

Significant Environmental Impacts Not Previously Considered In The 2007 

MND

The Project differences represented by the Alexan Project are substantial and require major 
revisions to the 2007 MND because the MND was “gauged arid analyzed’’ for a building 
configuration that was significantly smaller and markedly different than the one proposed now 
Ventura Foothill Neighbors, supra, 232 Cal.App.4th at 937- The project proposed in 2007 was for 
a mixed-use project containing 158 residential condominium units, and that would reach a 
maximum height of 246 feet. (Addendum, at p. 1.) The Alexan Project proposes to build a 
structure rhat includes 305 residential dwelling units, and is 320 feet tall. Id. The Alexan proposes 
to nearly double the amount of residential units and increase the height of the building by 74
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feet, or an increase of 30%. above what was approved in the different project in 2007. The floor 
area was increased by 35% over the 2007 Project. The massing and position of the tower is 
significantly different than in the 2007 project, blocking substantially more views to and from the 
Eastern Columbia Building with the Project’s slab or “box” design.

A 30 percent increase in the height of the building over the height condition of the 2007 
approval is a substantial change that would cause new and more severe significant impacts 
not addressed in the 2007 MND, triggering the need to prepare an EIR. Courts have 
recognized that “an increase in size of a development project can be a substantial change 
triggering subsequent review,’ American Canyon Community United for Responsible Growth v. 
City of American Canyon (2006) 145 Cal.App.4th 1062, 1077 (“American Canyon”), citing 
Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc, v. 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 
937. For example, in Ventura Foothill Neighbors v. County of Ventura, the court concluded that a 
15-foot height difference, or a 20 percent increase in the building’s height from a maximum of 
75 feet to 90 feet, required major revisions of the previously approved EIR “since the entire 
building heigliCview-shed analysis in the 1993 FIR was gauged and analyzed for a f75-foot high] 
building in a materially different location.” Ventura Foothill Neighbors, supra 232 Cal.App.4th at 
434; see also. American Canyon, supra, at 1076 (finding 6.5% increase in size of project was a 
major modification, given zoning ordinance threshold of 5%)

In Ventura Foothill Neighbors, the height and location change in the project was significant 
because it “effected ‘substantial changes’ .. in the project, requiting ‘major revisions’ in the EIR 
Id. at 436. Those changes were viewed in light of the project’s surroundings, including that the 
height increase and location would impact more neighborhood views than before. Id. at 433. 
Similarly, here, the City’s own municipal code recognizes that “significant aspects of project 
design,” for purposes of determining whether a previous environmental document may be relied 
upon, include “location”, “height” and “density” (LAMC § 16.05D2), and the Alexan’s design 
would impact more neighborhood views than the 2007 project.

The MND did not address issues pertaining to a height and configuration that would block an 
entire side of the Clock Towei and loom over the buildings in the Histone Core and neighboring 
National Historic District. In fact, the 2007 project took great pains to avoid blocking views to 
and from the Eastern Columbia building, and the 2007 MND addressed overall heighl concerns 
relating to the historic context. (MND, Appendix B. at pp. 22-25.)

Design compatibility assessed in the 2007 MND included towei spacing that “would ensure 
views to and from all elevations and character-defining features of the Eastern Columbia 
Building will be preserved and that the historical resource will retain visual prominence.” (MND.
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tiiat p. JJI-32 [emphasis added].) The MND stated. “The street-level setbacks on Hill and 9 
streets . . allow for unobstructed views to and from the Eastern Columbia building and ensures 
continued visual prominence of the historic buildings.” (MND, at p. IJI-30 [emphasis added].)

The MND went on to state: “As proposed in concept layout, the new building conforms to the 
urban setting of its surroundings through its solid building mass at the lower levels, its pedestrian- 
oriented storefronts, and irs overall height" (MND, at p. III-30 [emphasis added].) The 2007 
project w'as determined to be “of comparable height and mass to that of the Eastern Columbia 
Building.” (MND. at p III-30.) The MND acknowledged a difference in height between the 
proposed building and adjacent historic resources as causing potentially significant impacts but 
concluded the heighi difference to be relatively negligible, and lower than the Eastern Columbia, 
and thus with the required position of the tower would not materially alter the setting of adjacent 
or nearby historical resources. (MND, at p. III-31 and 1-3.)

Given that the 2007 MND found the Abandoned Project’s slight height differential as presenting 
a potentially significant impact due to incompatibility, the fact that the Alexan proposes a 
massive six-story, 74-foot, 30% increase in height towering over the historic height of the 
district presents a per se significant impact that was not addressed in the 2007 MND. Under these 
circumstances, the height increase alone is a substantial change in the project requiting major 
revisions going to the heart of the MND’s original analysis. Friends of the College, supra, at 953, 
Ventura Foothill Neighbors, supra, 232 Cal.App.4th at 937.

For example, in River Valley Preservation Project v. Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
£1995) 37 CaI.App.4th 154, the Court upheld the lead agency’s decision not to prepare 
subsequent review in part because the topic of review originally covered a mere 10 pages out of a 
total of 500 pages in the original EIR. Id. at 175. And the small segment of the project that would 
be changed represented 3,800 feet out of a total of 6.2 miles of project. Id. By stark contrast, the 
2007 MND devoted a detailed Historic Resource Assessment and 25 pages out of 94 to impacts 
on Aesthetics and Cultural Resources, the largest sections in the environmental analysis by far. 
(MND, Table of Contents.)

12 The Historic Assessment prepared in 2006 is radically different than the one provided by the Alexan 
Project proponent in 2016. The 2006 Assessment specifically mentions “overall height ” numerous 
limes. The 2016 Assessment does not mention the term and focuses on areas that the 2007 MND 
assessment did not, namely the then nonexistent Downtown Design Guide The Downtown Design 
Guide way passed in 2009 after the 2007 project was approved and thus could not have been analyzed 
in the 2007 MND. (Exh. 22 /Downtown Design Guide Ordinance].) To the extent that the City relies 
on selective compliance with the Downtown Design Guide to the detriment of historic resources, the. 
application of the Design Guide could be considered new information or circumstances causing 
significant impacts requiring subsequent environmental review.
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Furtheiinoie, the original MND review process of the 2007 Project plainly did not include 
consideration of this type and extent of expansion to the project. See Laurel_H.eights, supra. 47 
Cal.3d at 396, noting tire original environmental review process includes consideration of 
reasonably foreseeable future expansions to the project, and that subsequent EIRs are necessary 
when evaluating future action not considered in the initial review, Concerned Dublin Citizens v. 
City of Dublin (2013) 214 Cal.App.4th 1301, 1318, subsequent EIR is not triggered by project 
modifications that arc within the scope of the previously approved project. The Application at 
issue in the 2007 MND stated that no height and mass expansions were anticipated and the 
approval was conditioned on the maximum height of 246 feet. (MND, at p. III-154.) In addition, 
the MND stated that the height and configuration of setbacks were specifically conditioned to 
avoid impacts to neighboring historic resources. (MND, atpp. 111-30 to 32.)

Although there are other areas of environmental impact addressed herein that would require 
major revisions to the 2007 MND, the Project differences impacting aesthetics and historic 
resources alone represent substantial changes requiring major revisions to the original 
environmental assessment.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.11

With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding the City's determination to prepare the MND 
Addendum to assess the environmental effects of the changes to the Approved Project proposed 
by the Modified Project, please see Responses to Comments 1.4 and 1.6, above. With respect to 
Appellant’s comments regarding the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified 
Project as governing the choice of CEQA document, rather than the effects of those changes as 
the California Supreme Court determined in its Friends of the College decision, supra, see 
Response to Comment 1.4, above. With respect to the differences between the Original Project, 
the Approved Project and the Modified Project, see Response to Comment 1.2, above With 
respect to Appellant’s comment regarding the updated baseline conditions as analyzed in the 
MND Addendum, see Response to Comment 2.7, above.

With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding the Modified Project’s consistency with the 
applicable design guidelines, see Responses to Comments 1.9 and 2.6, above. Section III-X, Land 
Use, of the MND Addendum, provides thorough consistency analyses with respect to design 
guidelines and adopted planning documents, which are applicable to the Modified Project at both 
the regional and the local levels, including the Redevelopment Plan for the City Center 
Redevelopment Project (see Table III-ll, pg. 146 of the MND Addendum), the Downtown 
Design Guidelines (see discussion on pg. 111-149 of the MND Addendum), the Historic 
Downtown Los Angeles, Design Guidelines (see Table III-12 on pg 111-151 of the MND
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Addendum), and the Los Angeles Municipal Code (see discussion on pg. Ill-150 of the MND 
Addendum). These analyses are supported by substantial evidence, and demonstrate that, like the 
Original and Approved Projects analyzed in the MND, the Modified Project is consistent with all 
of these documents and that its proposed changes would have less than significant impacts on 
land use.

In addition, the 2016 Historic Assessment prepared for the MND Addendum provides a thorough 
analysis of the design compatibility of the Modified Project in relation to the surrounding historic 
resources with respect to Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of die Interior's Standards for 
rehabilitation. In addition to the passage quoted by Appellant, the 2016 Historic Resources 
Assessment discusses massing, setbacks, podium treatment, facade articulation, and materials that 
teinforce the Modified Project’s compatibility with adjacent historical resources. Please refer to 
pg. 14 of the 2016 Historic Assessment included as Appendix H to the MND Addendum, This is 
also consistent with the MND, where if is recognized that a difference in height between new and 
historic buildings "... is in keeping with the surrounding urban setting where a variety of building 
heights is commonplace." MND, page III-31. As compared to the Approved Project, the Modified 
Project's tower has larger setbacks from the adjacent historic resources and the historic district. 
Further responses to Appellant’s comments on purported historic and aesthetics impacts are 
provided below.

COMMENT 2.12

D. The Alexan Poses New Significant Unmitigated Impacts To Historic 
Resources Including Aesthetic Impacts Relating To Views Of Historical 
Resources That Were Not Addressed In The 2007 MND And That Must Be
Addressed In An EIR.

CEQA recognizes that it is the policy of the state to take all actions required “to provide the 
people of this state with clean air and water, enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic 
environmental qualities, and freedom from excessive noise.” Pub. Res. Code § 21001 (b) 
(emphasis added). Preparation of an EIR is required whenever a project “may cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.” League for Protection of Oakland's 
Aichitectural and Historic Resources v. City of Oakland (1997) 52 CaI.App.4th 896. 904-906; see 
also Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 
374 (“a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 
resource is subject to CEQA”); Pub. Res. Code § 21084.1 Substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource means “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or 
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an
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historical resource would be materially impaired.” Guidelines § 15064.5(b)(1) (emphasis added).

Per the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (page D.3-3) (relevant excerpts at Exhibit 23, hereto), the 
Project’s surrounding buildings’ status as Historic Cultural Monuments (including the Eastern 
Columbia and Broadway Trade Center) is a determining factor in whether the Project will have a 
significant impact on a historic resource. Thus, the Alexan poses potentially significant impacts 
from this factor alone. In addition, “[ijnsensitive . . . construction may also result in a significant 
impact.” Id. Generally, according to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (page D.3-4), a project 
would have a significant impact on historic resources if:

• The project would reduce the integrity or significance of important resources on the 
project site or in the vicinity; or

* The project would result in an alteration of a significant resource which does not conform 
to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (“Secretary’s Standards”).

The Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design Guidelines (the “Historic Design Guidelines” or 
HDTLAG”) were created in July 2002 and are directly referenced as a requirement in the 
Downtown Design Guide. Urban Design Standards and Guidelines (the “Downtown Design 
Guide” or “DDG”). (Exh. 14 [Excerpts of HDTLAG]) The Downtown Design Guide states that 
“Projects in the Historic Downtown must comply with the Historic Downtown Los Angeles 
Design Guidelines (July 2002) sponsored by the Los Angeles Conservancy13 as well as with the 
Design Guide, Where there is a conflict, the Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design Guidelines 
shall take precedence. “ (Exh. 14 [DDG, at p. 2, emphasis added].) The Historic Design 
Guidelines are intended to follow the Secretary’s Standards for new construction adjacent to 
historic resources and thus, inconsistencies with the Historic Design Guidelines in this regard 
could also cause a project to be out of compliance with Secretary Standards (Relevant excerpts of 
the Secretary Standards are attached at Exhibit 25, hereto)

Secretary Standards, Number 9 provides that new construction adjacent to historic resources 
“shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic 
integrity of the property and its environment.”

13 "The Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local historic preservation organization in the United 
States, with nearly 6,500 members throughout the Los Angeles area. Established in 1978, the 
Conservancy works to preserve and revitalize the significant architectural and cultural heritage of Los 
Angeles County through advocacy and education, " (Exh. 24 [Conservancy February 24, 2017 Letter, 
atp. 4].)
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The Alexan Project’s design is out of compliance with the DDG. the HDTLAG and with the 
Secretary’s Standards, and would cause significant impacts to adjacent historic resources and the 
historic district. SPDTLA submits as Exhibit 5 an Historic Assessment report by Expert 
Historian Charles Fisher (“Fisher Report”)*"1 In it, he concludes that the Alexan is incompatible 
with the adjacent historic resources, adversely impacts historic resources and violates numerous 
provisions of the DDG, as well as the HDTLAG and other design standards. According to the 
Fisher Report, and as addressed below, the Addendum and its Historic Resources Assessment 
(“2016 Historic Assessment”) contained significant errors, and the Project’s effects on adjacent 
historic resources and the Broadway Theater Historic District are “significant and adverse.” (Exh. 
5 [Fisher Report:, at p. 2).)

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.12

With respect to Appellant’s claims regarding the Modified Project’s impacts on historic 
resources, pursuant to CEQA please refer to Historic Resources Group responses to the Fisher 
Report (See Exhibit l, attached). With respect to the Modified Project’s consistency with 
applicable Design Guidelines and policy documents, please refer to Topical Response 4 above. 
With respect to Appellants’ claims regarding the Modified Project’s impacts to view of the 
Eastern Columbia building, please refer to Response to Comment 2.13 below.

With respect to Appellant’s claim that neighboring resources were limited to 150 feet, the MND 
correctly states that former height limit restricted habitable space to 150 feet. This limitation to 
habitable space allowed non-habitable space above 150 feet, such as the 114-foot non-habitable 
upper portion of the Eastern Columbia building. Appellant, miscbaracterizes the former height 
limit, as well as the limit reference in the MND (MND, pg. III-30).

COMMENT 2.13

1. The Applicant And The City Impermissibly Mischaracterize The 
Project's Environmental Setting And Baseline To Avoid A Finding of

14 Fisher is a professional historian with extensive experience in property research and historic 
preservation, dating from the mid-1980s His background includes the research, preparation and/or 
advocacy of over 160 Historic Cultural Monument Nominations for the City of Los Angeles, Ventura 
County, the City ofOjai and the City of Sierra Madre, as well as research and documentation of 
numerous other historic structures. (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report, at p, ] and Attached Resume].) Of 
particular note is his work on the Historic Cultural Monument nomination of the Sun Realty Building, 
629 S Hill Street, which was designated HCM 985 on June 8, 2010 [d_ Sun Realty was designed by 
Claude Beelman, concurrently with the Eastern Columbia Building, using the same materials and a 
similar Art Deco design
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Incompatibility.

CEQA defines the “environment” as “the physical conditions which exist within the area which 
will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, 
objects of historic or aesthetic significances.” Pub. Res. Code §21060.5 (emphasis added). 
Guidelines § 15064(b) states that the significance of an activity may vary with the setting. Here, 
correctly identifying and describing the Alexan’s setting is critical for purposes of determining 
whether impacts are significant because the Alexan is proposed to be built in a historically 
sensitive area. See Guidelines § 15125(c): “Special emphasis should be placed on environmental 
resources that are rare or unique to that region and would be affected by the project.”

The environmental setting for purposes of historic resource impacts analysis is the Historic Core, 
otherwise known as the Historic Downtown area and includes the most adjacent historic 
landmarks surrounding the project site, along with the immediately adjacent National Historic 
District - the Broadway Theatre Historic District. Comparing the proposed Alexan project to the 
resources in this environmental setting results in the obvious conclusion that the Project is out of 
scale and character with those resources. At 320 feet and 27 stories the proposed structure would 
stick out like a sore thumb in this iconic neighborhood. It is out of scale with the historic setting 
in which it sits. If allowed to be built as currently planned, the Project would tower over and 
overwhelm all of the other buildings in the Historic Core.

Nevertheless, the Applicant and the City (in the Addendum and the Findings) consistently and 
inappropriately compare the Project to other buildings “in the downtown area” or in “South 
Park,” buildings which are not adjacent to or neighboring the Project site. In addition, the 
Applicant repeatedly mischaraeterizes the environmental setting of the Project as South Park, 
when, in fact, the Historic Core is a distinctive and separate area designated by the Central City 
Community Plan.15 As the Fisher Report notes, the 2016 Historic Assessment and Addendum 
erred in concluding the Project was located in South Park, when in fact the Project is located in 
the Historic Core, as evidenced by several planning maps. (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report, Maps 1 - 7].) 
The Los Angeles Conservancy commented that while the project site is “near the South Park 
area.” it is located “within the Historic Core and adjacent to a number of significant historic 
resources, including the National Register-listed Broadway Theatre and Commercial District,” 
causing the Conservancy to conclude, “We strongly believe that the project should be evaluated

is The City Center/Historic Core is identified as an area that “links together the Central City districts to 
the west that contain downtown's mix of business, finance, cultural and sports/entertainment activities 
to the ‘Markets ’ districts to the east that represent the large and vital array of manufacturing, 
distribution, wholesale, industry-related retail, social service activities; the Civic Center/Little Tokyo 
to the north; and South Park to the south. " (Exh. 26 [Central City Community Plan, at p. l-9[.)
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and designed within its appropriate context, namely the Historic Core.” (Exh. 24 [Conservancy 
February 24, 2017 Letter, at p. 3 .) The Conservancy also concluded that the Applicant’s and the 
City’s attempts to interpret compatibility “within two vastly different neighborhood contexts,” 
has been a cause foi confusion and has actually “hampered [the project design’s] compatibility,” 
Id- at P- 3,

The Applicant and the City acknowledge that the properties adjacent to the propetty are historic 
buildings - Eastern Columbia to the east and Broadway Trade Centei/May Company to the north 
- and that the Project site is within the designated Historic Core neighborhood (Director's 
Determination Letter at p. 23.) The 2016 Historic Assessment identifies 1 historic district and 4 
adjacent listed historic resources as the affected resources. The Master Land Use application 
stares that the proposed structure is located in the Historic Core (Exh. 13 [MLUP, at p 6]) and is 
completely surrounded on all sides by historic buildings (Exh. 13 [MLUP, at p. 9J). The 
applicant admits that “[structures directly adjacent to the Project Site primarily range between 2- 
(o 13-stories.” (Leaderman October 18, 2016 Letter, at p, 31.) In addition, the Addendum 
describes the relatively low height of adjacent properties: “The Project Site is generally bounded 
by S. Hill Street to the west, 9th Street to the south; a 13-story residential building (the Eastern 
Columbia building) and a 2- story parking garage with ground floor commercial space to the 
east; and a 9-story commercial building (Broadway Trade Center) to the north.” (Addendum, at 
p, II-1 | emphasis added],)

The Addendum also includes a map indicating that the Project site is not located in a high-density 
residential area, (Addendum, Figure II-2.) The Alexan is adjacent to the Broadway Theatre 
National Historic District, which has consistent building heights of no more than 150 feet. 
Photogiaphs from all sides of the Eastern Columbia revealing the relative height of the buildings 
in the Historic Core clearly depict no buildings or towers which are taller than the Eastern 
Columbia or other neighboring buildings. (Exh, 27 [Google Earth Photos].) These photos also 
show that the location of taller hi-tise buildings is further away in South Park and other areas of 
Downtown. Id,

Despite these facts, the Addendum cherry-picks taller buildings outside of the Historic Core and 
in the greater downtown area and South Park to compare to the Project to find height consistency. 
This is impermissible. The fact that there may be tallei buildings in the Downtown area or in 
South Park is irrelevant to whether the Project is compatible with the historic height of the 
pertinent neighborhood - the Historic Core and National Historic District. Even more egiegious is 
the Applicant’s response to Appellant’s appeal of the Director’s approvals, wherein the 
Applicant’s Land Use Consultant. Craig Lawson, further obscures this issue by comparing the 
Project to examples of “modem buildings constructed next to historic buildings” in other parts of
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Downtown. (Lawson October 14, 2016 Letter, at p. 8-9.) Lawson’s input is disingenuous at best 
and misleading at worst because he took an inconsistent position regarding the same issue on a 
Downtown Project that he claimed impacted his client’s historic building. (Exh. 28 [Lawson 
Letters on Hazens Project].)

The 2007 MND’s characterization of the neighborhood contrasts with the Addendum in this 
regard. The MND noted that the neighboring resources were limited in height to 150 feet. (MND, 
at p. III-30.) The MND found that the 2007 project was compatible based on its height being 
negligibly taller than the other buildings surrounding it. Id. The MND also strained to find the 
slightly taller 2007 Project compatible in height with adjacent historic resources. (MND, at p. IH- 
31, footnote 21.)

The failure to properly characterize the environmental setting for purposes of historic resource 
compatibility renders the analysis in the Addendum fatally flawed and cannot support the City’s 
findings of compatibility and no impact. See, e.g., Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula 
Water Management District (1997) 60 Cal.App.4fh 1109, 1121-22, “[d]ue to the inadequate 
description of the environmental setting for the project, a proper analysis of project impacts was 
impossible.” Moreover, the City’s stated baseline conditions with respect to the Project site and 
surrounding neighborhood has no basis in reality and therefore the environmental analysis 
predicated thereon is faulty, incomplete, erroneous and not in compliance with CEQA.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.13

Appellant’s comments that the MND Addendum's historic resources impacts analysis uses an 
improper environmental setting are incorrect. The MND identified the Project Site as being 
"located in the Central City Community Plan's South Park area (bounded by 8th Street, Main 
Street the Santa Monica Freeway and the Harbor Freeway)." MND, page III-53. The MND 
Addendum similarly identifies the location of the Project Site as being within the South Park area, 
as well as within the Historic Core. See MND Addendum, page II-1. As the location of tire 
Project Site has not changed, both the MND and MND Addendum appropriately describe the 
location of the Project Site.

The Modified Project, proposed on the same Project Site as the Approved Project, is located 
within an area referred to as the Historic Core. The Historic Core is neither an historic district nor 
an historic resource; it is simply a commonly used term to refer to an area within downtown Los 
Angeles. Buildings surrounding the Project Site include the Broadway Trade Center, the Eastern 
Columbia building, the May Co. Garage, the Blackstone, and the Coast Federal Building. 
However, as disclosed in the MND Addendum and pursuant to p 1-7 of the Central City 
Community Plan, the Project Site for the Approved Project, and on which the Modified Project is
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proposed, is also located within the South Park area of Los Angeles. The Central City 
Community Plan notes that the Historic Core has evolved into three distinct subareas, observing 
that the southern portion is “emerging as an extension of the Fashion District and the South Park 
residential community.” As such, the MND Addendum properly analyzes the effects on historic 
resources that the Modified Project's proposed changes to the Approved Project would have in the 
context of a surrounding project area that includes development in both the Historic Core and the 
South Park neighborhoods.

As discussed above in Response to Comment 2.10, above, and in the MND Addendum, there are 
within a few blocks radius of the Project Site numerous commercial, office, restaurant, parking, 
and residential land uses ranging in height from 2 to over 30 stories above grade. Structures 
directly adjacent to the Project Site primarily range between 2- to 13-stories and consist primarily 
of mixed-use buildings and parking structures. Contextual elevations of the Modified Project are 
depicted in Figure 11-20 and 11-21 of the Addendum Refer also to Topical Response 2 for a 
discussion regarding the Modified Project’s building height, scale and massing in context to the 
sunounding neighborhood.

With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding zoning, as discussed above in Response to 
Comment 2 10, the Modified Project is zoned C5-4D with the land use designation of Regional 
Center Commercial. Contrary to Appellant’s claim that Project Site is not located in a high- 
density residential area, pursuant to General Plan Land Use Map for the Central City Community 
Plan area, and as permitted by the LAMC, the corresponding Zones include R5 (High-Density 
Residential). R5 is the densest residential zoning category in the City of Los Angeles Height 
District No. 4D permits a base FAR of 6 times the buildable area of the lot (6:1 FAR) with the 
ability to achieve a maximum of 13 times the buildable area of the lot through a Transfer of Floor 
Area (“TFAR”), per Ordinance 164307. Upon approval of this entitlement, the Modified Project 
would achieve a maximum FAR of 7.45:1 for a total of 257,569 square feet, which is 
substantially less than the 13:1, oi approximately 645,723 square feet, permitted through a greater 
Transfer of'Floor Area.

Height District No. 4 does not specify a building height for buildings within C5 Zones. The 
Central Area Planning Commission found that the Approved Project was compatible and 
consistent with the surrounding uses It is important to note that this finding was made prior to 
the construction of the existing aforementioned 33-story Level tower directly to the west, as well 
as tlie aforementioned 50-story tower directly to the northwest currently under construction.

The Approved Project would affect views of the Eastern Columbia clock from the northwest. 
The Modified Project would affect views from the west; however, the 33-story Level building
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directly one short block immediately west of the Project Site (and one and one-half short blocks 
immediately west of the Eastern Columbia tower) already blocks views of the westerly facade of 
the Eastern Columbia building, Moreover, because the Eastern Columbia Building is located in 
the heart of downtown Los Angeles, in an area targeted for new development, existing 
development (both new and old) without either the Approved Project or the Modified Project 
already "blocks" certain views of the Eastern Columbia building. Existing views of the Eastern 
Columbia building's clock tower, and views from the same vantage points with the Modified 
Project included, are analyzed in the Addendum in Section III-l Aesthetics, checklist question 
(a) As shown in Figures III-l through III-4 in the Addendum, views along 9th Street (between 
Olive Street and Hill Street, to the west of the Project Site) were analyzed at street-level to 
examine impacts of the Modified Project on existing views of the Eastern Columbia's building 
west facing facade of the clock tower. Views along Hill Street (between 8th Street, to the north of 
the Project Site, and Olympic Boulevard, to the south of the Project Site) were analyzed at street- 
level to examine impacts of the Modified Project on existing views of the west and south facing 
facade of the Eastern Columbia's Building clock tower. Figures III-l through III-4 depict both 
the existing view and the proposed view with respect to the Modified Project's proposed height 
and massing.

Contrary to Appellant's comment, it is entirely relevant to consider the broader downtown area 
with other nearby examples where modem buildings have been constmcted in Downtown Los 
Angeles next to historic buildings without resulting in significant environmental impacts upon the 
historic buildings. Examples include the Level building located at 888 S. Olive Street, directly 
west of the Coast Savings building located at 315 W. 9th Street, the Mayflower Hotel located at 
531 to 535 S. Grand Avenue (currently the Hilton Hotel) directly east of 550 S. Hope Street, the 
Oviatt Building, which directly abuts One Wilshire to the west, located at 624 S Grand Ave; the 
Central Library, which directly abuts 550 S. Hope Street; the Southern California Edison 
Building directly abuts the US Bank Building at 633 W 5th Street; and City Hall, which is 
attached to the bridge connecting it to City Hall East. All of these historic resources continue to 
maintain their historic resource status despite the introduction of new abutting modem buildings 
that typically have greater height, mass, bulk and scale as compared to the existing historic 
resources. Examples of historic buildings and modem buildings immediately adjacent to one 
another are common in Downtown Los Angeles; these nearby locations demonstrate that 
contemporary and historic buildings go together and co-exist within the Downtown Los Angeles 
urban fabric without any loss of historic integrity or significance to the historic buildings.

COMMENT 2.14

The Project’s Tower Height, Massing And Spacing Are Incompatible2.
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With And Adversely Affect Historic Resources.

Building scale, massing and height are core components of any compatibility analysis. Out of 
these,”[t]he single most important component of compatibility is height.” (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report, 
at p. 4J.)

The Fisher Report concludes, “[T]he Alexan’s height which exceeds all nearby historic buildings 
excessively is at the forefront of the reasons the proposed new building is incompatible. 
(Exh. 5 [Fisher Report, at p. 4, emphasis added].) The “increase in height of 6 stories from the 
2007 Project is substantial and renders the project incompatible.” (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report, at p. 
28].) Therefore, the Report concludes, the Alexan is “non-compliant with the Standards, 
unmitigated, and thus [poses] a significant adverse effect.” (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report, at p. 4].) 
Fisher found several inconsistencies with the Secretary’s Standards, including that the Project’s 
height and scale did not allow adjacent historic properties to remain “predominant.” (Exh. 5, 
[Fisher Report, at pp. 24-25, 29-30].)

The Alexan’s tower is inconsistent with several guidelines in the DDG and the HDTLAG, 
Notably, the Alexan is inconsistent with the DDG because it fails to “respect historically 
significant districts and buildings, including massing and scale, and neighborhood context.” (Exh. 
14, [DDG, at p.7].) The DDG states that “[t]owers in Downtown greatly affect the appearance of 
the overall skyline,” and that “[tjower siting and massing should maintain key views to important 
natural and man-made features.” Id, at p. 33 (emphasis added). The Alexan tower siting and 
massing violate these standards, significantly blocking key views to the Eastern Columbia 
building. Moreover, the Fisher Report found that the Alexan tower height is “aggressively taller, 
interrupting the consistency of the [historic] district” and violates tower standards of the DDG.

The DDG further requires that “Towers should be spaced to provide privacy, natural light and air, 
as well as to contribute to an attractive skyline.” DDG, at p. 30. The Project’s tower is 
inconsistent with this standard as well, stretching to 5 stories above the Eastern Columbia 
Building and positioning the tower such that it will impair privacy, light and air for the residents 
of the Eastern Columbia and it will most definitely detract not contribute to an attractive skyline. 
(Exh. 6 [SPDTLA May 23, 2016 Letter]; Exh. 5 [Fisher Report]; Exh. 28 [Lawson Letter on 
Hazens Project].)

Notably, the Applicant’s land use consultant, Craig Lawson, attempted to justify the Alexan as 
compatible with adjacent historic resources by pointing to purported consistency with podium 
design, ignoring tower incompatibility. (Lawson October 14, 2016 Letter, at p. 7.) Lawson’s 
position on behalf of the Alexan is curiously in direct contrast with his position on another 
Downtown project where he represents the opponent to that project, and which be claims suffers
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from the same tower incompatibility that his firm attempts to avoid and denies in this appeal. 
(Exh, 28 [Lawson October 25, 2016 Letter on Hazens Project, at p. 11, 14-16].)

In addition, the Project is inconsistent with the DDG’s admonition against massing of towers: 
“Monolithic slab-like structures that wall off views and overshadow the surrounding 
neighborhood are discouraged.” (DDG, at p. 26, nt. 3, emphasis added.) Whereas the 2007 
project was a chair design, stepping back tower height in order to preserve the visual prominence 
and valued views to the Eastern Columbia building, the Alexan is a slab-like structure that walls 
off views and overshadows the surrounding neighborhood. (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report, at p. 27),)

The Los Angeles Conservancy commented that “The tower and overall massing...introduces a 
much different feel and scale than currently exists in the Historic Core,” and that “We...do not 
believe that projects of this scale are ultimately compatible with the existing character of the 
Historic Core environment.” (Exh. 24 [Conservancy January, 2016 Letter].)

Nevertheless, despite its own and other evidence to the contrary, the Applicant asserts that its 
building would be compatible with the height of surrounding land uses. This is a conclusion that 
no reasonable mind could make given the circumstances surrounding the Project, and thus, the 
Director’s and CAPC’s findings on which it is based are not supported by substantial evidence 
and are in error. Practice Under CEQA, § 19.51, p. 930; Pub. Res. Code § 21082.2(c); CAPC 
Determination Letter, at pp. F-4 and F-l 1.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.14

With respect to Appellant’s claim that the Modified Project’s tower height, massing and spacing 
would adversely affect historic resources, please refer to Historic Resources Group responses to 
the Fisbei Report (See Exhibit 1, attached) and Topical Response 2(b), above.

COMMENT 2.15

The Project Is Inconsistent With The DDG And The HDTLAG.3.

The Fisher Report found several other Project inconsistencies with the Downtown Design Guide, 
and HDTLAG, which include, among others:

The Project “fails to respond to the existing building context within a block”;1)

The “project’s design demonstrates irregularity with Hill Street, inconsistency 
with street wall regarding the area above the podium, and uses incompatible 
materials”;

2)
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3) “[T]he busyness of the facade of the Alexan outshouts the resolved aesthetics of 
all surrounding historic buildings,”

4) Uses incompatible materials, “building is glassy materials, exposed conciete 
slabs, and panelized large scale materials” instead of terra cotta or similar 
masonry;

5) Tbe “building interrupts regularity of [Hill] street.

(Exh. S [Fisher Report, at pp. 27-28])

Tbe Project does not “[rjespect historically significant districts and buildings, including massing 
and scale, and neighborhood context (DDG, at p 7, emphasis added, Exh. 5 [Fisher
Report, at p. 24].) The Fisher Report outlines several ways in which the Project is incompatible 
with the historic district. (Exh. 5 [Fisber Report, at pp. 24-25].)

In addition, the Project is incompatible with the adjacent historic resources and historic district in 
that it “uses balconies aggressively which are not found in historic buildings.” (Exh. 5 [Fisher 
Report, at p. 28].) The Los Angeles Conservancy admonished that projecting balconies as a 
design element “greatly deviates from the character and overall compatibility of tbe Historic 
Core.” (Exh. 24 [Conservancy February 24, 2017 Letter, at p 3].)

The Applicant and its consultant IIRG has chosen to cherry pick from the DDG and HDTLAG 
only those few policies which favor the project’s consistency and ignore those that are flatly 
inconsistent and go to the core of the adverse impacts to neighboring historic resources. These 
and other inconsistencies were not addressed in the Addendum

The Addendum states that the Alexan “is in substantial conformance with the 2002 Historic 
Downtown Los Angeles Design Guidelines.” In order to support this point, the Addendum 
identified “Key points for new construction and infill that the project would adhere to” which 
included:

• Building to the street and maintaining the established street line.

• Placement of new construction on vacant sites and parking lots.

• Priority to comet sites

• Encouragement of mixed-use buildings.
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• Ground floor retail accessible from the street.

* Prominent building entrances on street-facing facades.

• Creative and contemporary design for new buildings with respect of authentic character 
of existing context.

• Build consistently with street wall.

Even assuming the Project is consistent with some or all of these aspects (and as to many, it is 
not), the Addendum omitted several key points for new construction from its analysis which 
renders the Project in substantial non-compliance, as evidenced in the Fisher Report. (Exit. 5 
[Fisher Report, at pp 27-28].)

In addition, the Addendum is misleading and evades a finding of obvious inconsistency with the 
HDTLAG. For example, one guideline is to “[c]ons tract new buildings, of compatible design with 
the surrounding neighborhood, on existing surface parking lots. Comei sites, because of their 
importance in establishing the urban grid, should be a priority.” (Addendum, at p. Ill-151 
[emphasis added].) The Addendum omits the words “compatible design” several times in 
referring to compliance with this provision of the HDTLAG. Additionally, it does not point to 
any evidence of compatibility other than to a diagram at Figure 11-25, which does not explain how 
the building height would be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. Figure 11-25 
provides a statement that the design purports to be consistent regarding the podium only, not the 
tower.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.15

With respect to Appellant’s claims regarding the Modified Project’s impacts on historic 
resources, pursuant to CEQA please refer to Historic Resources Group responses to the Fisher 
Report (See Exhibit 1, attached). With respect to tbe Modified Project's consistency with 
applicable Design Guidelines and policy documents, please refer to Topical Response 4 above.

COMMENT 2.16

4. The Alexan Project Would Substantially Obstruct Valued Views To And 
From The Landmark Eastern Columbia Building.

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (p. A 1-3) provides that the impact to aesthetic views of 
historical resources is significant when “Tbe amount or relative proportion of existing features or 
dements that substantially contribute to the valued visual character or image of a neighborhood,

m
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community, or localized area, would be removed, altered, or demolishedf.]” An agency, in 
assessing impacts, is to consider the nature and quality of valued views to “features of visual 
interest,” and the “extent of obstruction” of those views. Id., at p. A.2-3.

The obstruction of view's to the Eastern Columbia Building are substantial, and the visual 
character of the building and surrounding historic properties will be substantially altered because 
they will be “effectively dwarfed, and significantly blocked, by this behemoth development 
project.” (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report].) The Project severely threatens the landmark’s visual status, 
and this impact cannot be mitigated. As such, impacts to the public’s view must be analyzed in an 
EIR

Incredibly, the Addendum concludes that the proposed Project will have “no impact” on aesthetic 
views of historic buildings, and that “views of the Eastern Columbia Building’s clock tower 
would not be significantly impacted by tbe addition of the Modified Project.” (Addendum, at p. 
III-l 1 and 111-78.) The Addendum went on to state, “the Eastern Columbia building would remain 
visibly prominent and unobstructed when viewed from the building’s primary north, east and 
south facades. As views of the Eastern Columbia building’s west facing clock tower, looking 
southeast along S. Hill Street are not visible from street level, the addition of the Modified Project 
would not impact existing views along this corridor.” (Addendum, at p. III-6 [emphasis added].) 
First, the fact that the Project preserves views to the sides of the Eastern Columbia that it does not 
abut is irrelevant. Second, the Addendum impermissibly obscures the Project’s impacts on views 
by narrowing its assessment to one point of view without coming to the obvious conclusion that 
views to the side of the resource the Project abuts would be substantially blocked from a majority 
of vantage points. The Los Angeles Conservancy noted in reference to the impacts on the Eastern 
Columbia Building that, “given the overall height of the proposed hi-rise, it is inevitable that 
major portions of this building’s elevation will be blocked.” (Exh. 24 [Conservancy January, 
2016 Letter].)

The Addendum based its erroneous conclusion that the Alexan’s increased height will not impact 
historic resources on the assumption that the Eastern Columbia building’s historic significance is 
related to views from the street level only and that the west side of the Eastern Columbia does not 
contribute to its significance as a historic resource. These bald assertions are not supported by any 
evidence and are flatly incorrect. (Exh. S [Fisher Report].) Views of the Eastern Columbia’s 
facade and clock tower are a prominent part of the City skyline and as such, views of it from 
buildings and areas above the street level contribute to its significance. Id; Exh. 27, Google Earth 
photos. The Addendum also fails to follow the City’s own threshold guides and obscures the 
public view impacts by limiting assessment of impacts to street level views. (Addendum, at p. III- 
5; L A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, at pp. A.2-5 [view shed analysis must “depict locations and
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elevations of the view point”]; Exh. 5 [Fisher Report].)

Notably, the Addendum does not perform the same view shed analysis as in the MND. The only 
evidence the Addendum points to is photographic overlays from street level only which omit 
views from any other part of Downtown and several vantage points. (Addendum, at Figure II-3 
[indicating location and direction of photographs]; Figures III-l through TIM.)

By contrast, there is substantial evidence in the record that the Alexan will cause potentially 
significant impacts to historic resources. Figure III-4 of the Addendum depicts the Project 
completely blocking views to the Eastern Columbia from Hill Street. Neighbors’ observations 
submitted into the record note the valued views of the Eastern Columbia and the Project’s impact 
on the aesthetic character of the neighborhood. (Exh. 6 [SPDTLA May 23, 2016 Letter].) 
SPDTLA’s drone video submitted into evidence at the CAPC hearing on October 25, 2016 also 
demonstrates current views to and from the Eastern Columbia Building that would be blocked by 
the Alexan Project as proposed. 16

The indisputable facts in the record are that the building approved in 2007 would have left a 
majority of views of the west clock tower, while the new 2016 building would block nearly all 
views of the clock tower’s west facade. (See MND, Appendix B, Attachment A, Figure 23, 30 
and Attachment B.) The following two images are from the 2007 Abandoned Project and the 
Alexan, in that order.
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16 See also https://www.kcet.ors/shows/ar/boiind d-brief-histon-of-los-anseles-tallest-buildinss. 
incorporated herein by this reference, video featured on the KCET website showing the side of the 
clock tower that would be obscuredfrom view from buildings in downtown Los Angeles.
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As can be plainly seen in comparison, the Abandoned Project preserved a significant view-shed 
to the direct west side of the clock tower and building, while the Alexan blocks it entirely. Below 
is an example of current views directly west of the clock tower, which w'ould be blocked by the 
Alexan.
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17 Photo depicts current view from buildings facing the west side of the Eastern Columbia Building, This 
view would be completely blocked by the Alexan if approved, http://www.latimes.com/business/la-fi-
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Contrast the above image with the unduly limited view-shed photos and analysis in the 
Addendum, and it is apparent that the Applicant has attempted to obscure the Alexan’s obvious 
impacts to both tbe public and decisionmakers.

The Applicant also takes the ridiculous and untenable position that “the Eastern Columbia 
Building itself already blocks its public views of its westerly clock face." (Leaderman Letter, at 
p. 31; Parker Response to Comments 5-7.) This type of statement clearly shows a complete lack 
of respect for neighboring historic resources.

Whereas the 2007 Abandoned Project placed die tower in such a way that it would have only 
blocked street-level views that were already partially obscured by the historic May Company 
building (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report, photograph of view-shed from Hill street looking up across May 
Company]), the Alexan would block views that are largely unobstructed. (Exh. 27 [Google Earth 
Photos].)

The Project’s impacts to valued public views to the Eastern Columbia Building are significant 
and must be addressed in an EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.16

The MND Addendum thoroughly analyzed the effects on views, including of the Eastern 
Columbia Building and associated clock tower, of the changes to the Approved Project proposed 
by the Modified Project and concluded, based on substantial evidence, they would be less than 
significant See Section 1II-I, Aesthetics, checklist question (a), and Figures III-l through III-4 of 
the MND Addendum. See Response to Comment 2.10, above. With respect to the Modified 
Project’s impact on views of the Eastern Columbia building, the Modified Project’s base structure 
directly west of the Eastern Columbia Building would be set back approximately 42 feet from 
that building. Consistent with the tower spacing requirements of the Downtown Design 
Guidelines, the tower would maintain an approximate 81-foot separation from the tower portion 
of the Eastern Columbia building, and an approximate 176-foot of separation from the westerly 
face of the Eastern Columbia clock tower. The Modified Project would also maintain a 22-foot 
sidewalk along 9:h Street, exceeding the width set forth in the Downtown Los Angeles Street 
Standards. The tower spacing would provide a substantial buffer between the two buildings along 
9th Street, while the wider sidewalk would allow the views of the Eastern Columbia Building's 
iconic massing and highly decorated south-facing faqade to remain intact. The wider sidewalk 
would also allow for the decorative return at the Eastern Columbia’s southwestern corner to

0223-property -report- fully-fumished-20150226- storv.html, incorporated herein by this reference.

4 23822 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 301
Valencia, CA 91355

(661) 257-2282 (tel)
www.parkerenvironmental.com

PARKER
f NVtSONMtNTAL CONSULTANTS

http://www.parkerenvironmental.com


Planning and Land Use Management Committee
City of Los Angeles
The Alexan Project - ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1
March 28, 2017
Page 90 of 144

remain visible. The combination of these features would allow the historical resource to retain its 
visual prominence.

As explained in the December 30, 2016 letter from Parker Environmental Consultants, at 
Response to Comment L4, both the Original Project and the Approved Project resulted in a 
paitial blockage of views of the Eastern Columbia clock from the northwest. The Modified 
Project would affect views from the west. Moreover, because the Eastern Columbia building is 
located in the heart of downtown Los Angeles, in an area targeted for new development, existing 
development (both new and old) without either the Approved Project or the Modified Project 
already “blocks” certain views of the Eastern Columbia building.

Additionally, as shown in Table III-l, Massing of Surrounding Buildings, of the MND 
Addendum, the Modified Project's increase of approximately 66,667 square feet of floor area for 
a FAR of 7.45:1, as compared to the Original Project arid Approved Project, would still be within 
the range of the massing of the existing surrounding buildings, several of which were constructed 
after 2006. Further, the Modified Project’s proposed increase of 6 stories in building height 
(approximately 74 feet), as compared to the Original Project and Approved Project is keeping 
with the surrounding urban form where a variety of building heights is commonplace. Therefore, 
the MND Addendum concludes, the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified 
Project would not worsen the Approved Project's less-than-significant impacts on the existing 
visual access to panoramic views within the vicinity of the Project Site and would not create any 
new potentially significant impact that had nor been studied in the MND for the Approved 
Project. While the dimensions the two buildings and their placement on the Project Site are 
slightly different, their effects are less than significant.

With respect to the view presented by Appellant in Figure 17 of their comment letter, the State 
CEQA Guidelines and L A. CEQA Thresholds Guidelines do not consider project impacts with 
respect to views from private property unless such views are specifically piotected by a viewshed 
protection ordinance Although the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified 
Project would alter existing view's from adjacent residential and other private properties, no 
viewshed protection ordinances exist for the project area. See also Response to Comment 2.10, 
above

COMMENT 2.17

The 2016 Historic Assessment Relied On By The Addendum Lacks 
Credibility. Omits Critical Comparisons, Is Not Based On Objective 
Facts, And Its Conclusions Cannot Be Relied Upon To Support The 
City's Finding Of No Significant Impacts

5.

4
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Appendix H of the Addendum contains the 2016 Historic Assessment by Historic Resources 
Group (hereinafter “Assessment”). By its description, the Assessment was “provided to inform an 
Addendum to a previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for a similar mixed 
use project at the same location.” (Addendum, Appendix H, at p. 1.) The Assessment is relied 
upon by the Addendum and the Director’s and CAPC’s findings of compatibility.

The Assessment cannot constitute substantial evidence supporting the City’s finding that the 
Alexan Project’s differences from the 2007 Project result in no new or more severe impacts. Pub. 
Res. Code § 21082.2(c): “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence 
which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous...is not substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall 
include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by 
facts.” The Assessment is conclusory, focused myopically on Secretary Standards (which the 
authors interpret narrowly and incorrectly), is replete with errors and omissions, and lacks 
relevancy and a factual foundation for a majority of its analysis.

The first error occurs on the first page of the Assessment, where the authors state incorrectly that 
the Project location is in South Park. As addressed above, this assertion is incorrect. This error 
mischaracterizes the environmental setting of the Project and calls into question the report’s 
compatibility analysis

The next error in the Assessment is the listing of only a few historic resources with which the 
Project could have an impact. (Addendum, Appendix H, at pp. 3-4.) The impacts to historic 
resources stretches further than the Project’s immediate boundaries. (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report].)

The Assessment then impermissibly limits the scope of view-shed analysis to street level, one that 
is not an accepted historic review practice and is even a violation of the HDTLAG and the L.A. 
CEQA Thresholds Guide, both of which specify that a viewshed analysis include multiple view
points and elevations, including from other buildings (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report, at p. 4, “The 
evaluation chooses to limit the places in the project environs where the Project is seen and has 
effects”]; HDTLAG, at Appendix Three, Definitions; L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, at p. A.2-5.) 
Historic buildings, including the 4-sided clock tower, are viewed from buildings and other areas 
of the city. (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report].) By limiting its assessment of impacts to views from street 
level, the Assessment lacks completeness, calls into question its relevance and credibility, and its 
conclusions cannot be relied upon to support the City’s findings. Guidelines §15384.

The Assessment lacks credibility when it concludes that the potential impact of the 30% taller 
building on adjacent resources “would be less than that of the Approved Project.” (Addendum, 
Appendix H, at p. 10 [emphasis added].) The Assessment provides no factual basis for that 
conclusion other than that the new project will be set back further from the May Company
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building than the Original Project, hut that fact does not pertain to impacts on other adjacent 
resources, including the Eastern Columbia. Id. Substantial evidence “shall include facts, 
reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” Guidelines § 
15384. Absolutely nowhere in the Assessment do the authors address the 2006 MND's more 
extensive evaluation of view-shed impacts to the adjacent Eastern Columbia Building and the 
height considerations made in the MND and Historic Assessment in 2006 (Curiously, the authors 
do compare the 2006 MND in relation to impacts to the May Company building in finding a self
serving lesser impact.)

The Assessment also omits critical comparisons between the two projects. First, it states that the 
Alexan project “will obscure views of the Eastem-Cohimbia’s west facade when viewed looking 
east from Hill Street. Views of tbe Easfern-Columbia’s west facade from Hill Street were also 
partially obscured by the Approved Project.” (Addendum. Appendix H, at p. 12, emphasis 
added.) The attempted inference here is that simply because the Approved Project “partially” 
obscured the facade, somehow excuses the tact that the new Project will completely obscure die 
west side of the clock tower and building from a majority of vantage points outside of the Alexan 
itself. For a lead agency to rely on an Addendum to support approval of a project modification, at 
the very minimum, the Addendum must be based on facts and must disclose the differences 
between the two projects. Practice Under CEQA, § 19 38, p 916.

Here, the differences between the 2007 Project and the Alexan aie mischaracterized and obscured 
from the decision makers by the Addendum and the Assessment upon which it relies. Thus, the 
Addendum cannot support the City’s finding of no new or more severe significant impacts 
American Canyon, supra, 145 CaLApp.4"- at pp, 1073-1074. Additionally, the Assessment does 
not indicate exactly how much of the Eastern Columbia building would have been “partially 
obscured” by the original project Thus, the Assessment ignores the baseline against which to 
measure impacts, which renders its conclusion of no significant impact irrelevant, inaccurate and 
unreliable as not based on facts. Id. The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide requires use of sight line 
figures, which the 2006 Assessment utilized. The 2016 Assessment refers to not one diagram, 
not one photograph, not one schematic, not one graphic or 3d model to support its erroneous 
inference that both projects obscured the landmark in a comparable way.

Further straining credulity is the Assessment’s blanket, conclusory statement that the significance 
of the Eastern Columbia building would not be impacted if the west side of the building would be 
blocked from view. (Addendum, Appendix H, at p. 10 ) First, this statement is conclusory and not 
provided with “any identified factual foundation,” or explanation. American Canyon, supra 145 
(3al.App.4th at 1083. Second, since the Eastern Columbia Building maintains one of the only 4
sided Art Deco clock towers in the country, it begs the question how essentially turning it
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(visibility-wise) from a 4-sidcd clock tower to a 3-sided clock tower could possibly present no 
impact to its historic importance. The 2016 Assessment’s conclusion in this regard is contradicted 
by Charles Fisher’s assessment of the historic importance of all four sides of the Eastern 
Columbia. (Exh. 5 [Fisher Report, at p. 181.) Having recently performed an analysis of another 
Claude Beelman building for purposes of its successful nomination as a historic cultural 
landmark, Mr. Fisher is an expert in the history and architectural importance of Beelman’s work, 
including the Eastern Columbia building,

Even more curious is the fact that the City claims (contrary to the Addendum’s “persons 
consulted” list) that the City Planning Office of Historic Resources approved the 2016 
Assessment drafted by HRG. There is no evidence in the record of such approval. Moreover, if 
such approval actually occurred, it would be a striking departure for the Office of Historic 
Resources, given that its current director, Ken Bernstein, is or record as publicly stating that the 
Eastern Columbia building is “unquestionably one of the signature Art Deco buildings in all of 
Los Angeles.” and he selected it as one of the City’s most beautiful buildings. (Exh. 29 [Article].)

For the reasons stated above, the Assessment cannot constitute substantial evidence in support of 
the City’s finding of no new significant impacts from the Project. Pub. Res. Code § 21082.2(c).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.17

Response to Comment 2.13, above, regarding the location of the Project Site. See Response to 
Comment 1.8 in the October 14, 2016 and Response to Comment 1.4 in the February 22, 2017 
letters from Parker Environmental Consultants. As stated there, both the Original Project and the 
Approved Project resulted in a partial blockage of views of the Eastern Columbia clock from the 
northwest. The Modified Project would affect views from the west, but the Modified Project’s 
tower would be set back approximately 36 feet more then the Approved Project would be from 
the closest fa9ade of the Eastern Columbia tower. Moreover, because the Eastern Columbia 
building is located in the heart of downtown Los Angeles, in an area targeted for new 
development, existing development (both new and old) without either the Approved Project or the 
Modified Project already “blocks” certain view's of the Eastern Columbia building.

COMMENT 2.18

The Project’s Mitigation Measures Are Illegal And Infeasible And Thus 
Do Not Reduce Project Impacts To A Level Of Insignificance.

6.

In order for a project to proceed via an MND (and not an FJR), all project impacts must be 
mitigated to a level of insignificance prior to circulation of the MND. Pub. Res Code §
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21080(c)(2); Guidelines § 15070(b), The Alexan Project’s mitigation measures relating to 
impacts to historic resources do not reduce Project impacts to a level of insignificance, and thus 
an EJR is requited.

Mitigation Measures 15 and 16 related to “design review” provide that design features of the 
Project be reviewed after approval by a preservation architect to determine whether the Project’s 
design is compatible with adjacent “historical resources and with the character of its 
surroundings” in “mass,” “scale” and “roof heights.” As these are design features that must be 
addressed prior to approval, reliance on these mitigation measures is improper. Quail Botanical 
Gardens Foundation. Inc, v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4tb 1597, 1606, fh. 4, an agency 
“cannot rely on post-approval mitigation measures adopted during the subsequent design review 
process”; Exh, 5, Fisher Report. This is classic “deferred mitigation” under CEQA, and is illegal. 
Sundstrom v, County of Mendocino (1988) 202 CahApp.3d 296, 306-308

Moreover, this type of design review mitigation is clearly ineffective and unenforceable. 
Guidelines § 15064.5 (b)(3); sec also. Pub. Res Code § 21081.6(b), mitigation measures must be 
“fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures.” If, for example, 
this type of mitigation were effective, the proposed radical design changes posed by the 
Alexan would not be allowed to occur. Even more shocking is that the Applicant asserts that the 
Addendum and its Historic Assessment are put forth as compliance with mitigation measures in 
the 2007 MND for further design review (Lawson Letter, Attachment 1, Applicant’s responses to 
appeal, at pp. 33 and 37.) If this is the case, the Applicant has admitted that the design review 
mitigation measures do not work, because increasing impacts to historic resources cannot 
count as “mitigation”’ to lessen impacts. LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide, at p A, 1-5, A.2-4. 
appropriate mitigation measures include reducing height and mass of a project, not increasing 
them. The intent of the Secretary’s Standards 9 and 10 are to minimize impacts to historic 
resources, not increase them.

The design changes posed by the Alexan are a blatant violation of the mitigation measure adopted 
in 2007 and re-adopted because, as addressed above, the Alexan is clearly incompatible with 
adjacent “historical resources and with the character of its surroundings” in “mass,” “scale” and 
“roof heights”. Nevertheless, the City is proceeding with the design changes anyway, thus 
proving the failure of tbe mitigation measures to “reduce environmental detriment to a point 
where clearly no significant effect will result.” Architectural Heritage Assn v. County of 
Monterey (2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 1095, 1120.

The Applicant argues that simply re-adopting the design review mitigation measure adopted m 
the 2007 MND immunizes it from attack, arguing that the time for challenging the mitigation has
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long since passed. (Lawson Letter, Attachment 1, Applicant’s responses to appeal-) However, that 
aigument is inapplicable because the mitigation is being re-adopted by the City now and its 
ineffectiveness relates to the current Project.

If new information raises significant questions about the key assumptions relied on in the 
previous environmental document, a subsequent EIR may be required. Security Envt’l Svs. v. 
South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 110, 124. Here, the 2007 
MND made the assumption that its mitigation measures were intended to be “facade design 
review” which would only allow minor adjustments to design facade and not for central facets 
such as massing and height. (MND, at p. 1-17 [emphasis added].) The 2007 MND also found that 
the mitigation measure for further design review was to ensure that the project would not only be 
in conformance with the Secretary’s Standards, but also “in conformance with the findings of 
this environmental assessment.” Id (emphasis added). Those findings differ significantly from 
those m the Addendum and include that a much lower height limitation and the appropriate 
setbacks and design configuration were necessary to protect neighboring resources.

Evidence now disturbingly demonstrates that the Applicant with the City's blessing 8 is 
attempting to drastically change the design that was approved and upon which the conclusions in 
the MND of no significant impact were based. As such, the mitigation measures are per se invalid 
and illegal and cannot be used to supporl the conclusion by the City that the Project will not have 
any new or more severe significant impacts See Friends of the College, supra, at 959; Security 
Envt’l Svs„ supra, 229 Cal.App.3d 110, 124, where the Court upheld the decision to prepare a 
subsequent EIR when previous negative declaration for hazardous waste incinerator was based on 
assumptions about emissions and new data showed that emissions would be far greater than 
assumed. Clearly, as applied to this Project, the design review mitigation measures are deferred 
mitigation and unenforceable, and therefore cannot be used to support the adoption of an MND 
much less an Addendum to an MND. See Sundstrom. supra. 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 306-308, where 
the Court found that because the success of the mitigation was uncertain, the lead agency could 
not have reasonably determined that significant impacts would not occur.

Additionally, the Project’s new proximity to the Eastern Columbia Building and the threat of 
construction and vibration impacts must be addressed in an EIR because mitigation measures in 
this regard cannot be said to reduce impacts to a level of insignificance. The Assessment states

IS This could well he due to the fact that the review of this application is conducted solely by the City 
Planning Department's “Expedited Section, ” which is designed to fast-track certain projects that, 
unlike this one, do not require much scrutiny. See
http://planning.lacity.ora/processes/expediledservicebrochure.pdf. incorporated herein by this 
reference.
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that construction impacts have the potential to “compromise the structural integrity of adjacent 
historic resources through excavation and construction procedures,” and that “without proper 
mitigation to protect the May Company building and the Eastem-Columbia building from this 
potential damage, the Modified Project may result in a significant impact to the adjacent historic 
resources.” (Addendum, Appendix H, at p. 10.)

To mitigate potentially significant impacts to cultural resources, the 2007 MND included as a 
mitigation measure that the tower of the proposed structure be set back 99 feet from the rear 
elevation of the Eastern Columbia Building. (Addendum, at p. III-72.) By contrast, the proposed 
Project would be located 18 feet closer, at 81 feet from rear elevation. Id. at p. 111-75. 
Nevertheless, the development of a shoring plan to protect diese resources is impermissibly 
deferred until after Project approval and it is unclear if the plan is sufficient. (Addendum, 
Appendix H, at p. 18; CAPC Corrected Notice of Determination, at p. C-8.)

The mitigation of requiring repairs to adjacent historic buildings due to vibration/construction 
damage has not been shown to be feasible or effective. (CAPC Corrected Determination Letter, at 
p. C-8, Condition 18(d).) There is nothing in the record to support the feasibility of this mitigation 
because permission from adjacent landowners is required and such permission has not been 
shown to be granted. Repairs to adjacent historic resources do not reduce impacts to a level of 
insignificance because they do not include potentially necessary interior repairs. (Exh. 28 
[Lawson October 25, 2016 Letter, at p 4J.)

The City’s assertion that there are no new or more severe significant impacts is not supported by, 
and in fact is contradicted by, the evidence. Pub. Res. Code § 21080(c). Appellants have more 
than met their burden to show a fair argument that the Project changes would have significant 
impacts on the environment that have not been mitigated to a level of insignificance. Friends of 
the College, supra, at 959.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.18

Contrary to Appellant’s comments, the mitigation measures incorporated into the Modified 
Project fully comply with CEQA, are beyond legal challenge and, even when adopted for the 
Approved Project did not constitute deferred or improperly deferred mitigation. See Response to 
Comment 1.7, above. There has been no re-adoption of mitigation measures.

With respect to the Appellant’s concerns regarding potential vibration impacts to adjacent historic 
buildings surrounding the Project Site, as discussed in Section III-XII. Noise, in order to address 
potential impacts to historic resources due to vibration during construction (particularly 
excavation and shoring for footings, foundations and other sub-grade construction activities

m
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including proposed subterranean parking), the MND included a vibration study that was prepared 
by ATS Consulting (ATS) (See Appendix I of the Addendum). The ATS study determined that 
neither the Eastern Columbia nor May Company buildings qualified as “fragile” or “extremely 
fragile” buildings since both withstand substantial vibration from vehicular traffic on a daily basis 
with no signs of damage. This finding was further supported by the presence of construction 
vibration from the on-going rehabilitation of the Eastern Columbia building at the time the study 
was conducted, as well as the new parking garage between the two buildings along the Broadway 
frontage. Based upon this finding, ATS concluded that the buildings could be expected to 
withstand vibration levels up to at least 2 inches/second without cosmetic or structural damage. 
Using this vibration level as a threshold, ATS analyzed the proposed work and determined that 
vibration levels were not likely to exceed the threshold. As such, the MND concluded that 
vibration due to construction was not anticipated to cause a significant adverse impact on the 
adjacent historical resources.

In addition to the potential for damage through vibration, the MND Addendum discloses that 
excavation and construction methods used for the adjacent new construction could result in 
settling or displacement of the foundations of the existing historic buildings and lead to material 
alteration of these resources. Thus, mitigation would be required to reduce potential impacts to a 
less than significant level With implementation of mitigation measures, the MND concluded the 
Original Project and Approved Project would be in conformance with the Secretary’s Standards, 
and potential impacts from construction and excavation would be reduced to a less than 
significant level.

The MND Addendum concluded that Modified Project is substantially similar to the Original 
Project and Approved Project in that it also requires excavation and shoring to construct the 
structural footings and subterranean parking garage; however, the Modified Project would require 
less excavation and earthwork as the depth of excavation would extend to only one level below 
grade as opposed to two levels as required for the Approved Project. Thus, the MND Addendum 
concluded, vibration from the earthwork and excavation would be substantially similar to the 
analysis described in the MND. With implementation of incorporated Mitigation Measures 11 
through 14, the Modified Project would be in conformance with the Secretary’s Standards, and 
potential vibration impacts from construction and excavation would be reduced to a less than 
significant level Appellant does not provide substantial evidence to support its claim that the 
changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project may worsen the Approved 
Project's less-than-significant construction vibration impacts or create a new potentially 
significant construction vibration impact not studied in the MND for the Approved Project. As 
such, the City properly determined to prepare the MND Addendum to address the changes to the 
Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project.
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Appellant's comment that the MND included a Mitigation Measure requiring that the Approved 
Project's tower be set back 99 feet from the rear of the Eastern Columbia building lacks factual 
support. First, the MND included no such Mitigation Measure. Second, the MND Addendum 
states that the Approved Project's tower would be located 99 feet from the south property line, not 
from the Eastern Columbia building's tower. Third, the Modified Project's tower would be located 
approximately 81 feet from the Eastern Columbia building’s facade, which would be a 
substantially greater distance than the 44-foot, 6-inch distance that the Approved Project’s tower 
fagade would be located from the Eastern Columbia buildings westerly fagade. Thus, the 
Modified Project's tower fagade would be more than 36 feet farther away from the Eastern 
Columbia building's tower than the Approved Project's tower. See also Response to Comment 6 
in the October 21, 2016 letter from Parker Environmental Consultants.

COMMENT 2.19

E. The Project’s Aesthetic Impacts Are Significant Despite Public Resources 
Section 21099 And Must Be Addressed lu An EIR,

The Addendum relies on S.B. 743 (which adopted Pub. Res. Code § 21099) as a reason to avoid 
addressing aesthetic impacts from the Project. However, Section 21099 cannot be applied to this 
Project because of the operation of adopted CEQA Thresholds and Guidelines § 15064 .7, and the 
plain terms of the statute sometimes exempting aesthetic impacts to historic resources.

Pub. Res. Code Section 21099(d)(1) provides that certain aesthetic and parking impacts of a 
mixed-use residential project on an infill site within a transit priority area “shall not be considered 
significant impacts on the environment ” However, Section 21099 (e) provides.

This section docs not affect the authority of a public agency to establish or adopt 
thresholds of significance that are more protective of the environment.

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide contains several thresholds more protective of the 
environment. Unless those thresholds are repealed or amended, those standards remain 
unchanged by Pub Res. Code Section 21099. See Guidelines § 15064 7(b), thresholds of 
significance “must be adopted by ordinance, rule, or regulation, and developed through a public 
review process and be supported by substantial evidence”; see also Exh. 30, emails to and from 
Jane Choi., Department of City Planning, explaining that “until there are implementing local 
actions” the Department would still require shade and shadow impacts addressed pursuant to the 
thresholds.

More importantly, Pub. Res. Code Section 21099(d)(2)(B) states; “For the puiposes of this
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subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources.” 
(Emphasis added.) The Applicant admits the Project site is surrounded on all sides by historic 
resources. (MLUP. at p. 9; see Addendum, at p. Ill- 75.) Thus, all Project impacts related to 
aesthetics, obstruction ol! views, shading, aud night time illumination in Sections A.l through 
A.4 of the thresholds must be fully analyzed as they all relate to impacts to historic resources 
and constitute significant impacts of and from the Project 19

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.19

Appellant’s comment that Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(1) does not apply to the 
aesthetic and parking impacts of the Modified Project developed at the Project Site is erroneous. 
As disclosed in the Addendum (pg. 1IT-2), the Project Site is an infill site located within a Transit 
Priority Area as defined by CEQA In 2013, the State of California enacted Senate Bill 743 (SB 
743), which provides that “aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, 
or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered 
significant impacts on the environment,” The Modified Project and Project Site meet all of the 
requisite criteria for being classified as mixed-use residential project on an infill site within a 
Transit Priority Area.

The Modified Project, like the Approved Project, is indisputably a mixed-use residential project- 
public Resources Code Section 21099 defines a “transit priority area” as an area within one-half 
mile of a major transit stop that is “existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be 
completed within the planning horizon included in a Transportation Improvement Program 
adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of T itle 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations ” 
Public Resources Code Section 2)064.3 defines “Major Transit Stop” as “a site containing an 
existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by eithei a bus oi rail transit service, or the 
intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or 
less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.” Public Resources Code Section 
21061.3 defines an “Infill Site” as a lot located within an urban area that has been previously 
developed, or on a vacant site w'here at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, oi is 
separated only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that arc developed with 
qualified urban uses.

19 The Applicant's October 18, 20J 6 letter to the CAPC claimed that impacts to historic resources were 
fully analyzed in the Addendum However, also in the letter, ike Applicant essentially admitted that the 
Addendum did not fully address aesthetic impacts to historic resources, by stating that only the 
Cultural Resources section analyzed impacts. (Leaderman Letter, at p 32.)
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The Project Site is an infill site within a Transit Priority Area as defined by CKQA. It is located 
within XA mile of two existing rail transit stations, the 7'h Street Metro rail transit station, and the 
Pershing Square Metro rail transit station. The Project Site is also located within XA mile of 
numerous bus routes with peak commute service intervals of 15 minutes or less. Accordingly, the 
Modified Project’s aesthetic impacts shall not be considered significant impacts on the 
environment pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099. As such, Public Resources Code 
Section 21099 applies to the Project Site. See also the City’s ZI Mo 2451, attached herein as 
Exhibit 5, which emphasizes the exemption for the aesthetics analysis for project within Transit 
Priority' Areas.

Notwithstanding the aforementioned, aesthetic impacts were thoroughly analyzed in the MND 
Addendum on pages III-) to 111-48 and impacts to cultural resources wete fully analyzed on 
pages TIJ-71 to 111-85 of the MND Addendum under, inter alia, the City's thresholds. Appellant 
offers no substantial evidence they were not.

COMMENT 2.20

1. Shading Impacts Posed By The Alexan Project Are Significant, Not 
Addressed In The MND, And Must Be Addressed In An EIR

Pursuant to L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, page A.3-7, a project’s shading impacts would 
normally be considered significant if shadow-sensitive uses would be shaded by project-related 
structures for more than three hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m Pacific 
Standard Time (between late October and early April), or for more than four hours between the 
hours of 9:00 a.m. and 5 00 p.m. Pacific Daylight Time (between early April and late October).

The Broadway Trade Center building sits to the north of tire proposed project and is currently 
undergoing redevelopment. One of the features of the redevelopment will be “the reactivation of 
its rooftop for public use,” including a public open space, green space and swimming area. (Exh. 
6 [SPDTLA May 23, 2016 Letter, at p. 34, and Exhibit A] Exh. 31 [LA Downtown News 
Article].) Such an area is a sensitive receptor. The Alexan as ptoposed would totver over the 
building, which would thus be engulfed by shadow from the Project. Id. The shade and shadow' 
effects on the multi-million dollar renovation project atop the Broadway Trade Center were not 
considered in the 2007 MND because the original project configuration did not shade tbe 
Broadway Trade Center (May Company Building). The MND found that “the residential tower 
would not cast shadows on any shade sensitive uses, but would shade a very small area of the 
adjacent May Company Building for more than three hours and primarily in the winter. This 
office use is not considered shade sensitive for purposes of CEQA analysis.” (MND, at p. IIJ-4.)

4 23822 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 301
Valencia, CA 91355

(661) 257-2282 (tel)
www.parterenvironmental.com

PARKER
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

http://www.parterenvironmental.com


Planning and Land Use Management Committee
City of Los Angeles
The Alexan Project - ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1
March 28,2017
Page 101 of 144

The Alexan Project engulfs the neighboring historic building’s sensitive use (rooftop public open 
space) with shade, whereas the original project did not propose such extensive shade and also at 
the time, the use was not shadow-sensitive, Id. As such, the Project’s changes causing shade and 
shadow on sensitive areas would cause significant impacts that were not addressed in the 2007 
MND and that must be addressed in an ELR

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.20

With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding the claimed insufficiency of the MND 
Addendum's analysis of shade and shadow impacts, the MND Addendum concluded that the 
Modified Project’s additional height would not create a significant impact with respect to shade 
and shadow impacts on adjacent properties. (See Figures III-5 through JII-26 in the MND 
Addendum).

The only existing shade-sensitive uses that could potentially be impacted by the shadow that 
would be created by the increased height of die Modified Project would include amenities 
associated with the mixed-use residential Eastern Columbia building, located to the immediate 
east of the Project Site. The Eastern Columbia building includes a ground level utility service 
yard (west of the Eastern Columbia building), rooftop amenity deck with a swimming pool, and 
west facing residential balconies. The Modified Project’s shadow envelope, and the location of 
the shadow sensitive amenities associated with the Eastern Columbia building arc shown in the 
shade and shadow exhibits. With respect to shade and shadow impacts to the Broadway Trade 
Center, any new hotel uses are not historic, and would not be considered an exception to Public 
Resources Code section 21099. Moreover, with respect to the current existing environmental 
conditions, there are no sensitive uses on the rooftop of the Broadway Trade Center. As shown in 
tiie shade and shadow exhibits of the Addendum, the Original Project's proposed tower would 
cast shadows, moving in a west to east direction, on portions of the rooftop of the Broadway 
Trade Center between the hours of 9:00AM and 3:00PM during the winter months and 12:00PM 
to 4:00 PM during the summer months. Similarly, the Modified Project’s tower height would also 
cast shadows, moving in a west to east direction, on portions of the rooftop of the Broadway 
Trade Center between the hours of 9:00AM and 3:00PM during die winter months and 1:00PM to 
5:00 PM during the summer months. As such, the Modified Project's incremental shade and 
shadow envelope increase as compared to die Original Project would not result in a new 
significant effect compared to the impact previously analyzed and disclosed in the 2007 IS/MND.

Aidiough the aesthetic impacts that would be created by the Modified Project's proposed changes 
to the Approved Project are not be considered significant impacts on the environment pursuant to 
Public Resources Code Section 21099, nevertheless, those impacts would not exceed the City’s
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threshold of significance for non-Public Resources Code Section 21099 uses with regard to any 
shade-sensitive land uses during the winter and summer months. Therefore, the Modified 
Project's proposed changes to the Approved Project would have the same less-than-signiflcant 
impacts on shadow-sensitive land uses as the Approved Project has, and would not create any 
new potential impact that was not studied in the MND for the Approved Project.

COMMENT 2.21
Lighting And Glare Impacts Posed By The Alexan Project Are 
Significant, Not Addressed In The MND, And Must Be Addressed In An 
E1R,

2.

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide provides that a significant impact may occur if the project 
introduces new sources of light or glare on or from the project site which would be incompatible 
with the areas surrounding the project site, or which pose a safety hazard to motorists utilizing 
adjacent streets or freeways. Based on the LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of 
whether the proposed Project results in a significant nighttime illumination impact shall be made 
considering the following factors: (a) the change in ambient illumination levels as a result of 
proposed project sources; and (b) the extent to which proposed project lighting would spill off the 
project site and affect adjacent light-sensitive areas.

The 2007 project’s building design was configured such that only a portion of the project would 
directly face the western side of the Eastern Columbia. The Alexan Project changed this design 
dramatically to now set the bulk of the building directly abutting and above the western side of 
the Eastern Columbia building and clock tower. The glass and steel Alexan Project will cause 
light to flow to the areas around it. Such illumination has the potential to degrade nighttime views 
of the clock tower, which has historically been lit up at night. (Exh. 32 [Photo]; Exh. 5 [Fisher 
Report, at p 18, noting the “offensiveness of night lighting” from the parking garage].) These 
impacts relating to light and glare due to the Project looming over the Eastern Columbia were not 
addressed in the MND or the Addendum. In addition, such illumination has the potential to 
impair sensitive uses of the pool deck on the Eastern Columbia as well as interfere with the 
residents’ enjoyment of the premises. As such, the Alexan Project, as modified from the 2007 
design, poses significant impacts due to its effect on adjacent light-sensitive uses that were not 
addressed in the 2007 MND.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.21

Contrary to Appellant's comments, the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the 
Modified Project would result in the same less-than-significant impacts that the Approved Project 
would have with respect to light and glare. With respect to light impacts, as analyzed in the
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Addendum in Section I. Aesthetics, all outdoor lighting would be designed and installed with 
shielding, such that the light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties or the 
public right-of-way. The Modified Project would not generate a substantial increase in ambient 
lighting as the majority of lighting would be directed towards the interior of the Project Site and 
away from any nearby land uses. Moreover, the Modified Project's tower would be more than 36 
feet farther from the Eastern Columbia building's tower facade than the Approved Project's tower, 
as shown in Response to Comment 6 in the October 21, 2016 letter from Parker Enviionmental 
Consultants. With respect to light resulting from vehicle headlights utilizing the parking podium, 
at the utility service yard between the Modified Project and the Eastern Columbia building a solid 
wall would be used to obscure views into and light from the parking garage. As shown in Figure 
11-23, Enlarged Podium and Screening Diagram and Wall Sections, the Modified Project would 
enclose the eastern portion of the podium directly facing the adjacent Eastern Columbia building 
and approximately 63.5 feet of the poition of the podium facing the adjacent parking garage. The 
remaining portion of the proposed podium facing the Eastern Columbia parking garage would 
include a vertical louver system. Therefore, like the Approved Project, the Modified Project 
would not introduce any new sources of substantial light that are incompatible with the 
surrounding downtown area and impacts would be less than significant.

With respect to glare, in accordance with PDF-AES-2, the Modified Project’s exterior structure 
must be constructed of materials to minimize glare and reflected heat, such as, but not limited to, 
high-perfonnance and/or non-reflective tinted glass (no minor-like tints or films) and pre-cast 
concrete or fabricated wall surfaces. Additionally, in accordance with PDF-AES-3, its exterior 
screening must be installed to minimize the spill light from luminaires within open structure 
buildings from reaching beyond the Project Site. The screening must also be installed so as to 
minimize the views and potential glare of headlights of motor vehicles within the garage from 
beyond the Project Site boundary. Screening measures may include, but are not limited to, 
shielding attached to the luminaire, building, or site stmetures. Therefore, like the Approved 
Project, tire Modified Project's glare impacts would be less than significant.

Appellant does not provide substantial evidence to support its claim that the Modified Project’s 
proposed changes to the Approved Project would worsen the Approved Project's less-than- 
significant effects with respect to light and glare or would create a new potentially significant 
impact not studied in the MND. As such, the City properly determined to prepare the MND 
Addendum to assess the changes proposed to the Approved Project by the Modified Project.

COMMENT 2.22

r. The Project’s Inconsistencies With Land Use Plans And Policies Caused By
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Substantial Changes In The Project Pose Significant Impacts That Were Not 
Addressed In The 2007 MND And That Must Be Addressed In An EIR.

Under the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project’s impacts relating to land use consistency is 
[sic] significant if the project would “conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation cf an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted foi the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, atp. H. 1-1.

The Application and proposed Project present numerous inconsistencies with the General Plan, 
City Center Community Plan, Redevelopment Plan, DDG and HDTLAG. These inconsistencies 
are not addressed in the MND, nor in the Addendum and in fact must be addressed in an EIR. 
Guidelines § 15125(d). In addition to these inconsistencies, the TEAR and Site Plan Review 
Findings are erroneous and thus the Project is inconsistent with the TFAR requirements and Site 
Plan Review. The inconsistencies result in significant impacts related to land use, including but 
not limited to adverse impacts to Project area aesthetics and historic resources due to height and 
massing increases

The Alexan Is Inconsistent With The TFAR Ordinance, Site Plan Review 
Code, Zoning Laws, The General Plan, Community Plan, Redevelopment 
Plan, Downtown Design Guide And Historic. Downtown Design 
Guidelines

1.

The TFAR Ordinance requires specific findings in order to effectuate a legal transfer of floor area 
rights. The Director’s and CAPC's TFAR Findings rely on a purported consistency with the 
DDG, HDTLAG and the Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan for the core findings of 
compatibility. As addressed above, the Alexan violates and is substantially inconsistent with the 
DDG and HDTLAG An inconsistency with these guidelines is an inconsistency with the 
Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan, as they incorporate the DDG, which incorporates the 
HDTLAG. Thus, as addressed above, the Director’s and CAPC’s core findings of compatibility 
are in error and not supported (and in fact contradicted) by the record.

In addition, the TFAR Findings rely heavily on the 2016 HRG Historic Assessment (Addendum, 
Appendix H). which, given its evidentiary flaws as addressed above, cannot be substantial 
evidence supporting a finding of compatibility with adjacent development or the suirounding 
community. Thus, the Director’s and CAPC’s findings on which it is based are not supported by 
substantial evidence and are in error. Practice Under CEQA, § 19.51, p 930; Pub. Res Code § 
21082.2(c); CAPC Determination Letter, at pp. F-4 and F-1L) Because the TFAE findings are in 
error, they cannot be used to show compliance with the requirements for a transfei of floor area
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rights and thus violate the TFAR Ordinance. In turn, by violating the TFAR Ordinance, the 
Alexan is clearly violating the General Plan, Community Plan. Redevelopment Plan and zoning 
code. (See e.g., Exh. 6 [SPDTLA May 23, 2016 Letter, at pp. 13-34.)

The CAPC’s Findings erroneously apply the HDTLAG to find Project consistency. They 
mischaracterize the key points of the HDTLAG for new construction as being primarily to 
promote infill development on un-used comet lots. (CAPC Determination Letter, at pp. F-3 to F- 
4.) While it is tme that the priority for new development is given for comer lots and parking lots, 
the Findings erroneously take this further to find that, ipso facto, “The development of a project 
that would convert an underutilized surface parking lot at a major intersection into a mixed-use 
building would not create any adverse impacts on the surrounding community’s enjoyment of the 
surrounding neighborhood.” (CAPC Determination Letter, at p. F-4.) What the Findings omit in 
that sentence is that HDTLAG requires in-fill on comer lots to be of compatible design with 
historic resources in Historic Downtown, on which the Alexan proposes to be built. Therefore, 
building height consistency, massing compatibility, and other core design requirements must be 
shown before a project can claim it is in substantial compliance with the HDTLAG, regardless of 
whether it proposes to build on a comer lot.

The CAPC also erroneously concluded that the Project would be in proper relation to the adjacent 
uses or development in the community. The Findings selected a few areas with which the Project 
could claim consistency, but ignored core inconsistencies with the DDG, as addressed above. 
More importantly, the CAPC’s Findings are in error because, instead of making a finding of 
“consistency” with the DDG, the Findings merely state the conclusion that because the Project is 
“designed [to] meet the Downtown Design Guide [notice the language does not say “to be 
substantially compliant with”], which sets parameters for development in relation to surrounding 
existing structures,” the Project is thus “proper in relation to the adjacent uses and the 
development of the community.” (CAPC Determination Letter, at p. F-4.) As addressed above, 
the Project is not in conformance with the DDG and is not in proper relation to the adjacent uses 
and community.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.22

See Topical Responses Nos. 1 and 4, above.

With respect to Appellant’s comments claiming that the changes to the Approved Project 
proposed by the Modified Project render the Modified Project inconsistent with applicable design 
guidelines and planning policies, see, inter alia. Responses to Comments 1.9, 2.6, 2.11, above, 
and 2.23, below. The consistency of the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the 
Modified Project with applicable plans and policies was extensively analyzed in the MND

23822 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 301
Valencia, CA 91355

(661) 257-2282 (tel)
www.parkerenvironmental.com

PARKER
r-v./iROMMENTAt CONSULTANTS

http://www.parkerenvironmental.com


Planning and Land Use Management Committee
City of Los Angeles
The Alexan Project - ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1
March 28,2017
Page 106 of!44

Addendum, and, based on substantial evidence, tire MND Addendum concluded that, like the 
Approved Project, the Modified Project's impacts would be lcss-than-significant and would not 
create any new potential significant impacts not addressed by the MND. The City's determination 
to prepare the MND Addendum to address the effects of the changes to the Appioved Project 
proposed by the Modified Project was therefore proper, and is supported by substantial evidence. 
Sec Responses to Comments 1.4 and 1.6, above.

COMMENT 2.23

2. The Project Is Inconsistent With The Applicable Goals And Policies Of 
The Cit}: Center Redevelopment Plan, Community Plan And LAMC § 
14 5.7

The Project is inconsistent with the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan in various ways. 
First, the Redevelopment Plan provides that no entitlements may be issued prior to the GRATA 
determining consistency with the Plan and applicable design guidelines. It provides

No zoning variance, conditional use permit, building permit, demolition permit 
or other land development entitlement shall be issued in the Project Area from 
the date of adoption of this Plan unless and until the application therefore has 
been reviewed and approved by the Agency and determined to be in conformance 
with this Plan and any applicable design guidelines oi development controls 
adopted by the Agency.

(Exh, 15 [Central City Community Redevelopment Plan at p. 28].)

As addressed above, the CRA/LA has not provided these findings nor approved the Project, 
despite the fact that the CRA/LA is specifically mandated to be the lead agency and has authority 
to determine whether and how to avoid impacts due to density increases aud ensure development 
design comports wirh the policies of the Redevelopment Plan, which policies are intended to 
avoid or mitigate significant environmental impacts.

Second, the Project is inconsistent with several Plan policies designed to avoid environmental 
impacts, including but not limited to: (1) preserving key landmarks; and (2) “preserving and 
enhancing the positive characteristics of existing uses . . such as scale, height, bulk, setbacks and 
appearance.” (Exh, 26 |”City Center Community Plan, atp. II-2].)

The Addendum conveniently fails to address these inconsistencies and they must be addressed in 
an EIR, as they implicate significant impacts to the Historic Core and the surrounding historic
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resources.

Third, under the Redevelopment Plan, properties located in the Historic Downtown development 
area are subject to a FAR limitation of 6:1. (Exh. 15 [Redevelopment Plan § 512.1(1)].) Under 
the Plan, transfers of less than 50,000 SF may only be approved as a variance pursuant to Section 
520. Id. at § 512.6].) Section 520 provides that the Agency may “permit a variation from the 
limits, restrictions and controls established by this Plan.” However, to grant a variance, the 
Agency must determine that: (1) application of the plan “would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships”; or (2) “[t]here are exceptional circumstances or conditions applicable to 
the property”, and (3) permitting a variation would not be “materially detrimental” to the public 
welfare. Id. at § 520. Only the CRA/LA has authority to issue a variance from the restrictions of 
the Redevelopment Plan. Id. at § 523.) The City and Planning Director do not.

Thus, the City’s approval of the Project - approving a total floor area resulting in a FAR of 7.45:1 
above the allowed 6:1 FAR - violates and is inconsistent with the Redevelopment Plan. This 
inconsistency makes the Project in non-confonuance with the LAMC and the Central City 
Community Transfer of Floor Area Rights. In addition, as addressed above, the inconsistency 
allows the enlargement of physical height and massing of the Alexan to create significant adverse 
impacts upon the adjacent land uses. As such, these impacts must be addressed in an EIR.

Finally, approving the Alexan would violate the intent behind the TFAR Ordinance. (See LAMC 
§ 14.5.7.) The Central City Community Plan describes the purpose of a TFAR: “The transfer of 
floor area between and among sites is an important tool for Downtown to direct growth to areas 
that can best accommodate increased density and from sites that contain special uses worth 
preserving or encouraging. Donor sites include . . Historic preservation buildings.” (Exh. 26 
[Central City Community Plan, at p. III-9.) Thus, the Applicant and the City have it backwards - 
to illegally approve a TFAR for this Project is contrary to one of the intentions of the TFAR 
Ordinance, which is to direct increased density away from historic buildings in order to preserve 
them. The stated purpose of the Community plan is that it “Preserves and enhances the positive 
characteristics of existing uses which provide the foundation for community identity, such as 
scale, height, bulk, setbacks and appearance.” Id. at p II-2. The Plan specifically notes that 
“Central City also contains some of the most architecturally significant buildings in Southern 
California, including two nationally recognized districts...The Broadway Historical Theater 
District has some of the most architecturally significant buildings in California.” Id. at p. 1-5. 
Thus the Project is inconsistent with LAMC Section 14.5.7 and the Community Plan.

The proposed high-rise Project does not fit with the nature and character of the surrounding 
Historic Core community as envisioned by the General and/or Community Plans. Moreover, the
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Community Plan does not, as improperly asserted by the Director and the CAPC, locate the 
proposed site within both the Historic Core and South Turk. (Determination Letter at p. 21.) The 
claim that the site is in the “southern portion of the Center City/Historic Core” as stated in the 
CAPC Findings and the Addendum is a red herring and of no moment, The relevant fact is that 
the proposed Project is within the Historic Core community' and, as a result, must be compatible 
with those structures similarly located - not those located in a different community or 
neighborhood (Exh. 24 (Conservancy February 24, 2017 Letter, at p. 3].) Accordingly, the 
CAPC’s finding that the Project is proper in relation to adjacent, uses and/or the development of 
the community is unsupported.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.23

With respect to Appellant's comments regarding tire TFAR Ordinance, see Topical Response No. 
1, above. With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding the D J imitation, the Modified Project 
is located in a Transfer of Floor Area Rights (TFAR) Area, as detailed in tire L AMC Article 4 5, 
Transfer of Floor Area Rights - Central City Community Plan and City Center Redevelopment 
Projects Areas. As discussed in Section II, Project Description of the Addendum, the Applicant 
seeks an approval for an increase in floor area from the allowable, by-right buildable floor area 
ratio (FAR) of 6:1 (207,570 square feet for the Project Site) lo 7,45:1 (the addition of 49,999 
square feet for a total of 257,569 square feet), which is substantially less than the 13:1, or 
approximately 645,723 square feet, permitted through a greater TFAR. With approval cf this 
request, the Project would be in conformance with the LAMC and the Central City Community 
Transfer of Floor Area Rights. As shown in Table 111-1 of the Addendum, Massing of 
Surrounding Buildings, the Modified Project would be within the range of the massing of the 
existing surrounding buildings, several of whieh were constructed after 2006. Elevations 
depicting the scale and massing of the proposed structure are shown in Figure 11-16 through 
Figure 11-19 of the Addendum Additionally, the Modified Project would have a much lower FAR 
of 7.45:1 as compared to the Eastern Columbia’s 11.82:1 FAR. Although the Project’s aesthetic 
impacts shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21099, similar to the Original Project, the aesthetic impacts created by 
the scale and massing of the Modified Project would be less than significant. The Appellant 
makes the unsupported claim that the residential density limit was imposed for the specific 
purpose of avoiding environmental harm from “over development.” The Appellant has provided 
no factual or legal support to demonstrate that the 6:1 FAR limit or a density limit has anythurg to 
do with “avoiding environmental harm" from alleged over development.

With respect to Appellant's comments regarding the failure to obtain CRA-'LA findings or 
approvals, see Topical Response No. 6, above, and Response to Comment 2.4, above. With
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respect to Appellant’s comments regarding die consistency of the changes to die Approved 
Project proposed by the Modified Project with applicable design guidelines and planning policies, 
see, intei alia, Responses to Comments 1.9, 2.6 and 2.11, above. The Modified Project’s 
consistency with design guidelines and adopted planning documents including the Regional 
Comprehension Plan (land use and housing goals), the City's General Plan (Housing, Mobility, 
and Conservation Elements), the Ceutral City Community Plan, the Redevelopment Plan for the 
City Center Redevelopment Project, the Downtown Design Guide, the Historic Downtown Los 
Angeles Design Guidelines, and the Los Angeles Municipal Code is analyzed in Section 111-X, 
Land Use, of the MND Addendum. The MND Addendum concludes, based on substantial 
evidence, that despite the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project, the 
Modified Project would be substantially compliant and consistent with the plans, policies and 
guidelines referenced above, would result in less-than-significant land use impacts, like the 
Approved Project, and would not cteate any new potential significant land use impacts not 
studied in the MND

Appellant's comment that the Modified Project would violate the "intent behind the TFAR 
ordinance" is beyond the scope of its appeal. See Topical Response No. 1, above.

COMMENT 2,24

3. The Project Is Inconsistent With The General Plan Framework Element, 
Conservation Element And The Housing Element

The Project is inconsistent with the purpose and intent of the General Plan Framework Element, 
Urban Form and Neighborhood Design Chapter to protect neighborhood character, and the 
Conservation Element, specifically:

Objective: protect important cultural and historical sites and resources for historical, 
cultural, research, and community educational purposes.

Policy: continue to protect historic and cultural sites and/or resources potentially affected 
by ptoposed land development, demolition or property modification activities.

(Exh. 26 [Conservation Element Excerpts].)

The Alexan clearly violates and is inconsistent with these policies in proposing a development 
that is wildly out of character with the neighborhood and which will obliterate one of the last 
remaining open spaces in the downtown area linked to historic resources. (See Exh. 33 [Maps]; 
Exh. 34 [8th And Spring Pamphlet].)
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Furthermore, the Alexan is clearly inconsistent with the policies of the City' of Los Angeles 
Conservation Element of the General Plan.30 The Conservation Element states the Objective to 
“protect important cultural and historical sites and resources for historical, cultural, research, and 
community educational purposes.” (Conservation Element, at p. II-9.) In addition, the Alexan 
Project is inconsistent with the stated policy of the City to “continue to protect historic and 
cultural sites and/or resources potentially affected by proposed land development, demolition or 
propeity modification activities.” Id. (emphasis added). Adverse impacts to historic resources due 
to adjacent land use development such as the Alexan are contrary to this policy.

The Addendum fails to recognize the clear inconsistency with Housing Element Objective 2.4, 
which provides. “Piomote livable neighborhoods with a mix of housing types, quality design and 
a scale and character that respects unique residential neighborhoods in the City.” (Emphasis 
added.)

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.24

Appellant erroneously claims that the existing asphalt parking lot on the Project Site constitutes 
open space. A parking lot does not constitute open space. Moreover, see, inter alia, Responses to 
Comments 1.9, 2.6, 2.11 and 2.23. above. The Modified Project’s consistency with respect to the 
General Plan Framework is discussed in Section X, Land Use and Planning, Table III-9. City of 
Los Angeles General Plan Consistency Analysis, beguming on page III-136 of the MNP 
Addendum, which includes a discussion of die Modified Project in relation to goals of the 
Housing, Mobility and Conservation Elements. Appellant offers no substantial evidence that the 
Modified Project as compared to the Approved Project either creates any new potentially 
significant land use impact not studied in the MND or substantially worsens the Approved 
Project’s Jcss-than-significant land use impacts.

COMMENT 2.25

The Alexan Project’s Inconsistency With The General Plan Consistency 
Program Was Not Addressed In The A-IND And The Addendum And Must 
Be Addressed In An EIR.

4.

The City is required to carry out a General Plan Consistency Program. This Program requires the 
City to make its zoning code residential unit density, floor area ratio limits, and height limits 
consistent with the projected population and realistic carrying capacity of the City’s infrastructure

20 Found at htip://plannine.lacitv.ors/e\ui,s!nlphn/convefi.pdt. incorporated herein by this reference.

m

23822 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 301
Valencia, CA 91355

(661) 257-2282 (tel)
www .parkerenvironmental. com

PARKER
\ ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



Planning and Land Use Management Committee
City of Los Angeles
The Alexan Project - ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1
March 28,2017
Page 111 of 144

in each community plan. This program resulted in downzoning of residential unit density, floor 
area ratio limits, and height limits across the City.

As part of the City’s General Plan Consistency/Zomng Program mandated by AB 283 and 
Government Code Section 65860(d), in the Central City Community Plan area the City 
implemented downzoning to make the zoning applicable to lots in the Community Plan consistent 
with the capacity of the land to support population so that overdevelopment would not overwhelm 
the City’s infrastructure and public emergency services. The Central City General Plan/Zoning 
Consistency Program was analyzed and implemented in Planning case CPC 1986-606-GPC. A 
permanent Development Limitation (“D Limitation”) was placed upon the Project site by 
Ordinance 164307. (Exh. 8 [Excerpts of Ordinance 164307, noting Subarea 2030J.) Like much of 
the land in the Central City Community Plan, the parcel where the Alexan Project is now 
proposed has a permanent D Limitation imposed limiting the total floor area ratio (“FAR”) to not 
more than 6:1, unless the Project met one of five exceptions.

As City staff reports in CPC-1986-606-GPC acknowledged at the time the D Limitation was 
imposed, it was necessary to incorporate a downzoning mitigation measure into the Central City 
Community Plan in order to avoid significant environmental impacts identified in the Central 
City Community Plan EDR “The maximum bulk of each new building will be reduced by about 
one half from the presently permitted by the various zoning categories [of the 1946 zoning code], 
which will reduce automobile and pedestrian traffic generated by those buildings, microclimate 
effects, and potential damage to the building from ground shaking during earthquakes.. .. 
Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize the Impact: This proposal is essentially a mitigating 
measure designed to reduce the impact of projected construction in Central City.” (Exh. 36 [EIR 
atp. 19].)

The General Plan Consistency Program file (CPC-86-606-GPC) and Council File No. 87-2328, 
both incorporated herein by this reference, demonstrate that the density and FAR limits imposed 
in 1988 were a mitigation measure to avoid significant negative environmental impacts upon the 
City’s infrastructure. We attach portions of the environmental review documents from CPC-86- 
606-GPC at Exhibit 36. This exhibit establishes that the 1974 Central City Community Plan EIR 
was re-circulated in 1987 as the draft and final EIR for the Central City Community Plan General 
Plan Consistency Program Based upon this background, actions to remove these D Limitations 
or to increase density above the D Limitation inconsistent with any of the authorized exceptions 
listed in the D Limitation would be potentially significant land use impacts because they would 
purport to override density limits previously imposed as mitigation measures in the Central City 
General Plan/Zoning Consistency Program.
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The Project application states that the change in the Project was prompted by an effort on the part 
of the developer to “take advantage” of Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Ordinance (Ord. 
No. 179 076, Eff. September 23, 2007) (“Incentive Ordinance”) which purports to “permit 
reduced yards, redefines ‘buildable area ’ to be consistent with ‘lot area,' permits no prescribed 
percentage between private and common open space, and eliminates density requirements so long 
as the total floor area utilized by guest rooms does not exceed the total floor area utilized by 
dwelling units.” This Incentive ordinance was passed 9 years ago in 2007, after the original 
project was approved.

An unlimited residential unit density rule such as the Incentive Ordinance would purport to 
override the General Plan Framework and City Center Community Plan population growth 
estimates, and the limited residential unit density imposed via the zoning code as part of the 
City’s General Plan Consistency Program. As such, the unlimited residential density set forth in 
tiie Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area Ordinance as applied to the Pioject is facially 
inconsistent with the General Plan Consistency Program.

The City may not lawfully apply the Incentive Ordinance to this Pioject because such intense 
residential density w ould increase the FAR and the uncounted parking areas of the building and 
trigger a cascade of negative impacts which the Framework Element and the General Plan 
Consistency Program were intended to avoid by incorporating development limits into the City’s 
plans. Because this property is zoned commercial, it is limited to not more than 1 unit per 200 
square feet of lot area. To the extent this Project exceeds the C5 limit in the City’s general zoning 
and as provided for in the City Center Community Plan, the Incentive Ordinance, in accordance 
with the mandate of Government Code Section 65860(d), may not override the limits of the 
Framework Element and the City Center Community Plan as implemented in the City’s C5 
zoning and the 6:1 FAR limit

As discussed therein, the Central City' Community Plan and its General Plan Consistency 
Ptogram implementation, including adoption of the General Plan Consistency Ordinance in 
Council File 87-2328 with its D limitation, and normal zoning restrictions on residential density 
imposed on the Project site, mean that limitations throughout the Community Plan of maximum 
FAR and maximum residential density were mitigation measures to prevent significant impacts 
from allowing densities higher than that authorized. Later-adopted City ordinances (such as the 
Greater Downtown Housing Incentive) that purport to “abolish” the residential density limit and 
allow Transfer of FAR without actually limiting the increase in FAR from somewhere else in the 
Plan Area, are inconsistent with the Community Plan, and therefore invalid as applied to the 
Alexan Project. Additionally, the City’s recent ordinances (amendment of Article 14.5 concerning 
TFAR, and the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Ordinance), inconsistent as they are with
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the General Plan, also violated Government Code Section 65860(d), which mandates that the City 
keep its zoning ordinances consistent with the General Plan, including the density limits imposed 
as part of the 1987 General Plan Consistency Program.

These Project inconsistencies implicate significant environmental impacts and must be addressed 
in an EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.25

Appellant apparently relies on a 1974 EIR that contained no mitigation measure for downzoning 
to make the erroneous claim that language in the body of the 1974 EIR is a mitigation measure 
when it is not explicitly and clearly called out as a mitigation measure requiring enforcement in 
an MMRP. The 1974 EIR (page 7-8, Exhibit 36 to the SP-DTLA letter) depicts the Project Site as 
being located in South Park and analyzed allowing FAR in South Park of up to 13:1. See page 31, 
Exhibit 36 to the SP-DTLA letter. Whether or not a more than 40 year old EIR analyzed the very 
range of FAR proposed here is entirely irrelevant, since the City subsequently approved a new 
Community Plan in 2003, and adopted a concomitant MND (MND-1998-0107 CPU) analyzing 
its impacts See Exhibit 3, attached.

With respect to the Modified Project’s consistency with applicable design guidelines, planning 
policies, zoning and land use designation, including the current Community Plan, which was 
approved well after the 1974 EIR certification and the implementation of the 1988 General Plan 
Consistency Program referenced by the Appellant. See, inter alia, Responses to Comments 1.9, 
2.6, 2.10, 2.11 and 2.23, above.

COMMENT 2.26

SUBSTANTIAL CHANCES IN CIRCUMSTANCES PRESENT NEW ANDG.
MORE SEVERE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT WERE NOT AND
COULD NOT BE ADDRESSED IN THE 2007 MNP, WERE NOT
PROPERLY ADDRESSED IN THE ADDENDUM, AND THAT REQUIRE 
AN EIR.

An EIR is required for the Alexan because substantial changes have occurred with respect to the 
circumstances under which the Project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the 
previous 2007 MND due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Guidelines § 
15162(a)(2). The analysis required in the current environmental context is markedly different 
than that of the MND in 2007 due to new adverse effects that were not analyzed and discussed in
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the 2007 MND.

The starting point for measuring impacts or the degree of change in circumstances would be the 
conditions present in Downtown Los Angeles in 2007 at the time of the original review. Sec, e.g.. 
Ventura Foothill Neighbors, supra 232 Cai.App.4th at 435, (whether “substantial changes [have] 
arise[n] in the circumstances of the project’s undertaking.. ; or new information appears that was 
not known or available at the Lime the [earlier CEQA document] was certified”). In the nearly 10 
years that have passed between environmental review in the MND and the Alexan application, 
the boom of development in the environmental setting has increased the severity of the Project’s 
cumulative impacts.

Cumulative impacts arc defined as “two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts ” 
Guidelines § 15355. “The cumulative impact from several projects is 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.” Guidelines § 15355(b) 
(emphasis added). “Proper cumulative impacts analysis is absolutely critical to meaningful 
environmental review” (Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 
Cal.App4th 1184, at 1217), and “questions concerning . . . cumulative impacts constitute 
important issues of broad public interest that are likely to reoccur.” Id. at 1203.

“A cumulative impact analysis which understates information concerning the severity and 
significance of cumulative impacts impedes meaningful public discussion and skews the 
decisionmaker's perspective concerning the environmental consequences of the pioject, the 
necessity for mitigation measures, and the appropriateness of project approval." Citizens to 
Preserve Ojai v_. County of Ventura (1985) 176 Cal. App.3d 421, 431 (emphasis added).

As the Supreme Court has stated, without proper consideration of cumulative impacts, this critical 
issue may be “submerged.” with potentially “disastrous consequences” to the environment. 
Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 283-284

Since 2006, the population of Downtown has gone up 81%. (Exh. 34 [Spring & Eighth Street 
Pamphlet].) In the last 5 years alone, there has been a huge increase in population and housing 
units coming online in the Downtown area (Exh. 37 [ArcGIS Presentation: The History and 
Evolution of Downtown]; Exh. 38 [LA Downtown News Article].) Population in the Central City 
area alone increased 35.4% from 2010 to 2015. (Exh. 39 [2015 Growth Report, Table 5].) The 
percentage change between the 2010 Census and City Planring’s 2015 estimate for the Central 
Area Planning Commission area alone was 4.9%, more than twice the percentage change for all 
of Los Angeles. (Exh. 39 [2015 Growth Report, Table 2, Department of Planning’s Demographic
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Research Unit Household Growth Trends By Area Planning Commission 2010-2015 Percentage 
Change].) Central Los Angeles saw a 7.7% increase in growth trend compared to 4.6% in all of 
Los Angeles. (Exh. 39 [2015 Report, Population Growth Trends By Area Planning 
Commission])

As the Los Angeles Times put it: “Downtown Los Angeles is undergoing its largest construction 
boom in modem times - an explosion juiced by foreign investment dial’s adding thousands of 
residences, construction jobs and a multitude of shops and restaurants.” From 2010 to 2015, 
housing units went up 28.8%. (Exh. 39 [2015 Report. Total Housing Units By Community Plan 
Area. 2010-2015]} Housing permits issued between 2010 and 2015 for the Central City LA area 
for projects of 101 to 500 units and tor 501 or more nearly cover the entire Central LA section of 
a city-wide housing permit map (Exh, 39 [Department of City Planning 2010-2015 Housing 
Permit Map].) The Applicant even admits that higher-massing development has occurred in the 
Central City area since 2006. (Addendum, at p. 111-15; see also Lawson Octobei 14, 2016 Letter, 
at p. 7 “many residential developments, including high-rise residential towers, have been 
approved and constructed in the Central City”.)

Development of this magnitude in the area of the Project implicates substantia) changes in the 
circumstances of the Abandoned Projecb Despite this fact, the Addendum failed to properly 
disclose and address cumulative impacts because it failed to include all reasonably foreseeable 
related projects in its Related Projects List, Table 11-5. Citizens Association For Sensible 
Development Of Bishop Area v. County Of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d. 151. In the 2007 MND, 
the related projects list included 99 related projects and their locations (MND, p 1-17 to 1-2), 
Figure 1-13.) None of the projects analyzed as part of the cumulative impacts of the 2007 project 
were subject to the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive, which afforded qualifying projects 
with unlimited density bonuses, and was passed in 2009, two years aftei tire Abandoned Project 
was approved And all of the projects pre-dated the major housing boom after the recession in 
2008. Inexplicably, the Addendum restricts its related projects list to 84 (Addendum, at Table II-
5)

Attached as Exhibit 21 is a fuller list of related projects that must be included and analyzed in an 
EIR in Older for the Project’s cumulative impacts to be properly analyzed. Several areas of 
cumulative impact including, but not limited to, those relating to GHG emissions, 
aesthetics/historic resources, traffic, water supply, construction impacts, noise, fire and police 
protection and others will have substantially greater impacts than are documented in the MND 
and the uncirculated Addendum

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.26
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See Response to Comment 2.7, above, The MND Addendum addresses changes in circumstances 
that have occurred since adoption of the MND and approval of the Approved Project. The MND 
Addendum discloses the environmental baseline conditions that have changed and assesses the 
impacts of the changes to the Approved Project proposed by the Modified Project based on 
current baseline conditions.

Appellant's comments that related projects were allegedly excluded from the MND Addendum's 
cumulative impacts analyses is incorrect. The MND Addendum utilized both the list and the plan 
consistency approach to properly and conservatively estimate cumulative impacts Sec Response 
to Comment 2.10, above.

The MND Addendum concludes that, like the Approved Project, the Modified Project would 
have less-than-significant impacts on the environment, and does not identify any new potentially 
significant impact not addressed in the MND. Substantial evidence supports the City’s 
determination to proceed under CEQA’s subsequent review provisions, its determination that the 
MND remains wholly relevant, and to analyze the effects of the changes proposed by the 
Modified Project in the MND Addendum, See Responses to Comments 1.4 and 1.6, above.

COMMENT 2.27

Undisclosed Cumulative Impacts Relating To Historic Resources And 
Land Use Inconsistency Are Significant And Must Be Addressed In An 
EIR.

1

The 2007 MND stated that “given that many other related projects would involve the 
rehabilitation of older Jiistonc buildings, most, if not all, of those projects involving historic 
properties would be developed in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. 
Therefore, the project would not contribute to any potential cumulative impacts, and cumulative 
impacts to cultural resources would be less than significant.” (MND, at p. III-36 [emphasis 
added].) When the 2007 project was approved, the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance was in full swing 
and many historic structures were being rehabilitated. Since the 2007 project was approved, 
however, the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive came into play and provided unlimited 
density incentives for new Central City residential developments, the results of which we aie 
seeing today with massive development projects dotting the landscape. New housing 
development has exploded and threatens to encroach on the very historic structures the City 
inccntivized developers and preservationists like SPDTLA to protect.

Several projects, in combination with the Alexan, are threatening the nature and character of the 
Historic Core (Exh. 34 [8th and Spring Street Brochure]; Exh. 41 [Historic Core Development

*
23822 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 301

Valencia, CA 91355
1661) 257-2282 (tei)

www.parkerenviromnental.com

PARKER
. SNVIRONM6NTAL CONSULTANTS

http://www.parkerenviromnental.com


Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
City of Los Angefes
The Alexan Project - ENV-200G-6302-MND-REC! 
March 28, 2017 
Page 117 ofl44

Documents].) Despite the fact that the Los Angeles Conservancy in January, 2016 voiced its 
specific concern that ill-considered approval of incompatible structures in the Historic Core (such 
as the Alexan) threatens the nature and character of this unique community (Ex!). 24 [Los 
Angeles Conservancy January 19. 2016 Letter to DLANC]), the Addendum does not address the 
cumulative impacts to the Historic resources in the Historic Core due to the presence of related 
piojccts which would, among other things, add increased, incompatible height to the Historic 
Core. (Exh. 34 (8th and Spring Street Brochure], Exit. 41 [Historic Core Development 
Documents].)

The Addendum’s cumulative impact analysis regarding land use and historic resources impacts is 
fatally flawed in that it fails to include and discuss all related projects that are threatening to 
impact the Historic Core, which, according to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, must be 
considered in the Project’s cumulative impacts analysis. The combination of these projects along 
with the Alexan would cause significant impacts by overbuilding and escalating the 
encroachment of modem, out-of-scalc and -character buildings, divesting the Historic 
neighborhood of its character and impacting designated landmarks. (Exh. 24 [Conseivancy 
Letters].)

Instead of acknowledging obvious cumulative impacts due to this encroachment, the Addendum 
avoids addressing these cumulative impacts by claiming that othei building applicants will adopt 
the appropriate mitigation measures and will have to undergo site plan review to ensure 
consistency with the DDG, HDTLAG and Genera) Plan and Community Plan. (Addendum, at p. 
III-42.) However, the projects being approved in the Historic Core overwhelmingly implicate the 
same unmitigated height and incompatibility as the Alexan. (Exh. 4) [Historic Core Development 
Documents; Spring Street Hotel, DETR at pp Page IV.C-46 to 47, List of related projects in 
Historic Core.) These projects are in violation of the HDTL AG in similar ways as the Alexan in 
terms of height and scale, which means they are inconsistent with the DDG and the Community 
Plan. As such, cumulative impacts from land use inconsistencies are cumulatively considerable 
and should be addressed m an EIR. Guidelines § 15355.

Due to these change in circumstances, new and more severe land use consistency- related impacts 
were not addressed in the Addendum or the MND. Despite the overwhelming evidence to the 
contrary, the Addendum summarily concludes that there would be no cumulative impacts related 
to land use consistency, It states;

Development of any related pioject is expected to occur in accordance with adopted plans 
and regulations. If is also expected that most of the related projects would be 
compatible with the zoning and land use designations of each related project site
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and its existing surrounding uses and would not disrupt or divide the physical 
arrangement of the established community. In addition, it is reasonable to assume 
that the related projects under consideration would implement and support local 
and regional planning goals and policies. Therefore, the Modified Project’s land use 
impacts would not be cumulatively considerable since the Modified Project would not 
conflict with applicable local or regional plans. The Modified Project’s land use would 
not create any significant impacts.

(Addendum, at p. JII-16J. [emphasis added].) However, the Addendum’s conclusion is based on 
false assumptions that: (a) the Alexan would not conflict with applicable plans, which it does, and 
(b) the implementation of the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive of which the Alexan and 
many other developments Downtown seek to take advantage is consistent with the General Plan. 
(Exh. 41 [Historic Core Development Documents].) As addressed above, it is not consistent, and 
therefore, there are cumulative impacts related to land use consistency.

Moreover, tire massive new development boom has called into question one of the City’s core 
consistency findings for the Project; that the Historic Downtown Design Guidelines, as of the 
date of their publication in 2002, identified more than 20 parking lot sites that would be a priority 
for new construction in the historic core, (CAPC Findings, at p. F-3 to F-4 ) Coven the amount of 
development targeting parking lot sites, tbeie undoubtedly are not 20 left. In fact, one developer 
touts its parking lot development as one ol: the Iasi remaining undeveloped sites in downtown, 
(Exh. 34 [Spring and SI 1 Pamphlet, at p. 1].) As such, the perceived need to develop empty 
parking lots as a priority has dwindled and should not be a major factor in determining 
consistency with the HDTLAG, which is what the Applicant and the Addendum primarily rely 
upon to demonstrate the Project’s purported consistency.

For the foregoing reasons, the Project’s cumulative impacts relating to new development that 
impact historic resources and land use consistency must be addressed in an EIR and mitigated or 
avoided to preserve the historic character of the Project setting including the adjacent National 
Historic District, “before it is too late,” as the Los Angeles Conservancy has pleaded. (Exh. 24 
[Conservancy January 19, 2016 Letter to DLANC].)

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.27

As discussed in the Addendum, and similar to the Approved Project, the analysis of the Modified 
Project’s impacts to cultural resources and land use and planning concluded that Modified 
Project’s incremental contribution to impacts on cultural resources and land use and planning 
would not be cumulatively considerable and that the Modified Pioject would have less-than- 
significant cumulative impacts with respect to cultural resources and land use and planning.
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The MND Addendum lists the related projects beginning at page 11-42 of Section II, Project 
Description.

As the MND Addendum explains in Section III-V, Cultural Resources, at page III-85, because 
impacts on cultural resources tend to be site-specific and assessed on a site-by-sile and project- 
by-project basis, each related project would undergo its own assessment for impacts on cultural 
resources through site plan review as well as CEQA review to ensure that none would result in 
significant impacts and each would be consistent with the Downtown Design Guide, the 
Historical Downtown Los Angeles Design Guidelines and state law. Given these rigorous 
controls, and the MND Addendum's conclusion that the changes proposed to the Approved 
Project by the Modified Project would result in less than significant impacts with incorporation of 
the identified mitigation measures, like the Approved Pioject, the MND Addendum concludes 
that, the Modified Project’s incremental contribution to any cumulative impact would not be 
cumulatively considerable, and that it would have a less than significant cumulative impact on 
cultural resources.

As the MND Addendum explains in Section III-X, Land Use and Planning, at page III-I61, each 
related pioject must be consistent with the land use designation and zoning of its project site and 
the surrounding uses, and would not divide or disrupt an established community. Each related 
project must also be consistent with all applicable plans and policies. Given the MND 
Addendum's conclusion that the changes proposed to the Approved Project by the Modified 
Project would, like the Approved Project, result in less than significant impacts on land use and 
planning, the MND Addendum concludes that, the Modified Project's incremental contribution to 
any cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable, and that it would have a less than 
significant cumulative impact on land use and planning.

As stated by Historic Resources Group in their responses to the Fisher Historic Assessment (See 
Exhibit 1), the Addendum Assessment identified only immediately surrounding resources 
because those resources are potentially susceptible to substantial adverse effect as defined by 
CEQA. Historic resources further afield of the Project Site are protected from substantial adverse 
effect by their distance from the Project Site and were, therefore, not included for analysis, This 
concurs with the previous analysis provided for the Approved Project, whrch did identify 
addrtional historic resources in the vicinity but quickly concluded that no impact would occur due 
to their distance from the Project Sire. An extended list of individual historic resources and 
historic districts Located in the vicinity of the Project Site as well as a map showing their location 
is included in Appendix A

More specifically, Historic Resources Group Response to Comment 41, concludes that like the
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Approved Project, all but one of the relevant aspects of integrity will be unaffected by the 
Modified Project, so that the historic integrity of the nearby resources wilt be retained. While the 
Modified Project, like the Approved Project, will partially alter the setting of these resources, this 
alteration will not materially impair the buildings or the district such that they can no longer 
convey their historic significance. As is true of the Approved Project, after construction of the 
Modified Project the Eastern Columbia Building, the May Co. Building, and the Broadway 
Theater and Commercial District will remain intact, and the resources will remain eligible for 
historic designation. As the Modified Pi oject would nor result in a significant adverse impact with 
respect to historic resources at the project level, as described above, the Modified Project would 
not contribute to a cumulatively significant impact with respect to the Historic Resources in 
combination with the related projects as identified in the Addendum

Appellant provides no substantial evidence that the Modified Project as compared to the 
Approved Project would cither worsen the Approved Project's less-than-srgnificant cumulative 
cultural resources or land use and planning impacts or create any new potentially significant 
cumulative cultural resources ot land use and planning impacts.

COMMENT 2.28

New Traffic Impacts Are Significant And Must Be Addressed In An EIR2.

The Alexan Project, which doubles the residential units of the approved 2007 Project, will 
generate significantly more traffic at a time when traffic has intensified Increased traffic from the 
Project (operational and construction) has the potential to cause significant impacts which the 
Addendum fails to disclose and which must be addressed in an EIR Significant development 
increases since the 2007 project approval has put Downtown Los Angeles into a gridlock. The LA 
Times reported in 2016 that drivers “waiting 10 to 15 minutes to travel a few blocks through the 
Centra) City is becoming commonplace.” (Exh. 42.) In addition, “the number of lane- and street- 
closure permits issued by the city rose by 147%. from 43 in March of 2014 to 106 in March of 
[2016].... The increases were most dramatic for permits related to construction, which soared 
181% over that period, from 32 in 2014 to 90 [in 2016].” Id. (emphasis added).

The Central City Area gridlock and the Metro closure is causing public transit delays: “The rate 
of buses arriving within five minutes of their scheduled times in downtown has dropped by more 
than 3 percentage points over a year, from 76.7% in May of 2015 to 73.6% [in 2016], according 
to agency dara,” Id. This also represents a potentially significant impact under the thresholds. L.A, 
CEQA Thresholds Guide, at p. L.I-7

Compounding the inadequacies of the Addendum is the failure to include numerous related
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projects. The Addendum claims that there are no cumulative impacts related to traffic based on 84 
related projects, (Addendum, at p. Ill-223.) The Thresholds Guide states that “Inclusion in related 
projects for cumulative impacts analysis includes: The sphere of influence for cumulative 
projects, based on their proposed size and likely influence on traffic patterns, generally within one 
or two miles of the proposed project.” L.A CEQA Thresholds Guide, a: p L.l-7. The projects 
excluded from the Addendum’s related projects list fit this requirement and are mostly inixed-use 
residential commercial projects that will add construction-related (in some cases) and vehicle 
trips to an already clogged street system. (Exh. 21 [Related Projects Spreadsheet].) Additional 
trips from only a portion of these projects would be estimated at over 91, 541 daily trips. Id, at p. 
1. Thus, their inclusion in the cumulative impacts analysis demonstrates significant traffic-related 
impacts requiring an EIR.

The Addendum states that construction-related truck trips for the Project are estimated at 39 truck 
trrps per day for at least 40 days The Addendum summarily dismissed these trips as not rising to 
the level of significant, impacts. However, these trips are substantial, given the impacts to 9lh and 
Hill streets and the Central City construction impacts causing severe delays. (Exh, 42 [LA Times 
Article]; See Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal App.3d 692, 718 (a 
problem can be so severe that even a small contribution to it may be considered significant).

Compounding the problem, the Applicant modified the Project in a way that has not been 
analyzed in the MND or tbe Addendum or approved by LADOT. The first traffic analysis in 2015 
was based on the project having only one access driveway The project was later changed to 
mclude one two-way driveway located off of S. Hill Street and one two-way driveway located off 
of 9th Street. (Addendum, at p II1-220.) However, LADOT approved the Applicant’s traffic 
impact analysis for only one access - on Hill. (Appendix F-l, Mobility Group Traffic Study, at 
pp 1, 34.) LADOT’s follow up letter of June 21, 2006 specifically states that its review of the 
second study “‘docs not constitute approval of the driveway access and circulation scheme.” 
(Appendix F-3, at p 2.) More importantly, L ADOT states certain requirements for the design that 
would have to be made early in the design stages. Id. Thus, those design modifications must be 
reviewed pnor to approval of the Project as they impact the traffic impacts and potentially impact 
design constraints relevant to the DDG and HDTLAG. In addition, DDG requires an applicant to 
review certain transportation tools with LADOT prior to design approval. It is unclear whether 
this step has been taken by the Applicant.

Because the above-related information relates to substantial changes in circumstances since 2007 
and potentially significant impacts, a full and accurate traffic impacts analysis that includes all 
related projects must be included in an EIR.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.28

Contrary' to Appellant’s comments regarding the Traffic Study, as Section HI-XV1, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the MND Addendum explains, a revised Traffic Study for the 
Modified Project, dated September 30, 2015, was submitted to LADOT for review on October 1, 
2015, LADOT reviewed the Traffic Study, agreed with its findings and provided an Approval 
Letter dated Octobei 19, 2015 (DOT Case No. CRN 15-42971). See Appendix F to the MND 
Addendum Additionally, LADOT reviewed the supplemental Traffic Memo and provided an 
Approval Letter dated February 3, 2016, concurring with the findings of the Memo that the traffic 
impacts resulting from the Modified Project would, like those of the Approved Project, be less 
than significant (DOT Case No. CRN 16-44067). See Appendix F to the MND Addendum and 
Exhibit 4, attached.

With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding increases in traffic, Tabic III-31, Trip 
Generation Comparison - Original Project Vs. Modified Project, on pg. 111-213 of the MND 
Addendum in Section III-XVI, Transportation and Traffic, reports that the Modified Project 
would result an increase of 858 trips as compared to the Original Project. The MND Addendum 
reports that, while the Modified Project w ould be expected to generate a higher number of vehicle 
trips than the Original Project, neither the total number of trips generated by the Modified Project 
nor the net increase in vehicle trips, as compared to the Original Project, would result in any 
significant traffic impacts because, as shown in Table III-32,111-33, HI-34 and HJ-35, the addition 
of the Modified Project's traffic would not cause the level of service to change at any of the study 
intersections during either the AM or the PM peak hour, and any increases in V/C ratios would be 
less than significant. Therefore, again, like the Approved Project, the Modified Project's impacts 
would be less than significant and the MND Addendum did not identify any new potentially 
significant impact not studied in the MND.

With respect to Appellant’s comments regarding construction trips, as disclosed in Section III- 
XVI, Transportation and Traffic, of the MND Addendum, the added hauling vehicles onto the 
street system would temporarily contribute to increased traffic in the Project vicinity. However, 
because the Modified Project’s construction trip traffic w'ould be a fraction of the operational 
traffic that would not cause any significant impacts ac the studied intersections, the MND 
Addendum concluded that, like the Approved Project, the Modified Project's construction traffic 
impacts would he less than significant both at the project and cumulative levels, and that the 
Modified Project's haul trips would not contribute to a significant increase in the overall 
congestion in the Project vicinity. In addition, any such truck trips would occur only during the 
time required for the Project’s construction, and haul trips would occur outside of the peak horns, 
as maybe conditioned by the Department of Transportation and/or Building and Safety.
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Further with respect to Appellant's comments regarding cumulative tiaffic impacts, see Response 
to Comment 2.10, above. Specifically regarding cumulative traffic impacts, a list of proposed 
development projects that could affect traffic conditions in the Project Area was prepared based 
on information obtained fioro a vatiety of sources including the City of Los Angeles, other 
studies and reports, and field verification and observations. A total of 83 potential development 
projects were identified, in conjunction with LADOT, the locations of which arc shown in Figure 
11-29 and are listed in Table 11-5 in Section II, Project Description, of the MND Addendum 
Tables HI-34 and III-35, analyze the level of serv ice for future conditions, including the Modified 
Project, for the AM and PM peak hours. All increases in V/C ratios in the AM peak hour and PM 
peak hour as a result of related project and cumulative growth are reported to be less than the 
threshold for a significant impact, and, therefore, as for the Approved Project, the Modified 
Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Lastly, with respect to Appellant’s comment related to driveways, as is true for the Approved 
Project, the Modified Project incorporates Mitigation Measures 59 and 62, which would apply to 
both of its driveways. Mitigation Measures 59 ensures that emergency access is provided to the 
satisfaction of the Fire Department. Mitigation Measures 62 ensures that the entrance to all 
required fire lanes oi required private driveways shall be posted with a sign no less than three 
square feet in area in accordance with Section 57 09 05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code.

Appellant has offered no substantial evidence that the Modified Project as compared to the 
Approved Project would worsen any of the Approved Project's less-than-srgnificanc traffic 
impacts or create any new potentially significant traffic impacts.

COMMENT 2.29

Greenhouse Gas Emissions From The Project Were Not Addressed At All 
In The MND, Are Not Properly Addressed In The Addendum, And Are 
Potentially Significant, Requiring An EIR.

3

The Addendum also violates CEQA procedures by using a standard of significance for GHG 
emissions that does not comply with the CEQA Guidelines, while ignoring a method of 
determining the significance of the Project’s GHG emissions that has been sanctioned by the 
California Supreme Court. Further, the City fails to support its deteimination that the impacts of 
GHG emissions ftom the Project have been reduced to the level of insignificance, also a violation 
of CEQA. Pub. Res. Code § 21064.5; CEQA Guidelines § 15070(b)(1). The Addendum’s 
treatment of GHG emissions violates both CEQA’s procedural requirements and its substantive 
requirements, and thereby invalidates CEQA, A full EIR should be prepared.
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An Addendum Is Improper Because The 2007 MND For The 
Project Is Irrelevant In Analyzing The_Significance OJ_The 
Project's GHG Emissions.

a

As a threshold matter, the 2007 MND for the Project contained no analysis of the significance or 
impact of the Project’s GHG emissions (Addendum, at p. III-104.) The 2007 MND, therefore, 
has no usefulness in evaluating the significance of these emissions, pursuant to the California 
Supreme Court’s decision in Friends of the College, supra. 1 Cal.5th 037, 950-951. As such, the 
approval of the Alexan with an Addendum is improper. Id.

Additionally, the Addendum’s assertion that that a permit was issued foi the original Project, and 
that the permit authorized the emission of a particular level of GHGs, is irrelevant to evaluating 
the significance of the emissions expected from the current Project. That 2007 Project is no 
longer being proposed and is not analyzed in the Addendum, so that any level of GHGs it might 
have emitted pursuant to the original permit is theoretical and not pertinent to the analysis in the 
Addendum. The Addendum properly assumes the baseline from the existing site, a parking lot, to 
be zero GHG emissions, and not the level that could have been emitted pursuant to a permit that 
is no longer valid, covering a project that was not built and is now not under consideration. 
Communities for a Better Environment v. SCAQMD (2010) 4g Caf.4tb 310, 321-22 (normal 
baseline condition for a CEQA analysis is the existing on-the-ground condition, nor permitted 
condition that could occur but is nol occurring at the time of project analysis,) This zero 
emissions baseline must be used to measure impacts in an EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.29

The Appellant asserts that the Addendum is improper because the 2007 MND contained no 
analysis or information pertaining to greenhouse gas emissions. However, the Appellant’s 
argument is flawed with respect to the assertion that the introduction of new information or new 
analyses that were not previously presented in the adopted MND triggers the need for an EfR or 
subsequent MND. Section 15162(a)(3) specifically provides that when a negative declaration has 
been adopted for a project, no subsequent MND shall be prepared for that project unless the lead 
agency determines “new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could 
not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was 
certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, shows any of the following- (a) 
The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or 
negative declaration.” This guideline makes it clear that new information can be presented in an 
Addendum, but unless this new information reveals that one or more significant effects would 
occur, no subsequent analysis is required. In the case here, the MND Addendum addresses new
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guidelines and methodologies for addressing greenhouse gas emissions that were not in effect at 
the time the 2007 MND was adopted, and thus could not have been known. The revised analysis 
presented in the MND Addendum addresses these new regulations and methodology and clearly 
demonstrates that the Modified Project’s greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant. 
As such, an Addendum to the previously adopted MND is appropriate.

The Appellant’s assertion that the Addendum relied on the issuance of a permit for the original 
Project which authorized the emission of a particular level of GHGs is false and is not 
substantiated by any of the information presented in the Addendum. The GHG analysis in the 
Addendum properly evaluated the construction and operational impacts of the Revised Project 
based on a quantification of the Revised Project's GHG emissions and comparing those emissions 
to the existing environmental setting. As noted on page 11M03 of the Addendum, “die GHG 
emissions attributable to the existing use on the Project Site are assumed to be zero ” The 
assertion that the thresholds of significance or quantification of greenhouse gas emissions were 
based on a comparison of the permitted conditions and not the existing environmental baseline is 
false.

COMMENT 2.30

b. The Addendum's Treatment Of GHG Emissions Violates 
CEQA s Procedural Requirements By Failing To Compare The 
Project's GIIG Emissions To The Proper Thresholds Of 
Significance.

The City has failed to proceed in the manner required by law in that it has deemed the Project's 
GHG emissions to be less than significant by comparing them with thresholds of significance that 
are improper; the thresholds are improper because they do not comply with the CEQA 
Guidelines. Section 15064.4 of the Guidelines provides three methods for determining 
significance of GHG emissions, all of which are either not utilized by the Addendum or 
improperly applied

Guideline § 15064.4(b)(1) allows a lead agency to determine significance by evaluating the extent 
to which the project will increase or decrease GHG emissions over those currently existing at the 
project site. Here, the Addendum correctly assumes that the current level of GIIG emissions is 
zero (Addendum, at p IH-103.) The Project cannot decrease a zero level of emissions, and the 
Addendum properly cannot and does not contend that the expected increase in GHGs to the level 
of 4,132 MT of carbon dioxide-equivalent (C02e) emissions of GHG per year for at least 30 years 
(the period over which construction-caused GHGs are amortized [Addendum, Tabic 111-7, p. III- 
104J) for a total of approximately 123,900 MTC02e ovet thirty years, is per se insignificant. In
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fact, there is a fair argument that such mcrease is significant. Friends of the College, supra, at p. 
959.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.30

Contrary to the Appellant’s assertion that the Addendum failed to follow the prescribed methods 
for determining the significance of greenhouse gasses, the methodology and thresholds of 
significance were applied in accordance with Section 15064.4 of the State CKQA Guidelines and 
are consistent with applicable case law on this subject matter, including the Center for Biological 
Diversity v. Department offish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4'h 204, 225-227 (’’CBD V. DFWA 
The thresholds of significance utilized in the Addendum were stated on page 111-97 of the 
Addendum and are restated as follows:

“In determining the significance of a project’s greenhouse gas emissions. Guidelines 
Section 15064.4 states a lead agency “should consider,’’ among other factors, “[tjlie 
extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions as 
compared to the existing environmental setting” (id., subd. (b)(1)) and “[wjhethcr the 
project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines 
applies ro the project” (id, subd. (b)(2) The Guidelines, however, do not mandate the use 
of absolute numerical thresholds to measure the significance of gteenhouse gas 
emissions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, determination on the significance of the 
Modified Project’s impacts from GHG emissions is based on the extent to which the 
project would inctease GHG emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting 
and the extent to which the Modified Project complies with regulations or requirements 
adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation 
of GHG emissions A significant impact would occur if the Modified Project is not 
substantially consistent with the applicable policies and/or regulations outlined in the 
applicable state, regional and local planning policies and codes, including the Scoping 
Plan, SB 375, SCAG’s 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, CALGreen and the LA Gteen Building 
Code.”

The Addendum’s conclusion that the Revised Project’s greenhouse gas emissions are less than 
significant is based on a qualitative analysis of the Project’s consistency with the Scoping Plan, 
SB 375, SCAG’s 2012-2035 RTP'SCS, CALGreen and the LA Green Building Code The 
Appellant’s claim that there is a fair argument that the Project's increase in greenhouse gasses is 
significant is not substantiated or backed up with any substantial evidence. As noted in Section 
15384 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 
narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic
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impacts which do not contribute to oi are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does 
not constitute substantial evidence.”

COMMENT 2.31

The Addendum Fails To Analyze The Significant Impacts Due To 
The Full Lifetime Of Emissions.

c.

GHG emissions tend to be persistent and long-lasting in the atmosphere, remaining there for 
many decades, unlike conventional pollutants. Their potency is often measured in terms of their 
potential to trap heat over a 100-yeai period. (“Primer on Climate Change Science,” National 
Association of Clean Air Agencies (2011), p. 4; available at www.arb.ca.gov/c7facts/facts.htm. 
and incorporated herein by this reference.) Since there is no proof that the Project's life is limited 
to 30 years, the Project’s lifetime total GHG emissions may be much higher and are not 
calculated or disclosed, nor are their impacts assessed or mitigated. The emissions from the 
Project will still be contributing to climate-forcing impacts long after the end of the 30-year 
period over which they are evaluated in the Addendum, a vital fact that the Addendum omits and 
which presents potentially significant impacts requiring an KIR.

Guidelines § 15064.4(b)(2) allows a lead agency to determine significance by comparing the 
Project’s GHG to a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines applies to the 
Project Since the Addendum admits that no numerical threshold of significance for GHG 
emissions has been adopted by the City (Addendum, at p III-97), the Addendum draws on both 
Guidelines § 15054 4(b)(2) and Guidelines § 15064.4(b)(3) to fashion a “consistency” threshold 
of its own design. However, the Addendum’s threshold is contrary to taw.

Guidelines § 15064.4(b)(2) allows a lead agency to determine significance by determining the 
extent to which the Project’s GHG emissions comply with “regulations or requirements adopted 
to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions ” 
The Addendum attempts to use this Guideline section by comparing the Project's expected GHG 
emissions with various regulations and proposals for control of GHGs.

The Addendum compares the Project’s GHG emissions with LA Green, the City of Los Angeles’ 
plan to achieve the GHG reductions required by the state law that was in effect at the time the 
plan was adopted Such a comparison is permitted in some circumstances pursuant to Guidelines 
§ 15183.5 , However, there are at least two compelling reasons why such a comparison is invalid 
here. First, LA Green was adopted in 2007, shortly after the California Global Wanning Solutions 
Act of 2006 (commonly referred to as AB 32) was enacted. AB 32 required only a reduction in 
statewide GHG emissions to 1990 emissions levels by 2020 However, state law has changed
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significantly since then. Senate Bill 32 (“SB 32”), enacting Health and Safety Code Section 
38566, has now become effective, and requires a 40% reduction in statewide GHGs below the 
1990 GHG emissions totals by 2030. This is a substantially lower target, and one that is not 
addressed either by LA Green or by the Addendum. Thus, a comparison of the Project with LA 
Green does not provide substantial evidence that the Project complies with current state law, or 
that the Project’s emissions are not significant. LA Green is not the only regulatory scheme with 
which the Addendum compares the Project. The Addendum states that “a significant impact 
would occur if the Modified Project is not substantially consistent with the applicable state, 
regional and local planning policies and codes, including the Scoping Plan. (Addendum, at p. 
Ill-98 emphasis added.) The Scoping Plan was prepared by the California Air Resources Board 
pursuant to AB 32, and was designed to meet AB 32’s requirements, i.e.. to “achieve] 1990 GHG 
emissions levels by 2020.” (Addendum, at p. Ill-104.) The Addendum attempts to demonstrate 
that the Project’s GIIG emissions are not significant by attempting to show that they arc 
consistent with the provisions of the Scoping Plan. However, the Addendum fails to do so and the 
Project’s emissions are not consistent.

The California Supreme Court set out a method that it would accept for showing consistency of a 
project with the Scoping Plan in Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 225-227 (”CBD V. DFWA”). In that opinion, the Supreme Court 
held that what is called a Business-As-Usual, or BAU, analysis could theoretically be used to 
show such consistency. A BAU analysis compares a project’s expected GHG emissions if the 
project were built without special GHG reducing measures (i.e_, Business As Usual) with the 
project’s expected GHG emissions employing such measures. The percentage reduction in GHG 
emissions achieved by use of the GHG reduction measures is then compared with the GHG 
reduction levels required by the Scoping Plan, The Addendum uses this method of analysis in 
Table JIl-7, comparing GHG emissions from “Project Without GIIG Reduction Features” with 
GHG emissions from “Project With GIIG Reduction Features.” The comparison yields an 18% 
reduction in GHG emissions, which the Addendum claims makes the Project consistent with the 
Scoping Plan: on that basis, the Addendum further claims that, the Project’s GHG emissions are 
not significant.

However, the CBD v. DFW opinion sets out careful and precise limits on how the BAU method 
may validly be used, and the Addendum does not comply with them. As held in CBDv. DFW, a 
CEQA document for a residential development must show that the residential density of the 
project at issue is comparable to the “statewide density averages” assumed in the Scoping Plan’s 
analysis of required reductions from that sector of the economy (62 Cal.4th at 226-227.) CBD v. 
DFW held that the FIR for the residential development at issue in that case project was deficient 
as to GHG reduction analysis because “[t]he analytical gap left by the EIR’s failure to establish,
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through substantial evidence and reasoned explanation, a quantitative equivalence between the 
Scoping Plan’s statewide comparison and the EIR’s own project-level comparison deprived the 
EIR of its sufficiency as an informative document.” (62 Cai.4lh at 227, internal quotation marks 
omitted)

The Addendum here suffers from the same ‘’analytical gap.” It fads to make any comparison 
between the residential density averages assumed in the Scoping Plan and the density of the 
Project, much less to show “a quantitative equivalence.” Further, it docs not show thar an 18% 
GHG reduction is consistent with the Scoping Plan’s requited reductions, even under AB 32's 
requirements (the CBD v. DFW Court quoted the required reductions as 31%).

The Addendum has not shown through substantial evidence that the Project is consistent with the 
Scoping Plan, thus failmg to meet one of its own criteria for significance Failure to show 
compliance with one of the Addendum’s own standards of significance for GHG emissions 
constitutes a fair argument that the Project may have a significant effect on the environment. 
Friends of the College, supra, at 959. Therefore, an EIR is required. Id. Certainly, only a full EIR 
can "demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the [City] has, in fact, analyzed and considered 
the ecological implications of its action.” Save Tara y. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 
116,136; Guidelines § 15003(d)

Further, even if the Project were consistent with the Scoping Plan, it would not be sufficient to 
show that its GHG emissions are not significant. As discussed above, since the Scoping Plan was 
adopted, and since the CBD v, DFW opinion was issued, SB 32 has come into effect. SB 32 
requires GHG reductions of far greater magnitude than AB 32 and the Scoping Plan. No analysis 
whatsoever is performed in the Addendum of Project consistency with the much more stringent 
SB 32 requirements that are now in effect. No evidence at all - let alone substantial evidence - is 
presented in the Addendum to show Project compliance or consistency with SB 32's GHG 
reduction requirements of 40% below AB 32 and the Scoping Plan’s requirements. Even if the 
Ptoiect were consistent with LA Green and the Scoping Plan, something the Addendum docs not 
show, its claim of an 18% reduction in GHG emissions below the level it would have emitted 
without GHG reduction features (Addendum, Table 1II-7, p. Ill-1 04) is not shown to meet SB 
32’s requirements.

Having failed to demonstrate that the Project complies with the Scoping Plan, and having failed 
to analyze compliance with SB 32, the Addendum discusses something that is not even a 
threshold of significance and that has never been adopted. The South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) explored the setting of GHG thresholds of significance a few 
years ago, but to date has only set one such threshold, applicable only to industrial projects for
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which the SCAQMD itself is the permitting agency The SCAQMD has set no other GHG 
significance thresholds, and certainly none applicable to residential development projects. The 
Addendum discusses what it calls “draft guidance’- from the SCAQMD but admits that this was 
simply a staff proposal from 2008 that was never adopted by the SCAQMD. (Addendum, at p. 
III-L00.) The CEQA Guidelines require that a threshold for GHG emissions must have been 
adopted in a public review process (Guidelines § 15064.4(b)(3)), which the SCAQMD has never 
done. Accordingly, the Addendum is deficient and illegal on this additional ground.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.31

The Appellant is incorrect with respect to the assertion that the Addendum utilized the Business 
and Usual (BAU) methodology for determining the significance of the Project’s greenhouse gas 
emissions. The threshold of significance utilized in the MND Addendum was based on the 
guidance set forth in the State CEQA Guidelmes § 15064.4. The methodology and thresholds of 
significance were described on page III-97 of the Addendum and are restated above in Response 
to Comment 2.30.

The Appellant’s interpretation that a Project’s consistency with (he Scoping Plan must be 
demonstrated by achieving an equivalent reduction in GHG emissions that the State determined 
would be necessary to achieve statewide GHG emissions to 1990 emissions levels by 2020 was 
supported by the CBD v. DFW opinion is not accurate. In CBD v. DFW. the Supreme Court 
acknowledged that

“[a]t the time the Natural Resources Agency promulgated Guidelines Section 15064.4, 
the agenc> explained that the Scoping Plan —may not be appropriate for use in 
detetmining the significance of individual projects because it is conceptual at this 
stage and relies on the future development of regulations to implement the strategies 
identified in the Scoping Plan. (Final Statement of Reasons, supra, at pp. 26-27.)”

The Supreme Court further opined that:

“The Scoping Plan set out a statewide reduction goal and a framework for reaching it—a 
set of broadly drawn regulatory approaches covering all sectors of the California 
economy and projected, if implemented and followed, to result in a reduction to 1990- 
level greenhouse gas emissions by the year 2020. The plan expressed the oveiall level of 
conservation and efficiency improvements required as, among other measures, a 
percentage reduction from a hypothetical scenario in w'hich no additional regulatory 
actions were taken. But the Scoping Plan nowhere related that statewide level of 
reduction effort to the percentage of reduction that would or should be required
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from individual projects (emphasis added), and nothing DFW or Newhall have cited in 
the administrative record indicates the required percentage reduction from business as 
usual is the same for an individual project as for the entire state population and economy.

Further, the Appellant’s assertion that the Addendum is inadequate because it did not address 
consistency with SB 32 to reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below the 
1990 level by 2030 is incorrect. For one, SB 32 was not codified into law and thus was not 
effective until after the Addendum was prepared and after the Revised Project was approved. SB 
32 was passed on September 8, 2016. The Director’s Determination to Approve the Transfer of 
Floor Area and Site Plan Review for the Revised Project was issued on July 28, 2016. Second, 
SB 32 is a state law that directs the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt and 
implement a plan to reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below the 1990 
level by 2030. SB 32 does not, however, provide any specific mandates for individual projects 
subject to CEQA review. Thus the Appellant’s assertion that the Alexan Project presents 
potentially significant impacts because it docs not attempt to meet this target is unfounded and 
not substantiated by any facts. Moreover, recent studies show that the State’s existing and 
proposed regulatory framework put the State on a pathway to reduce its GHG emissions level to 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 if additional 
appropriate reduction measures are adopted 21 Even though these studies did not provide an exact 
regulatory and technological roadmap to achieve the 2030 and 2050 goals, they demonstrated that 
various combinations of policies could allow the statewide emissions.

COMMENT 2.32

21 Energy and Environmental Economics (E3). "Summary of the California State Agencies' PATHWAYS 
Project: Long-tern Greenhouse Gas Reduction Scenarios ” (April 2015); Greenhlatt Jeffrey, Energy 
Policy, "Modeling California Impacts on Greenhouse Gas Emissions" (Vol. 78, pp. 158-172). The 
California Air Resources Board, California Energy Commission, California Public Utilities 
Commission, and the California Independent System Operator engaged E3 to evaluate the feasibility 
and cost of a range of potential 2030 targets along the way to the state’s goal of reducing GHG 
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. With input from the agencies, E3 developed 
scenarios that explore the potential pace at which emission reductions can be achieved, as well as the 
mix of technologies and practices deployed. E3 conducted the analysis using its California 
PATHWAYS model. Enhanced specifically for this study, the model encompasses the entire California 
economy with detailed representations of the buildings, industry, transportation and electricity sectors.
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d Cumulative__Impacts From GHG Emissions Would Be
Significant, Were Not Addressed In The MNP Nor Properly 
Addressed In The Addendum, And Must Be Addressed In Art EIR.

It is axiomatic in cumulative impact analyses that what is critical is not necessarily the size of the 
contribution by the individual project at issue, but whether the problem is so severe that even a 
small contribution to it may be considered significant. Kings County Farm Bureau v, City of 
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 718: Los Angeles Unified School Pis, v. City of Los 
Angeles (1997) 58 Cal.App.4tb 1019, 1025. The problem of global climate change is just such a 
profoundly serious, cumulative problem. (Health and Saf. Code § 38501; uncodificd § 1 of SB 
32, attached hereto as Exk. 43.)

Even a small contribution, if 124,000 metric tonnes of C02e - and perhaps more, depending on 
the actual life of the Project - can be considered small, so this gravely serious problem is 
significant. The expected increase in GHGs to the level of 4,132 MT of carbon dioxide-equivalent 
(C02e) emissions of GHG per year for at least 30 years (the period over which construction- 
caused GHGs are amortized [Addendum, Table JII-7, p. III-I04J) for a total of approximately 
123,900 MTC02e over thirty’ years, is significant Friendsofthe College, supra, at 959.

The cumulative impact analysis provided by the Addendum is flawed because it fails to include 
dozens of related projects in the downtown area, (Exh. 21 [Related Projects Spreadsheet].) Even 
just a few of those excluded projects contribute a net 61,803 C02e metric tonnes per year alone. 
Id. at p. 1 [totals]. As such, there is a fair argument that GHG emissions would be cumulatively 
considerable, and those impacts must be analyzed, disclosed, and mitigated as fully as is feasible 
in an EIR.

The City cannot and must not be excused from performing a fall GHG emissions impact analysis 
on grounds that this is only one project, making a contribution to the state’s total GHG emissions 
that might be considered small in proportion to the total. As the CBD v. DFW Court held, a GHG 
analysis is inherently a cumulative impact analysis, since no one project is likely to be significant 
by itself (62 Cal,4th at 220.)

By failing to perfoim and present a fall analysis of the Project’s GHG emissions, the City has 
failed to comply with the CEQA procedures prescribed by law. The Addendum has failed to 
provide enough information to allow the public to fully understand the issues involved here, 
meaning the City would be committing a prejudicial abuse of discretion in approving it. 
Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v._City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184. As 
such, the Addendum is invalid
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.32

The Appellant’s claim that the GHG analysis is flawed because it failed to include dozens of 
related projects in the downtown area is incorrect and contrary to the guidance set forth by 
CARB, CAPCOA and the California Supreme court. As noted ou page 111-108 of the MND 
Addendum, an individual project’s GHG emissions typically would be relatively very small in 
comparison to state or global GHG emissions and, consequently, they would, in isolation, have no 
significant direct impact on climate change. Rather, it is the increased accumulation of GHG from 
more than one project and many sources in the atmosphete that may result in global climate 
change, which can cause the adverse environmental effects previously discussed. Accordingly, 
the threshold of significance for GHG emissions determines whether a project’s contribution to 
global climate change is “cumulatively considerable.” Many regulatory agencies, including the 
SCAQMD, concur that GHG and climate change should be evaluated as a potentially significant 
cumulative impact, rather than a project direct impact. Accordingly, the GHG analysis presented 
in the MND Addendum analyzes whether the Proposed Project would be cumulatively 
considerable using a plan-based approach (supported by quantitative and qualitative analysis) to 
determine the projects’ contributing effect on climate change See also Response to Comment 
2 10. above.

This methodology was further supported by the Supreme Court’s decision in CBD v. DFW. In 
this case the Supreme Court opined that “because of the global scale of climate change, any one 
project’s contribution is unlikely to be significant by itself The challenge for CEQA purposes is 
to determine whether the impact of the project’s emissions of greenhouse gases is cumulatively 
considerable, in the sense that —the incremental effects of [the] individual project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. With respect to climate change, an 
individual project's emissions will most likely not have any appreciable impact on ihe global 
problem by themselves, but they will contribute to the significant cumulative impact caused by 
greenhouse gas emissions from other sources around the globe. The question therefore becomes 
whether the project’s incremental addition of greenhouse gases is “cumulatively considerable” in 
light of the global problem, and thus significant.” Due to the global nature of greenhouse gas 
emissions, a comparative quantitative assessment of greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
several dozen projects in the downtown ares would be meaningless As such, the GHG analysis 
presented in the MND Addendum was based on a qualitative approach of demonstrating the 
Project’s consistency with apphcable policies and/or regulations outlined in the applicable state, 
regional and local planning policies and codes, including the Scoping Plan, SB 375, SCAG’s 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS, CALGreen and the LA Green Building Code.

*
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COMMENT 2.33

The Adoption Of SB 32 Triseers Subsequent Environmental 
Review: In An EIR

e

As addressed above, SB 32, enacting Health and Safety Code Section 38566, became effective 
after the 2006 MND was prepared, and requires a 40% reduction in statewide GHGs below the 
1990 GHG emissions totals by 2030. The Alexan Project presents potentially significant impacts 
because it docs not attempt to meet this target. The adoption of SB 32 was information that did 
not exist at the time the 2007 MND was adopted, so its requirements could not have been 
addressed in that document. Pub. Res. Code §21166(c).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.33

The Appellant incorrectly asserts that the Alexan Project is required by law' to achieve a 40% 
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions in order to be consistent wrth the State’s mandates under 
SB 32. While the Appellant acknowledges drat SB 32 did not exist at the time the 2007 MND 
was adopted, the Appellant fails to acknowledge that SB 32 did not exist until after the 
Addendum was prepared and after the Revised Project was approved. SB 32 was passed on 
September 8, 2016 The Director’s Determination to Approve the Transfer of Floor Area and Site 
Plan Review for the Revised Project was issued on July 28, 2016.

Further, as stated above, SB 32 is a state law that directs the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) to adopt and implement a plan to reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions to 40 
percent below the 1990 level by 2030. SB 32 addresses the state’s goals to increase renewable 
energy use, impose fighter limits on the carbon content of gasoline and diesel fuel, put more 
electric cars on the road, improve energy efficiency, and curbing emissions from key industries 
SB 32 does not. however, provide any specific mandates for individual projects subject to CEQA 
review. Thus the Appellant’s assertion that the Alexan Project presents potentially significant 
impacts because it docs not attempt to meet this target is unfounded and not substantiated by any 
facts. Moreover, recent studies show that the State’s existing and proposed regulatory framework 
put the State on a pathway to reduce its GHG emissions level to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 
2030 and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 if additional appropriate reduction measures arc 
adopted.' Even though these studies did not provide an exact regulatory and technological

22 Energy and Environmental Economics (E3). "Summary of the California State Agencies' PATHWA K5 
Project: Long-term Greenhouse Gas Reduction Scenarios ” <'April 2015), Greenblatt, Jeffrey, Energy 
Policy, "Modeling California Impacts on Greenhouse Gas Emissions" (Vol. 78 pp. 158-172), The
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roadmap to achieve the 2030 and 2050 goals, they demonstrated that various combinations of 
policies could allow the statewide emissions.

COMMENT 2.34

/ The Addendum Fails To Support Its Conclusions With 
Substantial Evidence.

As discussed above, the Addendum presents evidence of at least 124,000 metric tonnes of C02e 
emissions from the Project over 30 years. Also as discussed above, the Addendum does not show 
compliance by the Project with any legally relevant, properly adopted standard or threshold of 
significance for GHG emissions. In fact, as to SB 32, no evidence whatsoever is presented.

As to AB 32 and the Scoping Plan, the Addendum fails to present the specific degree and type of 
substantial evidence of compliance with the Scoping Plan that CBD v. DFW requires. Instead, the 
Addendum presents vague assertions of consistency between the Project and the Scoping Plan, 
LA Green, and other regulatory requirements. However, mere incorporation by the Project of 
some of the GHG reduction measures discussed in LA Green or the Scoping Plan does not 
constitute substantial evidence that the Project is consistent with the full reduction requirements 
of the Scoping Plan or of SB 32, oi that irs GHG emissions are not significant. The Addendum 
has failed to provide substantial evidence of such consistency, and therefore has not demonstrated 
that the Project’s GHG emissions have been reduced to the level of significance. Where a 
project’s impacts are not shown to be reduced to the level of insignificance, reliance on an MND 
is impermissible Guidelines § 15070(b)(1).

In addition, and as discussed above, the Project does not show compliance with the Addendum's 
own threshold of significance, namely compliance with the Scoping Ptan, Use of a negative 
declaration or mitigated negative declaration is only appropriate where there is a showing, 
supposed by substantial evidence, that the Project will have no significant environmental impact.

Californio Air Resources Board. California Energy Commission California Public Utilities 
Commission, and the California Independent System Operator engaged £3 to evaluate the feasibility 
and cost of a range of potential 2030 targets along the way to the state's goal of reducing GHG 
emissions to SO percent below 1990 levels by 2050. With input from the agencies, £3 developed 
scenarios that explore the potential pace at which emission reductions can be achieved, as well as the 
mix of technologies and practices deployed. E3 conducted the analysis using its California 
PATHWAYS model. Enhanced specifically for this study the model encompasses the entire California 
economy with detailed representations of the buildings, industry, transportation and electricity sectors.
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Guidelines § 15070. Here, substantial evidence does not support such a finding, and neither the 
MND nor the Addendum may properly be used. Thus, an EIR is required pursuant to either 
Public Resources Code § 21151(a) or 21166.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.34

Contrary to the Appellant’s assertion, the greenhouse gas emissions analysis in the Addendum is 
consistent with the guidance the Supreme Court rendered in its decision on the CBD v. DFW 
opinion. In particular, the CBD v. DFW opinion stated that: “Neither A.B. 32 nor the Air Board's 
Scoping Plan set out a mandate or method for CEQA analysis of greenhouse gas emissions from 
a proposed project ” In determining the significance of greenhouse gas emissions, one of three 
approaches suggested by the Supreme Court states that a lead agency might assess consistency 
with A.B. 32’s goal in whole or part by looking to compliance with regulatory programs designed 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from particular activities. To the extent a project's design 
features comply with or exceed the regulations outlined in the Scoping Plan and adopted by the 
Air Board or other state agencies, a lead agency could appropriately rely on their use as showing 
compliance with —performance based standards! adopted to fulfill —a statewide plan for the
reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions. As an example, the court’s opinion referred 
to a project’s compliance with green building codes and high efficiency and conservation 
standards. However, the court cautioned that, consistency with green building standards on its 
own was not enough, as such standards do not address mobile sources, and the analysis should 
also consider a project’s consistency with regional plans and sustainable communities strategies 
that are aimed at meeting regional VMT targets set by the Air Board for greenhouse gas 
emissions from cars and light trucks. The analysis in the MND Addendum is appropriately based 
on several plans and policies that were adopted for the purposes of increasing efficiency and 
reducing GHG emissions, including the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act 
(SB 375), SCAG’s 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy: 
Towards a Sustainable Future (2012 2035 RTP/SCS), the California Green Building Standards 
(CALGreen) Code, the LA Green Plan and the LA Green Building Code.

COMMENT 2.35

Potentially Significant Impacts Relating To Water Supply Were Not And 
Could Not Be Addressed In The 2007 MND And Must Be Addressed In 
An EIR

4.

Circumstances in the past 10 years since the MND was circulated have changed drastically 
regarding the ability of the City of Los Angeles to provide adequate water for its citizenry, 
requiring emergency measures. (Exh. 40 [City of Los Angeles, Mayoral Executive Directive No.
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5].) After the Abandoned Project was approved, in May of 2008, “LADWP’s Water Supply 
Action Plan (Plan), “Securing LA ’s Water Supply”, was released It addressed a number of 
critical watei supply reliability issues notable after the 2006 MND, including: (I) the 2007 
occurrence of the lowest snowpack on record in the Eastern Sierras, which has historically 
provided Los Angeles with the greatest share of its water supply; (2) the 2007 occurrence of the 
driest year on record foi the Los Angeles basin; (3) anticipated regional water allocations by 
MWD in response to dry year and regulatory reductions in imported water available from the San 
Francisco Bay Delta; (4) local groundwater contamination in the San Fernando Basin, restricting 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power’s (“LADWP”) ability to fully utilize this local 
resource; (5) Los Angeles Aqueduct delivery reductions due to environmental mitigation and 
enhancements in the Owens Valley and Mono Lake Basins, totaling nearly one-half of historic 
water supplies from the Eastern .Sierra watershed; and (6) uncertain climate change impacts 
which threaten traditional water supply sources.” (Urban Water Management Plan (“UWMP”) at 
p. 28-29.) But matters only got worse.

Drought facts” include:

• California is entering a sixth year of drought. The last 5 years have been described as a 
“severe drought.”

• The time period of June 2015-May 2016 has been the 3rd wannest on record for 
California. California saw 2015 as the wannest year on record.

• On January 17, 2014 California State Governor, Jerry Brown, declared a drought state of 
emergency.

• On May 9, 2016, California State Governor, Jerry Brown issued an order to continue 
water savings as drought persists

• Despite recent wet weather, the State Water Resources Board continued water 
conservation requirements, lutpp/drought. ca.gov/topstory/top-story- 69.html

23 From http://ca. watei usgs.goy/data Ji might/.
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(https://cida.usgs.gov/ca drought/)

As can be seen in the two figures above, just in the last 5 years, water supply and storage has been 
drastically reduced

Despite these well-reported facts representing a substantial change in circumstances, the City 
illegally proceeded with an Addendum to an MND, treating the issue as if it could rely on an 
MND that was prepared prior to the emergency drought conditions. Moreover, the Addendum, 
rather than assuring adequate supply and infrastructure, does not adequately address the 
significance thresholds: the Addendum states the City “should” have water capacity for this new 
infill project, instead of that the City will have sufficient water capacity. (Addendum, p III-227 
(“sufficient water pressures and volumes should be available”].)24 The Addendum pointed to a

14 “With the two adjacent water mains, and the level of existing development in the area, it is 
anticipated that sufficient water pressures and volumes should he available." (MND Addendum, at p 
111-227 [emphasis added].)
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letter from LADWP which indicates that there is enough capacity tn the Project area for fire 
suppression. The SAR Letter docs not provide evidence that there is adequate future domestic 
water supply.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.35

Appellant’s comment that there have been substantial changes in the baseline conditions between 
the adoption of the MND and preparation of the MND Addendum, and that these changes must 
automatically lead to greater project impacts requiring the preparation of an EIR is erroneous. See 
Response to Comment 2.7, above. As Appellant acknowledges, State and City requirements have 
changed with changing conditions, to accommodate them by requiring new development to 
comply to new state and local requirements and plans to reduce water consumption. The MND 
Addendum properly addresses the changes that have occurred with respect to the circumstances 
surrounding water availability, and assesses the Modified Project's impacts as compared to the 
Approved Project’s impacts based upon current existing conditions.

With respect to water consumption, as explained in Section III-XV11, Utilities and Service 
Systems, of the MND Addendum, the Metr opolitan Water District (MWDj of Southern California 
utilizes a land-use based planning tool that allocates projected demographic data from SCAG into 
water service areas for each of MWD’s member agencies. The 2010 Urban Water Management 
Plan (“UWMP”) estimates a total watei demand and supply of 710,800 AFY in 2035. The 2015 
UWMP was adopted by the City of L os Angeles on June 7, 2016 (Resolution No. 016285). The 
201.5 Urban UWMP also estimates future demand based on population and growth estimated 
reported in SCAG’s RTP/SCS, which projects a total water demand and supply of 675,685 AFY 
in 2040 LADWP will be able to reliably provide water to its customers through the 25-year 
planning period covered by the 2015 UWMP Therefore, because the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with the allowable land uses and density that are planned for the Project Site, and is 
therefore within the growth projections of SCAG’s RTP/SCS, it would also be consistent with the 
projections of the 2015 UW'MP. As shown in Table 111-36, the Proposed Project's net increase in 
water demand would be 48,086 gallons per day Accordingly, the Project’s anticipated water 
demand has been accounted for and would not exceed the water demand estimates of the City’s 
2015 UWMP. Thus, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact on water 
demand.

In response to current drought conditions, the State W'ater Board has implemented mandatory 
water reductions in urban areas to leduce potable urban water usage by 25% statewide. The 
State’s mandated conservation targets for the Los Angeles is to reduce water consumption by 16 
percent each month over a nine-month period, from June 2015 through February 2016, as
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compared to the amount of water use during those months in 2013. Through various conservation 
strategies, the LADWP would be able to reduce the City’s water demand during dry years to 
respond to any reductions to water supplies during multiple dry years.

The MND Addendum concludes, based on substantial evidence, that the Modified Project’s net 
increase in water demand as compared to the Approved Project is consistent with the allowable 
land uses and density that arc planned for the Project Site and is therefore within SCAG's growth 
projections. Accordingly, the Modified Project's anticipated water demand has been accounted 
for and would not. exceed the water demand estimates of the City’s 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan. Furtheimore, as the MND Addendum notes, the Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power has indicated that it can supply water to the Modified Project from the 
municipal system subject to the Water System rules of the LADWP.

In addition, pursuant to LAMC Section 122.03(a), the Modified Project is required to utilize 
water saving devices including, but not limited to, water closets equipped with flush-o-meter 
valves, which flush with a maximum of 1.28 gallons, which would further reduce impacts 
associated with this issue to a level that is less than significant. Similar to the Approved Project, 
environmental impacts would further be reduced by implementation of incorporated Mitigation 
Measures 76 through 79 as identified in the MND Addendum, which would ensure that the 
Modified Project would, like the Approved Project, have a less-than-significant water impact

With respect to water supply and infrastructure, although no system upgrades arc anticipated at 
this time, the water system would be verified again at the time of construction In. the event that 
water main and/or other infrastructure upgrades are required for the proposed development, such 
infrastructure improvements would be conducted within the right-of-way easements serving the 
Project area, and would not create a significant impact to the physical environment. This is 
largely due to the fact that (a) any disruption of service would be shoit-ferm, (b) the replacement 
of the water mains would be within public rights-of-way, and (c) any foreseeable infrastructure 
improvements would be limited to the immediate Project vicinity. Therefore with implementation 
of Mitigation Measures 38. 39 and 75 from the Original Project potential impacts resultmg from 
water infrastructure improvements would be less than significant.

Appellant has offered no substantial evidence that the Modified Project as compared to the 
Approved Project would cause any of the Approved Project's less-than-significant water supply 
impacts to worsen or would create any new potentially significant water supply impact not 
studied in the MND. The City properly determined, based on substantial evidence, to prepare the 
MND Addendum to assess the environmental effects of the changes to the Approved Project 
proposed by the Modified Project, and the MND Addendum concludes, based on substantial
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evidence, that, like the Approved Project, all of the Modified Pioject's impacts would be less than 
significant. See Responses to Comments i.4 and 1.6. above.

COMMENT 2.36

Furthermore, the Addendum relies upon a fatally incomplete related projects list for purposes of 
cumulative impacts analysts, Table 111-38, Projected Cumulative Watei Consumption, states that 
the Modified Project and related projects would cumulatively consume approximately 8,377,412 
gallons of watei per day. T he Addendum goes on to conclude that the additional water demands 
generated by the Modified Project, in combination with the related projects, is accounted foi in 
the 2010 Water Management Plan and impacts associated with increased water demand would be 
less than significant. However, the Project in conjunction with other related projects not included 
in the Addendum’s list would actually consume substantially more than was reported in both the 
MND and the Addendum. (Exh. 21 [Related Projects Spreadsheet, at p.l, partial totaling 6, 
615,341 gpd demand].) The Project by itself would nearly double the amount of residents from 
the original project, consuming over 40,000 gallons per day. These changed circumstances clearly 
meet the standard for requiring a new EIR because they are substantia) and implicate potentially 
significant impacts.

In addition, the Addendum stated that water supplies would be adequate to meet both individual 
and cumulative demand based on a 2010 UWMP. The Addendum reasoned that, since the 
LADWP piedicted in 2010 that water needs would be met in the City of Los Angeles through 
2035, the proposed Project’s needs, along with related projects similarly proposed, would be met 
as the Project fell within the growth included in those estimates. The trouble with this assumption 
is that there have been post-2010 massive shortage events (described above) and evidence 
directly calling into question the 2010 estimates. (Exh. 35 [UWMP Analysis Statistics Comment 
Letter].)

The only way the estimates in the 2010 UWMP could be used to support a water supply 
assessment for the Project would be in the event the Project was consistent with the General 
Plan’s policies regarding growth and density. As addressed above, the Project is not consistent 
with the General Plan Consistency program, or the LAMC Accordingly, the Addendum erred in 
making the following finding

“the Modified Project is consistent with the undcilying allowable uses per the 
LAMC and would not exceed the allowable density' for the Project Site. As such, 
the additional water demands generated by the Modified Project, in combination 
with the related projects, is accounted for in the 2010 Water Management Plan 
and impacts associated with increased water demand would be less than
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significant.” (Addendum, at p. III-234-35.)

The Addendum is incorrect when it states that the Project would not exceed the allowable density 
for the Project Site Comparing the Addendum to the 2007 MND. it is clear that the change in the 
Project'’' and the change in circumstances are substantial and likely to cause significant impacts 
due to the provision of watei supply. The 2007 MND states:

Given development at well below the maximum allowable density under the 
Community Plan, total estimated water demand for the project at buildout would 
not exceed available supplies or die available capacity within the distribution 
infrastructure that would serve the project site. Therefore, the impact of the 
project in relation to water demand would be less than significant.

(MND, atp. III-89 [emphasis added].)

The Abandoned Project was well below the maximum density, while the Alexan proposes to 
substantially exceed the maximum density. The additional water demands cannot be said to be 
accounted for in the 20J 0 Water Management Plan and would constitute a significant impact 
under the thresholds. Thus, the cumulative impacts of this Project, along with other projects being 
considered and approved at break-neck speed and given density bonuses, present potentially 
significant impacts that were not analyzed in the 2007 MND and should be fully analyzed in an 
EIR for the Project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.36

See Response to Comment 2.10, above. As discussed in Checklist Question XVII. (d) of the 
MND Addendum, and shown in Table III-38, Projected Cumulative Water Consumption, despite 
the increase in the Modified Project's density as compared to the Approved Project, the Modified 
Project represents less than one percent of total cumulative water consumption. As discussed 
above in Response 2.11, Height District No. 4D permits a base FAR of 6 times the buildable area 
of the lot (6:1 FAR) with the ability to obtain approval for a maximum of 13 rimes the buildable 
area of the lot through a Transfer of Floor Area (“TFAR”), per Ordinance 164307. Upon 
approval, the Modified Project would achieve a maximum FAR of 7.45:1 for a Total of 257,569 
square feet, which is substantially less than the maximum allowable 13:1 FAR, or approximately 
645,723 square feet, permitted through a greater Transfer of Floor Area.

25 The LADWP recognizes a 26% thresholdfor a new WSA Since the Alexan proposes to nearly double 
the water consumption of the 2007 Project, the change should be considered substantial, (Addendum, 
at p. 111-232.)
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As discussed iti Response to Comment 2.35, above, and in Section III-XVIL Utilities and Service 
Systems, of the MND Addendum, through the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, the LADWP 
has demonstrated that it can provide adequate water supplies for the City through the year 2035. 
The Modified Project’s net increase in water demand is consistent with the allowable land uses 
and density that arc planned for the Project Site, Accordingly, based on the substantial evidence 
contained in the MND Addendum, the MND Addendum concludes that the Modified Project’s 
anticipated water demand has been accounted for and would noi exceed the water demand 
estimates of the City’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan

In addition, like the Modified Project, all related projects would be required to comply with code 
required measures, such as utilizing water saving devices, and any other mitigation measures 
imposed for each individual project to meet water supply conditions. As such, the additional 
water demands generated by the Modified Project, in combination with the related projects, are 
accounted for in the 2010 Water Management Plan and impacts associated with increased water 
demand would be less than significant

COMMENT 2.37

IV. CONCLUSION.

Despite the refusal by the Director and CAPC to address the most significant environmental 
impacts of the proposed Project. Appellant and others nonetheless submitted substantial evidence 
to support much more than a fail argument that the approval of the Project may have significant 
environmental impacts requiring the preparation of an EIR. Appellant and others have also more 
than met their burden to demonstrate that an addendum is inappropriate, and subsequent review is 
required under Pub. Res. Code § 21166

The CRA/LA and City must comply with CEQA and provide the public and decision makers with 
adequate information in an EIR regarding the true environmental impacts of the Project, and must 
propose alternatives and mitigation measures that would lessen those impacts As our Supreme 
Court has held: “The EIR is the heart of CEQA. and the mitigation and alternatives discussion 
forms the core of the EIR.” Jn re Bay- Delta Programmatic Envtl. Impact Report Coordinated 
Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1L43, 1162.

The CRA/LA is the lead agency with jurisdiction to assess the environmental consequences of the 
Project; the PLUM Committee must grant this appeal, reverse the approvals, and withdraw so the 
CRA/LA can perform its duties. If the City has jurisdiction (which it does not), it must prepare a 
new EIR or a supplemental or subsequent EIR that fully identifies, analyzes, and mitigates or 
avoids the significant impacts of the Alexan Project prior to any approvals being considered or
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granted. Guidelines §§ 15162, 15163(a)(2),

For all of the foregoing reasons, die Project’s approvals must be overturned. Thank you for your 
courtesy and attention to these important issues.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2.37

Responses to Appellant’s comments pertaining to the CEQA process and/or environmental 
impacts have been provided for the record in these Responses, and in prior Responses to 
Comments As demonstrated by the Responses, above, this comment letter does not offer any 
new information or substantial that would warrant any changes to the environmental analysis as 
presented in the Addendum to the previously adopted MND.
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March 28, 2017

Planning and Land Use Management Committee
Councilmember Jose Huizar, Chair 
Councilmembcr Marqueece Harris-Dawson 
Councilmember Gilbert A. Ccdillo 
Councilmember Mitchell Englander 
Councilmember Curren D. Price, Jr.

City of Los Angeles
200 IN. Spring Street, Room 340 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
Attn: Zina Cheng - Legislative Assistant

RESPONSES TO APPEALS ON THE MODIFIED PROJECT MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION (ENV-2006-6302-MND-REC1)
Re:

Dear Councilmembers,

Historic Resources Group is the consultant providing technical analysis regarding 
historic resources for the Modified Project Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 
Addendum. The content contained herein is in response to the January 2017 
"Historical Assessment Report Alexan Project" prepared by Charles J. Fisher (Fisher 
Report) that was submitted to the City of Los Angeles on February 28, 2017. The 
Fisher Report purportedly reviews the MND Addendum and its Appendix H Historic 
Assessment authored by Historic Resources Group.

Historic Resources Croup analyzed the Modified Project for the purposes of the MND 
Addendum and found that the Modified Project, like the Approved Project, would not 
result in significant impacts to historical resources as defined by CEQA. As 
demonstrated in the responses below, the Fisher Report does not present any new 
evidence that the Modified Project will result in significant impacts to historical 
resources, or that the analysis of potential impacts to historic resources as provided in 
the MND Addendum is insufficient for the purposes of CEQA.

Sincerely,

Paul Travis, AICP 
Principal

HISTORIC RESOURCES GROUP
12 S. Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 200, Pasadena, CA 91105 1915
Telephone 626 793 2400, Facsimile 626 793 2401
www.historicresourcesgroup.com
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TOPICAL RESPONSES TO FISHER REPORT

1. Definition of "historical resource" for the Purposes of CEQA
As noted in the Addendum Appendix H Historic Report, CF.QA defines a historic 
resource as a resource listed in, or determined eligible for listing, in the California 
Register of Historical Resources. All properties listed in the California Register are to he 
considered under CEQA. All resources determined eligible for the California Register 
are also to be considered under CEQA Properties formally determined eligible for 
iisting in the National Register of Historic Places are automatically listed in the 
California Register. Properties designated by local municipalities can also be considered 
historic resources. The criteria for eligibility for listing in the California Register are 
based upon criteria for National Register criteria

The National Park Service defines five categories of historic resources: building, 
structure, object site, or district In the case of the site of the Alexan Project (also 
referred to as the "Modified Project"), there are rwo types of resources that are 
relevant. These are either (1) individual buildings that are historically significant or, (2) 
areas containing a collection or grouping of resources that have been identified or 
listed as historic districts Potential impacts can only affect individual historically 
significant buildings or a historically significant district. The Modified Project Site, 
currently a surface parking lot, is not located within a historic district and is not 
individually eligible for historic listing or designation.

Tire "Historic Core" of Downtown Los Angeles, an area delineated for planning 
purposes by some documents, is not in itself a historic district or a historic resource. 
Instead, it is referred to as the "Historic Core" in recognition the age of its majority 
buildings, and the large number of historic resources (individual buildings and historic 
districts) located within its boundaries. The Fisher Report incorrectly suggests that 
potential impacts to the entire 'Historic Core" must be evaluated for the purposes of 
CEQA even though the "Historic Core" has never been identified as a historic district, 
including recent evaluation by SurveyLA, the City's comprehensive historic resources 
survey effort.

2 Significant Impacts to Historic Resources as Defined by CEQA
The Fisher Report is incorrect in its application of "substantial adverse change," and 
"significant impact" as defined by CEQA.

Under CEQA, for impacts to historic resources, analysis is focused on "substantial 
adverse change". Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15064 5(b) "A project with an 
effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment."
"Substantial adverse change" is defined in this section as 'physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such 
that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired." This

HISTORIC RESOURCES CROUP
12 S. Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 200, Pasadena, CA 91105-1915
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section further states that "The significance of an historical resource is materially 
impaired when a project demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those 
physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance 
and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, the California Register of Historical 
Resources. or a local register of historical resources"

Under CEQA, the potential for "substantial adverse change" to a historic resource is 
the only relevant threshold under which impacts to historic resources can be 
analyzed The Fisher Report claims that recent "best practices" and "re-interpretation" 
of National Park Service guidance are necessary for a thorough analysis of potential 
impacts but does not cite or reference anything to substantiate this claim and there is 
no mention of these new practices or interpretations under CEQA.

The Fisher Report appears to suggest that any alteration or change in the vicinity of a 
historic resource can be interpreted as adverse and, therefore, a significant impact 
under CEQA. However, as noted above, alteration near a historic resource is not in 
itself considered a significant impact under CEQA As demonstiated in the Historical 
Assessment report included as Appendix H to the Addendum to the MND, the 
Modified Project, like the Approved Project, will not result in physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of any historic resource or its immediate 
surroundings such that its significance would be materially impaired Therefore, the 
threshold for a significant impact as defined by CEQA is not met.

Like the Approved Project, for all the historic resources in the immediate vicinity of 
the Modified Project, the physical characteristics that convey historic significance and 
justify eligibility for historic listing will remain intact and unchanged. Like the 
Approved Project, the historic architecture, design elements, configuration, massing 
and orientation of all historic resources will remain discernible after construction of the 
Modified Project. Therefore, there is no significant impact to historic resources as 
defined by CEQA

3 Number and Extent of Historic Resources Identified
The Fisher Report asserts that because the larger surrounding area contains historic 
resources, more resources should be identified and potential impacts analyzed. The 
Addendum Assessment rdentified only immediately surrounding resources because 
those resources are potentially susceptible to substantial adverse effect as defined by 
CEQA (see above). Historic resources further afield of the Project Site are protected 
from substantial adverse effect by their distance from the Project Site and were, 
therefore, not included for analysis. This concurs with the previous analysis provided 
for the Approved Project in the MND which did identify additional histone resources 
in the vicinity but quickly concluded that no impact would occur due to their distance 
from the Project Site. An extended list of individual historic resources and historic 
districts located in the vicinity of the Project Site as well as a map showing their 
location is included in Appendix A This includes historic resources currently listed in
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National. State and/or local registers as well as properties identified as potential historic 
resources through Survey LA, the City of Los Angeles recently completed 
comprehensive historic resources survey (hi to ://preserva; ion.lacitv.org/survex)

4. Basis for Finding of Significant Impacts
The Fisher Report's conclusion that the Modified Project will result in significant 
impacts to historic resources is not based on CEQA thresholds or National Park 
Service guidance regarding historic integrity and the ability of historic resources to 
convey their significance. Instead, this conclusion is ultimately predicated on two 
largely subjective judgments.

1. The Modified Project is larger in scale than the adjacent and nearby historic 
resources

2 The design of the Modified Project contrasts with that of the adjacent and 
surrounding historic resources.

While both may be true, neither constitutes a significant impact as defined by CEQA. 
As noted above, CEQA states that ' the significance of an historical resource is 
materially impaired when a project demolishes or materially alters in an adverse 
manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, the California Register of 
Historical Resources . or a local register of historical resources." None of the 
important physical characteristics of the historic resources located in the vicinity of the 
Project Site will be altered by either the Approved Project or the Modified Project. All 
of the physical features that convey historic significance and justify inclusion in or 
eligibility for historic listing will remain intact. Construction of a building that is taller 
than these resources, and is of a contemporary and contrasting design, will not alter 
those characteristics that convey the historic significance of the Fastem-Columbia 
Building, the May Company Building, the Broadway Theater and Commercial District, 
or any other individual historic resource or historic district in the larger vicinity

5. Setting of Adjacent Historic Resources
The Fisher Report incorrectly concludes that because the Modified Project, like the 
Approved Project, will alter the immediate setting of the adjacent historic resources, 
and interrupt some views of the adjacent historic resource, the Modified Project will 
result in significant impacts under CEQA.

Because the Modified Project, like the Approved Project, would add height and 
density on a parcel that is currently essentially vacant, development of the Project 
would alter the immediate surroundings of the adjacent historical resources. Under 
CEQA, the significance of an historical resource is materially impaired and constitutes 
a substantial adverse change in the significance of that historical resource, if the project 
would materially alter the immediate surroundings of the historical resource such that 
(a) it could no longer be listed in, or be eligible for listing in, the California Register or
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(b) it could no longer be included in a local register of historical resources or identified 
as an historical resource in an historical resource survey

In addition, the City of Los Angeles' CLQA Thresholds Cuide, which is intended to 
provide guidance consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, stares that if "new 
construction is proposed, give key consideration to compatibility with the massing, size, 
scale, and architectural features of the historical resource(s). Determine the impacts to 
the setting and character of the area as well as whether the new construction might 
indirectly reduce the viability of a district or grouping of historical resources."2

Because the Project would add height and density in an area currently used for surface 
parking, the immediate surroundings of the adjacent historic resources would be 
altered In order for this alteration to be considered a substantial adverse change, 
however, it must be shown that the integrity and/or significance of the historic 
resources would be materially impaired by the proposed alteration. A resource is not 
materially impaired unless it is altered in an adverse manner to the point that its 
physical characteristics fail to convey its historical significance3

As discussed in the MND Addendum Appendix H Historic Assessment, the ability of a 
historical resource to convey its significance is called historic integrity. Historic integrity 
is defined as the ' authenticity of a property's historic identity, evidenced by the 
survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property s historic period,"4 
The National Park Service identifies seven aspects of integrity: location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. These qualities are defined as follows

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where 
the historic event occurred. The relationship between the property and its location is 
often important to understanding why the property was created or why something 
happened.

Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and 
style of a property.

Setting is the physical environment of a historic, property

i

XCEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b) (1).
2 Los Angeles CF.QA Thresholds Guide (D.3-5).
3 CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b) (I)
4 National Register Bulletin 16A. How to Complete the National Register Registration Form. Washington D C.:

National Park Service, U.S Department of the Inter.or. 1997. (3)
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Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a 
particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic 
property

Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people 
during any given period in history or prehistoiy.

Feeling is a property's expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular 
period of time.

Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a 
historic property.5 6

Like the Approved Proiect, the only aspect of the integrity of adjacent resources that 
could potentially be affected hy the Modified Project is setting. According to National 
Park Service guidance, "to retain historic integrity a property will always possess 
several, and usually most, of the (seven) aspects" of integrity.5 As is true of the 
Approved Project, after the Modified Project is constructed all historical resources in 
the vicinity will fully retain integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship, and 
feeling. Integrity of setting would be partially altered by both the Approved Project 
and the Modified Project.

Therefore, like the Approved Project, all but one of the relevant aspects of integrity 
will be unaffected by the Modified Project, so that the historic integrity of the nearby 
resources will be retained. While the Modified Project, like the Approved Project, will 
partially alter the setting of these resources, this alteration will not materially impair the 
buildings or the district such that they can no longer convey their historic significance 
As is true of the Approved Project, after construction of the Modified Project the 
Eastern Columbia Building, the May Co. Building, and the Broadway Iheater and 
Commercial District will remain intact, and the resources will remain eligible for 
historic designation

For a more detailed discussion regarding alterations to the setting of adjacent historic 
resources, please sec Response to Comment 41

5 National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. Washington
D.C.: National Park Service, US Department of Interior, 1997 (44)

6 National Register Bulletin IS, 44
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6. Views of the Eastern-Columbia Clock Tower
The Fisher Report claims that visual obstruction by the Modified Project of the 
Eastern-Columbia clock tower from some vantage points at the rear of the building 
would result in a significant impact under CEQA. The clock tower is not a terminus or 
focal point of an intentional or recognized view corridor that is intended to be viewed 
from a specific vantage point. Moreover, no legally protected or proscribed view 
corridor to the clock tower exists. The clock tower is currently visible from many 
vantage points in the surrounding area; similarly, views of the clock tower are currently 
obscured by existing buildings from many vantage points in the surrounding area.
Atter construction of the Modified Project, the dock tower will continue to be visible 
from many vantage points, particularly from the east and south looking to the Eastern 
Columbia Building's two primary (east and south) facades, and from within the 
Broadway Theater and Commercial District. Given these factors, there is no analytical 
framework to suggest that the partial obstruction of some oblique views of a single 
feature of a historic building, from a specific vantage point at the rear of the building, 
would constitute an alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that 
the significance of the historical resource w'ould be materially impaired

For a more detailed discussion of views of the Eastern-Columbia Building, see 
Response to Comment 29.
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RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS IN FISHER REPORT

COMMENT I
This report demonstrates that the Project as analyzed in the MND Addendum 
Appendix H and other sections is incompatible with the neighboring historic resources, 
in contrast with the findings of the MND Addendum submitted to the City Planning 
Department by the developer. At first reading, the MND Addendum appears logically 
argued; however, this report shows that when an historic assessment under CEQA 
looks at new construction and its possible effects on historic buildings and districts, the 
argument used in the MND Addendum is inaccurate and misapplied.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1
The Fisher Report docs not demonstrate that the analysis used in the MND 
Addendum Appendix H is inaccurate and misapplied See additional detailed 
responses below.

COMMENT 2
Of particular note is the Historic Cultural Monument nomination of the Sun Realty 
Building, 629 S Hill Street, which was designated HCM 985 on June 8, 2010. This 
building was designed by Claude Beelman, concurrently with the Eastern Columbia 
Building, using the same materials and a similar An Deco design

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2
Idie Fisher Report calls out the Sun Realty Building at 629 S. Hill Street as a building 
that has been designated as a Historic-Cultural Resource by the City of Los Angeles 
but not mentioned in the MND Addendum. 629 S. Hill Street is located two blocks 
north of the Project Site and at this distance, the Modified Project cannot demolish or 
materially alter it in any way Therefore, like the Approved Project, the Modified 
Project cannot result in a substantial adverse change to 629 S. Hill Street. The Fisher 
Report has not demonstrated how the Modified Project m contrast to the Approved 
Project which had a less than significant impact on all historical resources, will now 
cause a substantial adverse change to 629 S. Hill Street such that its integrity and 
historic significance would be materially impaired.

COMMENT 3
This report points to other "best practices"—new interpretations of the Secrerary of the 
Interior Standards by the National Park Service, as well as applicable guidelines put 
forth by the City' of Los Angeles and other jurisdictions, and other experts. When the 
Project is viewed using these guidelines- which are the appropriate approaches for 
reviewing effects on new construction on historic buildings and districts- the effect is 
significant and adverse. By challenging the argument and conclusions of the MND
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Addendum and Historic Assessment, this report is additionally challenging findings in 
the entitlement case which were also based on the same work The Alexan project 
applicant is asking to be granted special entitlements pursuant to LAMC sections 
14.57 and 16.05, which rely on findings which this report finds deficient and 
inaccurate as well.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3
The Fisher Report references "other 'best practices'" under which the Modified Project 
should have been reviewed, that in the Fisher Report's opinion would have resulted in 
a determination that "the effect [sic] is significant and adverse." No such "best 
practices" are cited so it is unclear what "new interpretations' the Fisher Report is 
referencing.

COMMENT 4
1. Historic Resource Identification Incomplete.

The proposed Alexan project is evaluated in the MND Addendum as being "near' 4 
specific historic buildings and a district. This significantly under-reports the significance 
and concentration of historic buildings, and thus the area of potential effect of the 
Project. This undercounting creates a false impression that the effect is on a small 
circumscribed area, leading to a false argument that the proposed modem Alexan 
building design is not an adverse effect on historic resources.

The Alexan is embedded in the richest concentration of recognized historic buildings 
and districts in Los Angeles, numbering in the hundreds all of which were "height 
limit" buildings at 13 stories or below.

A fuller population of historic resources was evaluated in the 2006 MND. The 
reduction in this Addendum is unjustified.

Many additional historic buildings and historic districts have been identified as 
significant since the 2006 MND was published, thus changing the understanding of 
the setting for the new Alexan building.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4
The Fisher Report is incorrect that the Addendum under-reports historic resources in 
the vicinity of the Project Site that have the potential to be impacted by the Modified 
Project. See Topical Response 3 and responses to Comments 17, 18 and 19, below 
Moreover, the 13-story height limit referenced by the Fisher Report applied city-wide, 
not just to the area surrounding the Project Site. This height limit was overturned in 
1958 For additional discussion regarding historic resources in the vicinity of the 
Project Site, please see Topical Response 3 and Response to Comment 24
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COMMENT 5
2. Project Location Misstated in MND Addendum:

The Addendum Historic Assessment offers an erroneous concept that the tall, modern, 
glassy, slab block of the Alexan Building is not squarely located amongst historic 
buildings, but instead is in "hybrid" or "transitional" district or geographical portion of 
Downtown, bridging between the Downtown Historic Core and recently-developed 
modern South Park. All the evidence, based on mapping from 9 different sources, 
shows that this is not true. The Alexan is squarely located in the Historic Core of 
Downtown, not in South Park.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5
The Central City' Community Plan identifies the Project Site as being within the 
northern end of South Park and the Historic Core area. See Central City Community 
Plan, p. 1-7. See also the October 14, 2016 Parker Environmental Consultants letter, 
Response to Comment 2.6

COMMENT 6
3. Findings of Impacts Incomplete and Inaccurate:

The 2015-16 MND Addendum erroneously concluded that the new project would 
not impact the significance of an historic building or district because it would not cause 
a "material" impact on existing historic resources. This conclusion was reached based 
on the following errors:

a. Because, in CF.QA Guidelines, Section 15064.5 (b) 2 (A) cited, the criteria for 
significant adverse effect of a project assumes the project itself is an historic 
resource. The "material'' damage to that historic resource, such as demolition 
or overwhelming alteration, must be such that it loses its significance and will 
no longer be eligible for the California Register. This definition of "material" 
damage is misapplied in this case of a new building on a vacant lot. There is 
no way that a new building on a vacant lot will cause hundreds of buildings 
which are not on its site to lose their historic status, even though they are 
significantly adversely affected. Thus, the CEQA analysis relies on application 
of the Secretary of the Interior Standards per CEQA Sec 15064.5 (b) 3. The 
MND Addendum Historic Assessment says that the Standards are the 
definitive analytical tool, and are the determinant of impacts under CEQA, 
and rests its case primarily on Standard #9. However, the Addendum 
erroneously concludes that the Alexan has no adverse impact under Standard 
#9 That error stems from two reasons: the National Park Service has 
documented that Standard #9 is not written to analyze effects of new building 
construction on historic resources, and the National Park Service has re-issued

HISTORIC RESOURCES GROUP
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Preservation Brief # 14 to start correcting the way these analyses were 
conventionally presented, as in this MND Addendum.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6
The criteria for significant impact under CEQA as cited in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5 (b) 2(A) do not, as asserted by the Fisher Report, assume "the project itself is 
an historic resource." Instead, the CEQA Guidelines state that if a project causes a 
substantial adverse change that materially impairs a historic resource, that project will 
result in a significant impact to the historic resource.

The Fisher Report is correct that, "there is no way that a new building on a vacant lot 
will cause hundreds of buildings which are not on its site to lose their historic status.. 
Under CEQA, if a historic resource retains those physical characteristics that convey its 
historical significance and that justify its inclusion in or eligibility for historic listing after 
implementation of the project, there are no significant impacts to the historic resource.

The Historic Assessment, attached as Appendix H to the MND Addendum, does not 
state, as claimed by the Fisher Report, that "the Standards are the definitive tool, and 
are the determinant of impacts under CEQA." Instead, the Addendum asserts that 
Standards 9 and 10 can be useful when analyzing potential impacts of new 
construction adjacent to historic resources.

The Fisher Report is correct that Standard 9 was not specifically written to analyze the 
effects of new construction on historic resources. All of the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation, including Standard 9, were written as guidance for the 
rehabilitation of historic resources.

COMMENT 7

b. Because the MND Addendum misinterprets Standard #9, it over-emphasizes 
the differentiation of the Alexan building design from its historic environs, 
trumpeting its modem design. Nationwide, the discussion of new buildings and 
their effect on surrounding historic districts centers today on compatibility, not 
differentiation. The proposed Alexan is clearly not compatible with 
neighboring historic resources.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 7
The Fisher Report is incorrect in its interpretation of Standard 9, which requires both 
compatibility and differentiation. Standard 9 states that "New additions, exterior 
alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that 
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall 
be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the 
historic integrity of the property and its environment."
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Standard 9 does net apply to new infill construction adjacent to an historical resource 
Standard 9 applies to alterations and additions to historic buildings, and new 
construction on historic properties or within historic districts However, it can provide 
useful guidance for assessing potential impacts to adjacent historical resources.

It appears that the Fisher Report misunderstands the location of the Project Site in its 
reference to "new buildings and...surrounding historic districts." The Project Site is not 
located within a designated or identified historic district. It is located adjacent to, but 
not within, the Broadway Theater and Commercial District.

COMMENT 8

c. Following the "best practices" of Standard #9's recent interpretation, as well as 
many other authorities examined in this report, the Alexan's six-story increase 
in height which makes its overall freight excessively exceed all nearby historic 
buildings is at the forefront of the reasons the proposed new building is 
incompatible. It is thus non-compliant with the Standards, unmitigated, and 
thus a significant adverse effect.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 8
The Fisher Report does not cite any of the "best practices" and "many other 
authorities" that it claims justify its conclusion that the Modified Project is incompatible 
due to its height. The fact that the height of the Modified Project will exceed that of 
adjacent historic resources is not a threshold for significant impacts to historic 
resources under CFQA. For further discussion on significant impacts as defined by 
CEQA, see Topical Response 2.

The Fisher Report's claim that the Modified Project is "non-compliant with the 
Standards" and "thus a significant adverse effect" is not substantiated. Under CEQA, 
compliance with the Standards does not necessarily determine whether a project 
would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic resource. 
Rather, projects that comply with the Standards benefit from a regulatory presumption 
that they would have a less than significant adverse impact on a historic resource.7

7 CEQA Guidelines, section 15064(b)(3)
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COMMENT 9
4. Analysis of Compatibility Is Forced and Misleading.

While there are some efforts made by the project's designers to make a mid-century 
modem-revival high-rise share isolated features with its historic neighbors, the MND 
Addendum analysis is erroneous, as it is based on false premises:

a. The evaluation chooses to limit the discussions of impacts to only positive 
items Design guidelines and other analyses are cherry -picked to make points, 
which in the aggiegate are minor, while the overwhelming evidence on major 
aspects of the design using design guidelines and similar measures in their 
entirety demonstrates that the proposed Alexan is inconsistent with these 
guidelines.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 9
The Fisher Report is incorrect. The MND Addendum provides a thorough consistency 
analysis with respect to design guidelines. See Section IJ1-X of the MND Addendum. 
See also Response to Comment 1.9 from the Parker Environmental Consultants letter 
dated March 28, 2017.

COMMENT 10

b The evaluation chooses to limit the places in the project environs where the 
Project is seen and has effects The analysis posits that the new construction is 
seen from the sidewalk, and thus certain aspects of its effect don't matter The 
analysis omits the fact that the new construction is also seen from many other 
vantages, such as from other buildings, where it has a major adverse effect and 
that limiting the analysis of impacts to views of historic architecture to a 
sidewalk vantage point is not an accepted method.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10
The Fisher Report s suggestion that the Modified Project "is also seen" from multiple 
"vantages and buildings" and therefore adversely affects historic resources is not 
substantiated. The Fisher Report does not demonstrate how views of the Modified 
Project, as opposed to those of the Approved Project, will result in substantial adverse 
change such that physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its 
historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, historic listing will 
be materially impaired For more detailed discussions on views please see Topical 
Response 6 and Response to Comment 29
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COMMENT 11

c. The view corridors which are blocked by the Alexan project affect buildings 
quite distant from the Alexan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11
The Fisher Report states that "view corridors blocked by the Alexan Project affect 
buildings quite distant from the Alexan" but does not define the view corridors that 
would be blocked by the Modified Project that are not blocked by the Approved 
Project, what buildings would be affected, that are not affected by the Approved 
Project; or present evidence as to why the blocking of said view's would result in a 
substantial adverse effect to historic resources, when the Approved Project's impacts 
are less than significant. There are no legally defined or protected view corridors to the 
Easter Columbia Building or its clock tower. For more detailed discussions on views 
please see Topical Response C and Response to Comment 29

COMMENT 12

5. Infeasible Mltinatior. Measures

The 2006 MND found that the height of the building proposed at that time exceeded 
the "height limit" of 150' for the historic areas, but w'as somewhat mitigated because it 
was not exceeding the tower of the Eastern Columbia building, and the tower 
remained visible. That project, it argued, did not totally block view's by employing 
setbacks; and its design was "mitigatuble" through a MND Mitigation Measure 
requiring architectural review to ensure compatibility.

Mitigation Measures 15 and 16 have been carried forward to this Addendum 
It requires Design Review' by a Preservation Architect to make the project 
compatible with the surroundings

However, due to the Modified project, this is not a feasible Mitigation as 
defined by CEQA. The Mitigation Measure "kicks the can down the road", 
calling for a future design reviewer (preservation architect) to review' plans and 
the Applicant to make required changes. Ihc major issues of incompatibility of 
the Alexan project are known now' and must be corrected prior to approval. 
The added 6 stories of habitable space cannot feasibly be removed by a 
preservation architect reviewing plans.

This report outlines supplemental specific procedures (such as reviews at each 
of 4 design phases and oversight and decisions by "anns length" officials) 
which have been demonstrated to be necessary to make any Design Review- 
process effective.

a

b.

c
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This Mitigation Measure could only be proposed if the base project is first altered 
during the entitlements process to eliminate the major incompatible adverse effects of 
height, design, and materials.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12
There is no improper deferral of mitigation measures. See Response to Comment 1.7 
from the Parker Environmental Consultants letter dated March 28, 2017.

COMMENT 13

6 Aesthetics and Neighborhood Quality Nexus Missina:

The 2015-16 MND Addendum Historic Assessment fails to "connect the dots" 
between the aesthetic appearance of the new construction and its interruption and 
incompatibility with historic buildings and the District. It actually looks at the new mid
century modern revival building as a positive contribution because it is not compatible 
It fails to fully illustrate the characteristics of historic buildings in the vicinity which are 
affected by the new construction, the most notable one of which is building height. It 
then fails to relate the incompatibility of the Project with the District's historic 
character-defining features, which are also its aesthetics.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13
The Fisher Report conflates potential aesthetic impacts with impacts to historic 
resources These are separate analyses under the CEQA Guidelines, and the city s 
Draft CEQA Thresholds Guide. The Addendum Historic Assessment docs not make 
any judgment as to whether the Modified Project would be a positive or negative 
contribution. The Histone Assessment is only concerned with potential substantial 
adverse effects to histone resources caused by the Modified Project.

COMMENT 14
The Assessment also cherry-picks the Design Guidelines to score points for compliance 
on a single issue, when the Alexan Project is out of compliance on many other 
guidelines Findings of compatibility and positive effects on the neighborhood are 
needed for other City approvals, not only for CE.QA analysis These findings which are 
based on the 2006/7 and 2015/16 MND Addendum Historic Assessments are in 
error

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14
The Fisher Report is incorrect in its claim that "Findings of compatibility and positive 
effects on the neighborhood are needed for CEQA analysis." CEQA does not 
require findings of compatibility and "positive effects" to avoid significant impacts. See
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also Response to Comment 1.9 from the Parker Environmental Consultants letter 
dated March 28, 2017.

COMMENT 15

Table 1: Modified Project Changes to the Building's Physical Characteristics

Approved
Project”

“Modified
Project” Modified Project Changes by Applicant

6 floors increase.
30% height increase

“Modified project” blocks 100% of iconic and 
character defining clock tower of Eastern 
Columbia building as seen from the west 
40% size increase from Approved Project 

24% inciease over allowable FAR of 6 0 set by 
D limitation and by Center Redevelopment Plan. 

LAMC Sec 12.22.C.3 c does NOT allow
__________ additional FAR (verify)__________

Almost 100% increase in podium height, 
effectively bringing 3 additional floors closer to 

neighboring residences in the EC historic 
building and eliminating view's from more floors
____________ of the EC building.____________
_____________Sky Deck Added_____________

At ground floor_____________
Parking vritich was formerly below' grade pushed 

up above grade.
Increased podium height is result of more 

parking required for nearly doubling the number 
of apartment units, cheapening cost of 

eliminating a subterranean level, and needing to 
wrap above-ground parking due to limits on 

___________above ground parking___________

246 •
21 stories

320’
27 storiesHeight

182.895 sf 257,569 sfSize

6.0:1FAR 7.45:1

4th level 
Approx 40’

7th level 76’ above 
streetPodium Height

27th levelSky Deck No Sky Deck
5.780 sf 6171 sfRetail

2 levels 
subterranean 

3 levels above 
ground 

245 spaces

1 level subterranean 
5 levels above 

ground 
336 spaces

Parking

Modem panelized 
lightweight

appearing materials

Glass; metal panels, perforated metal screens, 
and metal louvers; precast concrete claddingUnclearVisible Materials

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15
Table V-l of the Addendum provides a summary of the changes among the "Original 
Project," the "Approved Project," and the "Modified Project." See also Response to 
Comment 1.2 from the Parkei Environmental Consultants letter dated March 28, 
2017.
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COMMENT ) 6
Section 1 - Error That Current Pioject Design Is Compatible With Ihe District

The MND Addendum for the "Modified" Alexan project concludes that the proposed 
modern design of the Alexan steel and glass residential tower "would comply with 
Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation," 
leading the authors to conclude that "construction of the proposed tower would not 
result in adverse effects to historic resources located immediately adjacent to or in the 
near vicinity of the Project site" This, in spite of the unavoidable fact that the project 
"will alter existing (historic) spatial relationships" between the historic buildings which 
has the potential of an unavoidable adverse effect on those resources.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16
The Fisher Report claims that alteration of existing spatial relationships in the vicinity 
of the Project Site "has the potential of unavoidable adverse effect on those resources." 
The Fisher Report does not demonstrate how this alteration under the Modified 
Project as compared to the Approved Project would impact historic resources in the 
vicinity Under CEQA in order for alteration to be considered a substantial adverse 
change, it must be shown that the integnty and/or significance of the histone resources 
would be materially impaired by the proposed alteration. The MND Addendum 
analyzes the alteration caused by the Modified Project to the immediate surroundings 
of each of the potentially affected historical resources, and demonstrates that the 
Modified Pioject, like the Approved Project, would not materially impair the integrity 
or significance of any resource For additional discussion regarding historic resources in 
the vicinity of the Project Site, please see Topical Response 3 and Response to 
Comment 24

COMMENT 17
This report's analysis shows that the Project has substantial adverse effects on historic 
resources, as well as on the aesthetics of the environs, as measured by multiple 
analytical tools This report finds that the analytical framework, facts, and impacts 
disclosed in the Addendum were self-limited, leading to an erroneous conclusion. The 
project as proposed will cause significant, unmitigable impacts to historic resources and 
as such, an E1R should be prepared to fully address those impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17
The Fisher Report does not present new evidence or substantiate its claim that 
significant, unmitigable impacts will result from the Modified Project as compared to 
the Approved Project.
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COMMENT IS
Section 1- Error- the Addendum Inaccurately Identifies The Location Of The Project

Ihe Project's site is a vacant lot the northeast comer of Hill and 9th Streets in 
Downtown Los Angeles. Appendix H of the Addendum leads into its analysis by 
inaccurately identifying the location as in a "transitional" area and located in South 
Park. This is not accurate. The Project is located solely in the Historic Core, not in 
South Park

This error is pertinent because the Addendum subsequently uses the South Park 
location as a justification for the Project's height and mid-century modern revival 
appearance

The following tables review these issues:

Table 3: Inaccurate Statements of Project Location

Statements in Historic Assessment Is the MND Addendum Accurate?
Inaccurate:

Section 1 of this report shows point-by-point how the approved
project and modified project are not “similar”.______

Inaccurate:
As shown in Tabic 4 below, the site cannot be considered to be 

m South Park.

Approved project and modified project: “A 
simiiar mixed use project”

“It (pioject) is also considered to he located 
in the South Park area just south of the 

Historic Core”
Inaccurate:

As shown in Table 4, multiple, detailed design guidelines, 
plans, and districts specifically locate this Project within the 

boundaries of the “histone” portion of Downtown. The Project 
must be evaluated as a new infill building in an h’Storic area.

Location “can be considered a transitional 
zone between the Historic Core and South 

Park”

The Alexan locale has long been recognized by planning expert after planning expert 
as being amidst the richest collection of historic buildings in the City, having two 
National Register Historic Districts nearby in a compact commercial area in 
Downtown Los Angeles- as well as two new historic districts identified by Survey LA, 
and a third new district recently identified.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18
The Central City Community Plan identifies the Project Site as being within the 
northern end of South Park and also the Historic Core area. See Central City 
Community Plan, p 1-7. See also the October 14, 2016 Parker Environmental 
Consultants letter, Response to Comment 2 6.
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COMMENT 19

Table 4: Alexan Project Location Universally Accepted as Historic. Not South 
Park

ShownProject is located in Location Historic? on
Ch. 3 (Land Use Policies and 
Programs) and Ch. 5 (Urban 

Design)
Figure 1 map does not show 

specific boundaries for 
“Historic Core 

Page 1-9 states “The Historic 
Core, extending from First 

Street to approximately 11th 
Street between Los Angeles and 

Hill Street”

Central City 
Community Plan 

Area
r. Yes Map #1

Locates site in “Historic 
Downtown Subarea” Exhibit 6 
Redevelopment Plan down to 
11th St. South Park Subarea 

located at east side of Hill Street

City Center 
Redevelopment Area Yes Map #2

Historic Downtown 
Los Angeles Design 

Guidelines

Locates site iu area covered by 
Historic Downtown L os Angeles 

______ Design Guidelines______
Yes Map #3

Locates Project in “Historic 
Downtown” area and 9th StreetDowntown Design 

Guide Area Yes Map H4
as a “Retail Street:

Locates site in Historic CoreHistoric Core Yes Map #5Business Improvement District
Locates site in Central City 

Community Plan Area
SurveyLA Yes Map #6

Proposed Art Deco 
District Study 

Boundary___

Identifies overlay of historic Art 
Deco buildings which includes 

Alexan site
Yes Map #7

Every planning document clearly shows this site within boundaries of an area officially 
classified as historic, not in South Park.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19
The Central City Community Plan identifies the Project Site as being within the 
northern end of South Park and also the Historic Core area. See Central City 
Community Plan, p, 1-7. See also the October 14, 2016 Parker Environmental 
Consultants letter, Response to Comment 2.6.
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The teim "Historic Core" has been used in some documents for planning purposes but 
there has been no official classification of the area as a historic resource.

The Fisher Report claims that a "Proposed Art Deco Distnct" is located near the 
Project Site. This supposed district has never been identified by any official historic 
resources survey, planning study or environmental review Moreover, no such district 
was identified in the Central City Plan Area by SurveyLA

COMMENT 20
Section 2 - Error. Historic Resources Are Lndercounted And Significance Is Under
Reported

The Historic Assessment next narrowly limits the amount of historic resources 
potentially impacted by the Alexan project, and similarly underplays the significance of 
the historic buildings in the vicinity.

• Map #8 shows buildings and surrounding areas deemed historic, as noted 
below.

Map #9 shows the historic area identified by the Appendix 11 of the MND 
Addendum

MND Addendum identifies 12 fewer adjacent landmarks than the 2006 
MND, although the added building height potentially affects those and more

Since the 2006 MND, new individual landmarks and districts have been 
identified and according to the consultants' own criteria, should have been 
evaluated for effects.

The Alexan MND Addendum limits the "Area of Potential Effect" as a first step in 
underreporting impacts of the Alexan project. Federal guidelines, implemented by the 
State of California in 36 CFR § 800.16, suggest that the vicinity to be evaluated is: 
"geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause 
changes in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The 
area of potential effects is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and 
may be different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking".

[See Map 8 (pg. 12, Fisher, Historic Assessment Report^

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 20
The Fisher Report claims historic resources have been "undercounted" by the MND 
Addendum. This claim appears to be based on an unfounded assumption that the 
Modified Project, unlike the Approved Project, has the potential to adversely affect an 
area far beyond the Project Site. The Modified Project cannot result in demolition or 
material alteration of historic resources that are not immediately adiacent to the
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Project site. See Topical Response Nos 3 and 4, above. Therefore, like the Approved 
Project, the Modified Project cannot result in a substantial adverse change to the 
population oi historic resources in the larger surrounding area. The Fisher Report has 
not demonstrated how the Modified Project, by contrast to the Approved Project, will 
cause a substantia! adverse change to these resources such that their integrity' and 
historic significance would be materially impaired, For additional discussion regarding 
historic resources in the vicinity of the Project Site, please see Topical Response 3 and 
Response to Comment 24

COMMENT 21
Because the Project may indirectly cause effects, the population of historic resources 
evaluated should be cast as large as possible The MND Addendum identifies only a 
small number of neighboring buildings; that is effective in identifying direct impacts 
such as that of shoring, drilling and vibration However, this report shows that the 
discussion of impacts other than direct physical impacts should include a much 
broader population of historic resources.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 21
The Fisher Report states that the Modified Project may "indirectly cause effects,' but 
does not identify these purported and undefined indirect effects. Under ChQA 
impacts to historic resources, whether direct or indirect, must result in material 
alteration of physical characteristics that convey historical significance and that justify 
eligibility for historic listing in order to be considered significant. The Fisher Report's 
claim that a much broader population of historic resources needs to be included is not 
substantiated by any evidence For additional discussion regarding historic resources in 
the vicinity of the Project Site, please see T opical Response 3 and Response to 
Comment 24

COMMENT 22
Table 5: Addendum Fails to Follow Guidelines For Identifying Historic Resources 
Impacted Bv Proposed Project

Identification of Historic Resources Is the MND Assessment Complete?
Incomplete: I be Assessment offers an 
accurate statement of requirements but then 
proceeds ro omit many historic resources 
from all 3 categories

Appendix B addresses what resources arc 
required to be evaluated as “historic 
resources” and “historically significant “under 
CEQA—

• Mandatory : hi ational and
• California Registers
• Presumptive : Local register or 

deemed significant
• Discretionary: Not listed but meeting 

 criteria for California Register listing
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Appendix A shows 2 historic buildings and a 
District “immediately adjacent” to the 
proposed project,
Appendix A shows 2 additional buildings “in 
the near vicinity'”________ _______________

Incomplete

Incomplete

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 22
The Historic Assessment, contained in Appendix H to the MND Addendum, correctly 
identifies the only resources immediately ad|acent to the Project Site - the Eastern 
Columbia Building immediately adjacent to the east and the May Co. Building 
immediately adjacent to the north. Both buildings are individually designated as HCMs 
and both are contributors to the Broadway Theater and Commercial District, which 
adjoins the Project Site to the north and east No other resources are located 
immediately adjacent to the Project Site, as it is bounded on the west by Hill Street 
and on the south by 9th Street.

The Historic Assessment correctly identifies two additional resources in the near 
vicinity, the May Co Garage across 9th Street and the Coast Federal Savings building 
across Hill Street. Both are individually designated as HCMs. An extended list of 
individual historic resources and historic districts located in the vicinity of the Project 
Site as well as a map showing their location is included in Appendix A. For additional 
discussion regarding historic resources in the vicinity of the Project Site, please see 
Topical Response 3 and Response to Comment 24.

COMMENT 23
The Master l and Use application states that proposed structure is located in the 
Historic Core (MLUP p.6) and is completely sunounded on all sides by historic 
buildings (MLUP p.9). But then it fails to accurately report the preponderance of 
historic buildings in the environs. Instead it points to new modem buildings that might 
be built in the future as an attempt to justify its finding of the Alexan's compatibility' 
Ihis comparison is irrelevant and erroneous and thus does not support a finding of 
compatibility' with histone resources.

The 20)5/16 Historic Assessment identifies 1 historic district and 4 adjacent listed 
historic resources as the historic resources which may be affected. The analysis is 
insufficienr by omitting the preponderance of surrounding historic buildings and 
thereby' avoiding evaluating any effect on them.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 23
The Fisher Report is inconect that the MND Addendum "avoided evaluating any 
effect" to surrounding historic resources by not identifying the "preponderance of 
sunounding historic resources." Tire MND Addendum identified those resources that
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have the potential to be materially altered in an adverse manner by the Modified 
Project. Potential impacts to this broader set was not included because there is no 
possibility of "substantial adverse change" to these resources as defined by CEQA. For 
additional discussion regarding historic resources in the vicinity of the Project Site, 
please see Topical Response 3 and Response to Comment 24

COMMENT 24

Table_7a:_Historic Resources Omitted From Addendum Appendix H

Historic districts not 
included in MND Year Built 

Architect
Materials

(Appearance)Height Listed
analysis

' Hill Street 13 Stone, brick., terra 
cottaCommercial Historic 

District
1906-1934 Survey LAstories

7th Street
Commercial Historic 

District

13 Stone, buck, terra 
cotta1906-1928 Survey LAstories

Spring Street 
Financial National 
Register Historic 

District

13 Stone, brick, terra 
cotta

National
Register

19001924.
1925-1949stones

13 ProposedArt Deco District 1922-1932 Stone, brick, terra 
cotta

stories

Historic buildings not 
included in MND 

analysis______

Year Built 
Architect

Materials
(Appearance)Height Listed

Union Bank and 
Trust (Beaux Arts 

style)
760 South Hill

Local: RCM 
#1030 
Listed

1922
Curlett and 
Beelman

11 Rusticated masonry 
base, stonestories

2013
Foreman and Clark 
Building (Art Deco 
Gothic influence)) 

701 South Hill

Local: HCM # 
953 Listed13 1929

Claude Beelman Cast stonestories 2008

National
Register
District

Contributor
#02000330

9th and Broadway 
(Art Deco style) 

850 South Broadway 
at 9th

13 1929 Claude 
Beelman

Terra cotta, dark 
metal spandrelsstories

HISTORIC RESOURCES GROUP
12 S, Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 200, Pasadena, CA 91105 1915
Telephone 626 793 2400, Facsimile 626 793 2401
www historicresourcesgroup.com



24

Table 7b: Historic Resources Omitted From Addendum Appendix H. But
lnctuded In 2006 MND

Historic buildings 
Not included in MND 
_____ analysis______

Materials
(Appearance)

Year Built 
Architect lastedHeight

National
Register 
District 

Contributor 
Local: HCM 

#450

NA Terra cotta, cast 
stone - like 
ornament

Includes
Deco-like

lower

1927
S. Charles Lee

Tower Theater 
802 South Broadway

National1922
Milwaukee

Building
Company

Registe;
District

Contributor

Stone-like
facing

8 stories 
(equiv)

Singer Building 806
808 South Broadway

National
Register: 
District 

Contributor 
#79000484 

Local: HCM 
#472

1926
Curlett and 
Beelman

Rialto Theater 
Building 812 South 

Broadway

2 stones 
(equiv) Altered

National
Registei: 
District 

Contributor 
#79000484

Apparel Center 
Building

814-818 So. Broadway

1923 Walker and 
Eisen13 stories Terra Cotta

National
Register:
District

Contributor
#79000484

Braun Building 820
822 South Broadway Stone like19137 stories

NationalTerra
cotia/stonclike 

with continuous 
vertical glass/ 

metal spandrels

Anjac Fashion 
Building 830 S. 

Broadway (Gothic 
influenced Arl Deco)

Register:
District

Contributor
#79000484

1927 Walker and 
Eisen13 stones

National
Register:
District

Contributor
#79000484

1925Orpheum Theater 
842 -846 South 

Broadway
G. Albert 

Lansburgb
13 stones

National1916-1918
John

Parkinson 1939 
alter Stiles O 

Clement

Blackstone’s 
Department Store 

/USPO Metropolitan 
Station

901 S. Broadway

Register 
District 

Contributor 
#02000330 

Local: HCM

Terra
cotta/stonelike6 stories
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#765
NationalBroadway Leasehold 

Building 
908-10 South 

Broadway

Register
District

Contributor
#02000330

1914
Mayberry and 

Parker
Stone like6 stories

National
Register 
District 

Contributor 
#02000330 

Local: HCM 
#523

United Artists 
Theater/Ace Hotel 

921-929 South 
Broadway

1927 Walker and 
Eisen

Terra
cotta/stonehke13 stories

National
Register
eligible

Commercial 
Exchange Building 
416 West 8th Street

Brick; terra cotta13 stories 1923 cap

1929
Claude

Beelman

Garfield Building 
401-415 W'cst 8th 

Street

Local. HCM13 stories Cast stone #121

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 24
The Fisher Report does correctly identify Downtown Los Angeles as having a 
particularly rich concentration of historic resources, both individual and historic 
districts. However, not every' historical resource in Downtown L os Angeles has the 
potential to be impacted by the Modified Project. The Historic Assessment, contained 
in Appendix H to the MND Addendum, correctly addressed those resources 
immediately adjacent to, and in the near vicinity of, the Project Site that had the 
potential to be impacted by the Modified Project, The Fisher Report incorrectly claims 
that other resources were improperly omitted Of these additional resources listed in 
the Fisher Report, the Hill Street Commercial, 7th Street Commercial, and Spring Street 
Financial historic districts are all located two blocks north of the Project Site This 
separation effectively buffers them from any potential impacts from new construction 
associated with either the Modified Project or the Approved Project After 
construction of either Project, all district contributors will remain intact and unaltered. 
All three districts will retain their integrity' and will continue to convey their 
significance.

Of the four individual resources listed in the Fisher Report, the closest to the Project 
Site is the Commercial Exchange Building at 416 West 8th Street one block north and 
one block west of the Project Site. This separation effectively buffers the Commercial 
Exchange Building, and the more distant resources listed, from any potential impacts 
from new construction associated with the Approved Project or the Modified Project 
After construction of either Project, all individual resources will remain intact and 
unaltered. They will retain their integrity and will continue to convey their significance.
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The Fisher Report incorrectly claims that eleven contributors to the Broadway Theater 
and Commercial District were omitted from evaluation in the Assessment. The 
Assessment evaluated potential impacts to two district contributors immediately 
adjacent to the Project Site, and to the district as a whole, including by inference all 
district contributors. L ike the Approved Project, the Modified Project will not have 
substantial impacts on any district contributors or on the district as a whole. After 
construction of either Project, all district contributors will remain intact on their original 
locations. The district will retain its integrity and will continue to convey its 
significance.

The so-called "Art Deco District" listed in the Fisher Report is not a designated or 
identified historic district. See Response to Comment 19, above.

COMMENT 25
Section 4 - Error: 2015/16 Addendum Omitted An Important Description Of The 
Treatment Of Above-Grade Parking St ructures In Historic Downtown

The Modified Alexan Proiect design has a parking podium consistent with the above
grade parking garages design of many post-war high rise office buildings, lhe 
Downtown L.os Angeles area has a surprising number of above-grade parking 
structures, stylistically they are treated with equal architectural detail, excellence, and 
style as the adjoining buildings.

As one most visible portion of the proposed Project involves a parking garage—and the 
usual offensiveness of night lighting, unattractive entrances, etc.—the Historic 
Assessment should have provided a guide to understanding how to treat the design of 
these levels in an historically appropriate and urbanistically attractive manner.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 25
The assertions regarding parking garages in the Fisher Report are unclear.

The Fisher Report states that "the Historic Assessment should have provided a guide to 
understanding how to treat the design of these (parking) levels in an historically 
appropriate and urbanistically (sic) attractive manner." The ground level of the 
Modified Project will be largely street-facing retail and pedestrian entrances to the 
building, as is true with the immediately surrounding historic resources. Parking will be 
located behind storefronts or above the ground level. "Urbanistic. Attractiveness" is not 
required by City Code or Plan and is not a requirement of CEQA to avoid significant 
impacts to historic resources.

COMMENT' 26

HISTORIC RESOURCES GROUP
12 S. Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 200, Pasadena, CA 91105 1915
Telephone 62b 793 2400, Facsimile 626 793 2401
www.historicresourcesgroup com

http://www.historicresourcesgroup


27

Section 5 - Error: 2015/16 Addendum Downplays Significance Of Surrounding Areas

The high national level of significance of Downtown Los Angeles' historic core, its 
overall feeling and association, and its visibility from many vantages means that the 
proposed new Project's effects have elevated significance, and may be precedent
setting.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 26
It is unclear what is meant by the Fisher Report's statement that "the high national 
level of significance of Downtown Los Angeles's historic core, its overall feeling and 
association, and its visibility from many vantages means that the proposed new 
Project's effects have elevated significance, and may be precedent-setting." The area of 
Downtown Los Angeles referred to in planning documents as the "Historic Core" is 
not a historic resource as defined by CEQA. It does contain a large number of 
buildings that have been designated as individual historic resources or found eligible 
for such designation. Several historic districts have also been identified. Impacts can 
only be evaluated on buildings or districts that qualify as historic for the purposes of 
CEQA. See Topical Response No. 1, above. For additional discussion regarding historic 
resources in the vicinity of the Project Site, please see Topical Response 3 and 
Response to Comment 24.

COMMENT 27
The Alexan project is embedded in an historic area with an identifiable consistency of 
style —all have no habitable level over 13 stories; all are constructed principally of 
masonry-like materials with deep punched openings; all observe a street-front building 
line; all have detail and ornamentation. This overwhelming consistency and the 
historicity of the entire setting are glossed over by the Addendum.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 27
The Fisher Report appears to advocate for historicist design. However, this is the 
opinion of the Fisher Report's author and is not required to avoid significant impacts 
under CEQA. The Fisher Report is also factually incorrect in its assertion that the 
surrounding area contains only historic buildings constructed within a 13-story height 
limit.

Later construction includes the 22-story office and condominium building at 801 
Grand Avenue (constructed in 1986), and the 33-story Level Apartments building at 
888 Olive Street located to the west of the Project site at the comer of 9th and Olive 
streets. A 50-story tower is also under construction directly across Hill Street from the 
May Company Building to the northwest of the Project Site, as well as two new high- 
rise, mixed use towers in the 700 block of South Spring Street.
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COMMENT 28
The fact that certain historic buildings are not a full 150' tall (or 13 stoiies) is used in 
the MND Addendum Historic Assessment to turn the argument of building height on 
its head. Los Angeles' Downtown for ail its historic, areas had an absolute 13 story 
height limit which is one of the most significant and fundamental facts of Los Angeles 
architectural history. Tine Addendum asserts that the fact that there are shorter 
buildings in the area means there is “height variation" in the historic districts, and this 
somehow excuses the Alexan Project's habitable floors being nearly double the historic 
height This is a blatant misapplication of historic analysis and runs counter to the 
findmgs in the 2007 MND Assessment, which specifically pointed to a slight variation 
of height for the 2007 project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 28
It appears the Fisher Report is arguing for a return to the 13-story height limit 
throughout Downtown. As stated in Response to Comment 4 above, the city-wide 13- 
story height limit was overturned nearly 60 years ago. in 1958. The Modified Project, 
like the Approved Project, the Historic Core, and South Park, is not subject to such a 
restriction. The Fisher Report again seems confused as to the location of the Project 
Site, which is not located within a designated or identified historic district.

COMMENT 29
The Addendum fails to recognize the iconic significance of the Eastern Columbia 
Building and the clock tower and its relationship to its surroundings in assessing 
impacts due to the Modified Project. By contrast, the 2006 1S/MND recognized the 
neighboring Eastern Columbia Building's historical significance and spatial relationship 
with the historic core and historic setting. Although the occupied floors of the Eastern 
Columbia Building conformed to regulations that required buildings to have fewer 
stoiies than City Hall, the distinctive and prominent clock tower pushed its total height 
to 264 feet, slightly higher than that of City Hall As such, it has been a long-standing 
visual landmark, seen from many public vantage points. Claude Beelman originally 
designed the building with the intention that the four-sided dock tower could be 
viewed from the entire Downtown area. He was working under the city's limit of 13 
stories for any building (the City Hall was the only exemption from the ordinance.). 
The tower, being of a purely mechanical nature, was considered to be a housing for 
rooftop equipment. The Eastern Columbia Building's clock tower is one of the only 4
sided Art Deco clock towers in the United States. AH four sides are meant to be 
viewed from several vantage points as part of its historical significance. The 2006 
IS/MND at p. 1)1-32 included height limitations and setbacks that "would ensure views 
to and from all elevations and character-defining features of the Eastern Columbia 
Building will be preserved and that the historical resource will letain visual 
prominence." The Alexan's new design (specifically height, massing and setbacks) 
would block the majority of one entire side of the clock tower such that the visual
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prominence of this landmark would be substantially diminished, causing a substantial 
adverse effect. This significant impact is not mitigated (nor can it be) and is not 
addressed in the Addendum and should be addressed in an E1R

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 29
Contrary to the assertions of the author, the historic significance of the Eastern 
Columbia Building is fully recognized in the MND Addendum.

The Fisher Report appears to suggest that visual obstruction by the Modified Project of 
the Eastern-Columbia clock tower from some vantage points at the rear of the building 
would result in a significant impact. 1'he Fisher Report does not demonstrate how the 
partial visual obstruction of the clock tower from some vantage points to the west 
(rear) side of the Eastern-Columbia Building would materially alter in an adverse 
manner physical characteristics of the Eastern-Columbia Building that convey its 
historical significance and that justify its inclusion in the California and National 
registers as required by CEQA, as compared to the Approved Project which would 
also partially obstruct views of the clock tower from similar vantage points. The 
Eastern-Columbia Building is historically significant because it is an excellent example 
of Zig-Zag Modeme architecture, the work of architect Claude Beelman, and for its 
association with the early-201*’ century development of Downtown Los Angeles. It will 
remain historically significant for all three reasons despite some blocking of views to 
the clock tower from the west.

The clock tower is not a terminus or focal point, of an intentional or recognized view 
corridor that is intended to be viewed from a specific vantage point. The clock tower is 
currently visible from many vantage points in the surrounding area; similarly, views of 
the clock tower are currently obscured by existing buildings from many vantage points 
in the surrounding area, including by the 33-story Level Towet located one-and-one- 
half blocks directly west of the west fagade of the Eastern-Columbia Building After 
construction of the Modified Project, the clock tower will continue to be visible from 
many vantage points, particularly from the east and south looking to the Eastern- 
Columbia Building s two primary (east and south) fagades, and from within the 
Broadway Theater and Commercial District. Given these factors, there is no analytical 
framework to suggest that the partial obstruction of some oblique views of a single 
feature of a historic building, from a specific vantage point at the rear of the building, 
would constitute an alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that 
the significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired

fust as the Approved Project would have obscured some views of the Eastern- 
Columbia Building clock tower from the west, the MND Addendum acknowledges
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that the Modified Project would also interrupt some views of the clock tower from the 
west Moreover, some views from the west would remain.

COMMENT 30
Section 6 - Error, i'he Historic Assessment's Analytical Framework Is Misapplied 
Because The Project Is A New Building On A Vacant Lot

This section of the Historic Assessment cites the "analytical framew'ork" by which the 
assessment will be conducted, citing National, State, and local guidelines. (This section 
is supplemented by Appendix B, which further cites specific regulations).

I he principal basis for the analysis derives from the City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Thresholds Guide section for Cultural Resources, which incorporates and refers to 
CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act Sec 15064 addressing historic 
preservation, which incorporates the Secretary of the Interior Standards.

This is the standard approach for assessing effects of a proposed project when the 
project itself jnvolves. rehabilitates, or adds to an histone building:

Cites the basis for concluding that a Project has a "significant impact on 
historic resources" if the project " would result in a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of an historic resource". (This author's italics added)

The above citation in the MND Addendum does alter the language of the 
California statute, which actually reads; "A project with an effect that may 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource 
is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment." (Ihis 
author's italics added).

Because there is no histone building on the site to be affected, only the fourth 
example quoted by the MND Addendum of a possible effect on cultural 
resources is applicable for this analysis: #4 "Construction that reduced the 
integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity."
(Ihis author's italics added).

"A substantial adverse change in the significance of a(n) historic resource 
means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 
immediate surroundings such that the significance of a (n) historical resource 
would be materially impaired."

1

2.

3

4.
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5 Materially impaired' means "Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse 
manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its 
histoncal significance and that justify' its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion 
in the California Register of Historical Resources."

A critical and seriously debated topic for cities, design review boards, and historic 
neighborhoods nationwide has been exactly these questions and problems. The 
conventional analysis of new infill construction and its effect on historic surroundings is 
recognized today as having been misguided and misapplied. A bibliography at the end 
of this report points to many of the scholarly papers and efforts in other cities to 
correct this erroneous analytical framework, and articulate what makes a new building 
appropriate and non-adverse for its historic neighbors.

The mistake has heen twofold, "materially impaired" should not mean that the historic 
resources on neighboring properties or in a surrounding district would have to be 
demolished or destroyed in order for the Project to have adverse effect. These 
resources are not a part of the project of a new infill building to begin with.

Secondly, "materially impaired" does not mean that the neighboring properties or a 
surrounding district must lose so many defining characteristics that they lose their 
eligibility to be historic in order to have any adverse effect. A discussion of "materially 
impaired" should look at "those physical characteristics of an historical resources and 
district (inserted by this writer) that justified "its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion 
in the California Register" In other words, it should explain what about the district 
summarizes its characteristics, and how those characteristics can be supported and 
maintained.

Rather than ask whether entire buildings or distnets would lose their eligibility for the 
Register because a single new building is built on a vacant lot, the proper question is: 
"would the new infill building—if it had been present at the time of the district 
boundaries— have qualified as a district contributor to the historic district?" "Would the 
district boundaries have been drawn to include it"—as with the May Company next 
door? The answer for the Alexan project is "no". Thus, the Alexan Project if approved 
and built, would cause the significance of the historic district to be materially impaired.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 30
The Fisher Report is incorrect that the analytical framework used in the MND 
Addendum is not applied correctly As defined by CEQA, the potential for "substantial 
adverse change" to a historic resource is the only relevant threshold under which 
impacts to historic resources can be analyzed. The fact that the Project Site is currently 
a surface parking lot does not change the fundamental framework for analyzing 
potential impacts to historic resources under ChQA.

As demonstrated in the MND Addendum, the Modified Project, like the Approved 
Project, will not materially alter in an adverse manner physical characteristics of the
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neighboring historic district or the surrounding individual resources that convey 
historical significance and that justify inclusion or eligibility for historic listing. 
Therefore, like the Approved Project, the Modified Project will not result in significant 
impacts to historic resources as defined by CF.QA

The Fisher Report asserts that "Rather than ask whether entire buildings or districts 
would lose iheir eligibility for the Register because a single new building is built on a 
vacant lot, the proper question is: ' would the new building - if it had been present at 
the time of the district boundaries - have qualified as a district contributor to the 
historic district?'' This assertion is completely unsubstantiated with regard to CEQA 
analysis and standard preservation practice. The Fisher Report is, in effect, advocating 
for a change in the applicable CEQA standards, but CEQA is only concerned with its 
current standards. Fhe Project Site is not located in any designated or identified 
historic district so contributing or non-contributing status of the Modified Project is not 
relevant. Moreover, a contemporary infill building cannot be a contributor to a historic 
district Contributing buildings represent the specific historic period or periods for 
which the historic district is significant Infill buildings, because they have been 
constructed after the period of significance, can only be considered non-contributing.

Again, the Fisher Report appears to advocate for historicist design which is the opinion 
of the Fisher Report's author and is not a requirement under CEQA

COMMENT 31
Section 7 - Error: Analytical Framework Misapplies Standard #9 Of The Secretary Of 
The Interior Standards: Revised Preservation Brief #14 Is Today's "Best Practice"

The Addendum Historic Assessment next points to the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties as the "useful analytical tool for 
understanding and describing the potential impacts of substantial changes to historic 
resources...Projects that comply with the Standards benefit from the regulatory 
presumption that they would have less than a significant impact on a historic 
resource." (This last sentence cites CEQA Sec 16064(b)(3).)

Standard #9 is appropriate for looking at the Project's direct physical effects on the 
adjacent May Company Building, and the Historic Assessment in 2006 and 2015 
Addendum handled that well. The failing is in the interpretation of Standard #9 and its 
application to the Alexan's effect on the surrounding highly significant historic 
environs:

Using Standards #9 and # 10 in the conventional way sets up a false sense that the 
Alexan Project cannot possibly have a significant adverse effect -under this narrow 
view of the standards, the argument for the Alexan's compatibility is that this a new 
construction project which purportedly doesn't directly impair the materials of
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adjacent historic buildings (except for possible vibration effects and impacts to the May 
Company), or directly affect the physical characteristics of histone buildings or districts.

The National Park Service—which is the Federal governmental agency which leads 
technical assistance for historic preservation and promulgates the Standards- clarified 
when revising its Preservation Brief #14 that "Although often asked about infill 
construction, because this is technically not a rehabilitation issue, the NFS does not 
have specific guidance that address this."

Current thinking is that the conventional use of Standard #9 (and #10), like the 
analysis for the .Alexan project, to assess impacts on historic Districts has over time 
been a misapplication. This is described in more detail under Section 8.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 31
The Fisher Report claims that the Assessment ' Misapplies Standard #9." The Fisher 
Report does not clarify this claimed misapplication, nor cite sources for the "Current 
thinking" that Standard 9 is misapplied

The Fisher Report is correct that the National Park Service has clarified that 
Preservation Brief 14 was not specifically written to address infill construction.

COMMENT 32

Table 8: Are Project Direct Impacts on Individual Historic Resources Accurately
Analyzed .in the Addendum?

Secretary of the Interior Standards Is the Addendum Analysis Accurate?
Standard #9: “New additions, exterior 
alterations, or related new construction 

shall not destroy historic materials, 
features, and special relationships that 

characterize the property. The new work 
shall be differentiated from the old and

Accurate but misleading: Addendum states Project 
“will not demolish, rehabilitate, or relocate" any 

historic resource.
While the statement is accurate, it is also misleading 

and an evasion because a Project that is a new 
building is by definition NOT an historic resource. 
The Project's design is not compatible in massing, 

size, and scale with adjacent historic resources.

shall be compatible with the massing, 
size, scale, and architectural features to 

protect the historic integrity of the 
property and its environment.”

Inaccurate: Assessment states “Both the Approved 
Project and the Modified Project would alter the 

May Company to the North”, but argues that 
because the Modified Project fills in fewer windows 
than the “Approved” project, the impact is lessened 

and thus not an environmental effect.

Infill 27 windows of the 157 windows at 
the south facade of the May Co.

Having less of an impact than stared in an outdated 
_______ MND does not remove the impact

Excavate adjacent to existing historic Inaccurate: Excavation adjacent to existing
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buildings buildings is mentioned as potentially damaging. In 
the “Approved Project” MND a Mitigation Measure 

was required for Vibration Protection and Design 
Review. The current design has a deeper garage 

excavation, and is inadequately described for 
impacts on neighboring properties, especially the 
May Company (Note Mitigation Measures were 

issued late in a separate document after this
_____________comment was prepared)
Misleading Discussion of Standard #10 - known in 

historic preservation as “reversibility”- has no place 
in the discussion of a newly constructed high rise 
building. The investment in a high rise building is 

unlikely to be reversed (the building demolished) in 
a foreseeable future. Mitigation Missing: However, 
if reversibility is claimed to mitigate the filling in of 

windows at the May Company building, then a 
Mitigation Measure should he added so that at the 

end of the land lease—if the building is removed— 
___________ fee windows are reopened.____________

Standard #10: New additions and adjacent 
or related new construction shall be 
undertaken in such a manner feat if 

removed in the future, fee essential form 
and integrity of the histori c property and 
its environment would be unimpaired”

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 32
The Fisher Report is incorrect. Fhe Modified Proiect would require the closure of 
fewer windows of the May Co. Building than would the Approved Project Therefore, 
the potential impact of this aspect of the Modified Project would be less than that of 
the Approved Project.

The Fisher Report falsely asserts that the Modified Project would have a deeper 
excavation than the Approved Project. The Modified Project involves one 
subterranean parking level, whereas the Approved Project proposed two levels of 
subterranean parking. In addition, the Addendum incorporates the same Cultural 
Resources mitigation measures, with minor technical modifications, as the MND See 
also the March 28, 2017 Parker Environmental Consultants letter, Response to 
Comment 1.7.

The Fisher Report misunderstands the intention of Standard #10 and the concept of 
"reversibility.' Standard #10 assumes no likelihood of actual future removal of the new 
construction, only that its possible removal will not alter the essential form and 
integnty of the historic property. The MND Addendum makes no claim that the 
potential "reversibility'' of the filling-in of May Company Building windows somehow 
constitutes mitigation. Filling in a small number of window's on the rear facade of the 
May Company Building will not result in a significant impact to the May Company 
Building and does not, therefore, require any mitigation.
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COMMENT 33
Section 9: Error: The Conclusion That There Are "No Impacts To Surrounding 
I listoric Resources" Is Incorrect

The Historic Assessment then asks whether the Alexan Project—which alters the 
surroundings of the Historic District—affects the National Register Historic District and 
the surrounding 4 important landmarks by its new construction. The Historic 
Assessment uses Standard #9 again to assess these "indirect impacts".

The Historic Assessment concludes that "the proposed new buildtng’s height will not 
significantly alter or detract front the historic character of the area and will not 
diminish the ability of any distnet contributor to convey its historic significance.' This 
conclusion is in etror.

As noted above, the Addendum analysis implies that as long as adjacent historic 
buildings maintain their status, and the Broadw'ay District maintains its historic status, 
there must have been no adverse effect.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 33
The Fisher Report's assertion that the MND Addendum is incorrect is unsubstantiated 
regarding CEQA analysis. As defined by CEQA, if a historic resource (individual 
resource or district) retains its integrity and, therefore, continues to convey its historic 
significance, there is no substantial adverse effect, and therefore no significant impact 
under CEQA See Topical Response 2 for more discussion on significant impacts as 
defined by CEQA. For more detailed discussions on alterations to setting, please see 
Topical Response 5 and Response to Comment 41.

COMMENT 34
The errors in reaching a conclusion of "no effect" are desenbed point by point in the 
following tables

Table 9. Are Proiect Impacts on District Resources Accurately Analyzed in MND
Addendum?

Is the 2015/16 Historic Assessment 
Accurate?District Features

Buildings built to street line with articulated 
facades and entrances oriented to the street.

_ Pedestrian- oriented street frontages
Significance of district contributors 

and their architectural articulation is largely 
conveyed by their primary sireet-facing
_ f^udes along Broadway and 9th__

Architectural articulation largely confined to 
street-front facades. Side and rear-facing

Accurate: Alexan proposed to be built to street 
line

Inaccurate. Although this discussion does 
portray characteristics of buddings in this dense 

urban environment, it is not entirely correct, 
and thus leads to a wrong conclusion Although 
buildings arc indeed seen and experienced from 
_____the street, the historic district is also_____
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facades typically constructed with minimal 
articulation in anticipation of future 
adjoining buildings “Their liistoric 

significance is experienced primarily from 
the street whereby differences in height 
above five or six stories are not readily 

discerned.
“The proposed new building will not detract 
from the historic character of the area ... all 
(district) contributors will remain intact and 

their street facades fully visible.”

experienced from inside the buildings by the 
people inhabiting them; from a distance where 

towers provide important landmarking function. 
Many buildings also have character-defining 

ornamentation throughout the facade—not just 
at street level, and the Standards would never 

encourage its removal. The statement that 
differences in height above five or six floors are 

not discemable is untrue.
The Alexan at 6 stories taller than previously 
approved represents a substantial change that 

causes a drastic height incompatibility and 
would substantially impact the character of the

_____________ historic setting._____________
Inaccurate: The discussion of taller proposed 
building is not relevant to a discussion of the 

effect of this project on an historic district.

Building heights vary in the older nearby 
buddings, and newer buildings are taller

Height of historic buildings generally no 
higher than 150’—the “height limit line” 
set by City Hall. Addendum argues that 

budding heights aren’t always the same in 
historic buddings, and new building are 

______ being budt that are taller._______

Inaccurate: The Eastern Columbia Building 
and other buildings had non-habitable spires or 

towers.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 34
Table 9 of the Fisher Report again appears to confuse the location of the Project Site. 
The Project Site is not located within a designated or identified historic district:. Table 9 
claims that "the historic district is also experienced from inside the buildings by the 
people inhabiting them." This is correct; however, views of the Broadway Theater and 
Commercial District from within the District's contributing buildings will be unchanged 
by the Modified Project, since the Modified Project, like the Approved Project, is 
outside the boundaries of the District. In addition, the majority of the windows on the 
west facade of the Eastem-Columbia Building were added during its rehabilitation for 
residential use, completed in 2006. Views to the west from these added windows are 
not an original feature of the building.

Table 9 claims that the Modified Project's height "causes a drastic height 
incompatibility and would substantially impact the character of the historic site." The 
Modified Project, like the Approved Project, is not located on an "historic site," and 
Table 9 does not explain how the Modified Project's height, as compared to the 
Approved Project's height, would result in a substantial adverse change under CEQA 
to historic resources in the vicinity. For more detailed discussions on alterations to 
setting, please see Topical Response 5 and Response to Comment 41.
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COMMENT 35
Section 10 - Error: Standard #9 Analysis Findine Contemporary Building Compatible

As discussed in Section 3, the Historic Assessment states: "The... guidance provided by 
the Park Service for reviewing new construction that may affect an historic resource.be 
it... an infill building within an historic district, strives for the same outcome: a balance 
between compatibility and differentiation."

This is a misinterpretation of the Standards The Standards, when following best 
practices today, would find the differentiation of the over-height, glassy, tower slab-on- 
podium building to be the antithesis of compatibility.

The Historic Assessment falls into a conclusive fatal trap: "Like the Approved Project, 
the Modified Project will be clearly differentiated from the surrounding historic 
buildings by its contemporary design and modern materials." By this statement alone, 
the Project would have an adverse effect on the historic environment.

The Historic Assessment cherry-picks through applicable design guidelines 
promulgated to protect Downtown's historic character and guide new construction By 
falsely stating compliance, and by omitting important guidelines, the Assessment gives 
a false impression of compliance.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 35
The Fisher Report argues that the Modified Project could be more compatible with 
historic resources and suggests a historicist approach would be preferable. While the 
level of compatibility can be argued, compatibility is not a threshold for a significant 
impact under CEQA. See Response to Comment 9 above. See also Response to 
Comment 1.9 in the Parker Environmental Consultants letter dated March 28, 2017

COMMENT 36
Table 10: Is Compatibility Measured bv the Standards Accurate in MND 
Addendum?

Secretary of the Interior Standards Is the MND Assessment Accurate?
Standard #9:. “new work shall be 

differentiated from the old and shall be
Inaccurate:

compatible with the massing, size, 
scale, and architectural features to 
protect the historic integrity of the 

property and its environment.”

The project’s 30% height increase and 40% size 
increase from Approved Project make the project 

incompatible under Standard #9.

Massing: rectangular plan, solid six 
story massing of podium, pedestrian- 

oriented retail storefronts, articulation 
of adjacent and surrounding building

Inaccurate: The massing fails in compatibility due 
To #1 The rectangular plan fails in compatibility 

because it is a modernistic slab rather than a 
conventional building body with wings 

#2 The treatment as an above-ground parking
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structure facade, not as a building with windows.
The podium as an architectural massing is a 

nonexistent type in the historic districts and in 
American architecture prior to the 1960's.

#3 The attempt to articulate the facade has led to 
design improvement, but has not reached the level 

where it would pass a conventional Design Review.
The articulation is consistent with mid-century 

modem borizontality, in direct contract to the vertical 
or balanced horizontal/vertical articulation of all of

________ the Downtown historic buildings.________
inaccurate:

#1 The base of historic buildings was typically the 
entrance level plus a mezzanine, scaled to humans 

and accentuating the building entry and storefronts at 
street level. It was not a six story parking podium. 
#2 The building top was generally ornamented and 

highly detailed. The top was built up or stepped back 
from the overall massing- often pyramidally or 

“bookend” massed as an accentuation of vertieality, 
for Deco-period buildings, or articulated with a 

comice or other ornament for Beaux Arts buildings.
A brise-soleil at the Alexan is out-of character.

Base, shaft, and cap or base, 
middle, and top

#3 The middle was treated with masonry or a terra 
cotta facade, with deeply punched openings 

accentuated vertically in Deco and as framed 
horizontally and vertically in Beaux Arts building 

Fails, is a pre-eminent topic omitted from 
discussion: The single most important component of 
compatibility is height. The Alexan height is virtually 

double its surrounding historic buildings. The 
increase in height of 6 stories from the 2007 Project 
is substantial and renders the project incompatible.

Height

Materials Inaccurate:
#1 The materials of the liistoric district were 

predominantly “litbic”—based in eaith materials such 
as stone, terra cotta, brick, cast stone (concrete) etc.

The exterior wall had deep returns of the same 
materials, emphasizing solidity and permanence. The 

lithic materials were always “dressed", worked, 
ornamented, or otherwise developed in an 

architectural language to eliminate the bare and 
uncivilized basic materials. In the Alexan all 

materials are treated as thinly as possible, raw, and 
panelized like a clipped on curtain wall rathe #2 The 
proportion of glass in punched window openings was 

often large, but nothing as large as at the Alexan. 
Glass is treated as the wait material in the Alexan, 

which is never the case in historic buildings of
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Downtown.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 36
The Fisher Report's claim that the increased size of the Modified Project is 
incompatible with adjacent historic resources is not substantiated. Table 10 advocates 
for an historicist massing of "a conventional building body with wings" with no parking 
in the podium, and a facade that is articulated like "all of the Downtown historic 
buildings." This is merely the opinion of the Fisher Report's author and is not required 
under CEQA. Moreover, the Approved Project proposed an above-grade parking 
garage, and the Eastern-Columbia Building s own parking garage, constructed in the 
early 2000s, is also above grade.

Table 10 advocates for an historicist articulation that mimics Beaux Arts or Art Deco 
buildings. This is merely the opinion of the Fisher Report's author and is not mandated 
by the Standards, or by CEQA

1 able 10 advocates that the Modified Project's exterior cladding should be primarily 
historicist materials such as stone, terra cotta, or brick, instead of glass. This is, again, 
merely the opinion of the Fisher Report's author and is not mandated by the 
Standards, or by CFQA

COMMENT 37
Table 11 - Compatibility Cited in MND Addendum as Measured bv Compliance 

with Downtown Design Guidelines (Selected Itemsl

Downtown Design Guide Project complies?
Above grade parking limited to 3 level No

Townhouse units at 5th story No- See below
Southeast corner of podium pulled 12’ away from 
northwest corner of Eastern Columbia Building

Yes

Sidewalks and setbacks section: On Retail Streets...the Yes
building street wall shall be located at or within a few 

feet of the back of the required average sidewalk width.
Fig 3-2 shows ground floor retail sidewalk treatment 

with human-scaled punched wall opening with awnings, 
individual storefront /display windows, and no visible 

_________________ security grilles. ____

No Alexan has block long glass curtain 
wall/storefront),thin uprights

Wall openings such as storefront windows and doors, 
shall comprise at least 75% of a building’s street level 

_ facade. Clear glass shall be used._________

The implication is that there is a wall and visible support 
at street level wall—not all glass

If at least 50% of the building frontage along a block 
face is occupied by one or more designated Historic 

Resources, the average setback of any new building shall 
match the average setback of the Historic Resources

No: Setback of 26’ for the residential slab above the 
parking podium does not comply

Parking, loading, or circulation located above the No
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ground floor shall be 1) lined by habitable floor area 
along all street frontages or 2) if the project sponsor 

demonstrates that it is not feasible to line the parking 
with habitable space above the ground floor, integrated 
_______ into the design of the building facade________
Fig 5-1 diagram shows a maximum of 3 parking levels No
Any portion of a building that is above 150’—the pre 

1957 height limit Downtown, is subject to tower 
___  standards and guidelines____________

No

Monolithic slab-like structures that wall off slews and No
overshadow the surrounding neighborhood are 
discouraged___________________
Generally, buildings should maintain a consistent street 

wall
No

Figure 6-3 shows “Tower set info a Base”— Usually the 
tower rises above the base and steps back from the 

street wall 20’ or more. The minimum street wall must

No

be met by the base This form is not generally preferred 
__ ____ (authors emphasis)_______________

Base in Historic Downtown required to be 75’ 
minimum- 6 stories high—at street front

Yes

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 37
Section 1II-X of the MND Addendum contains a thorough land use consistency 
analysis. The Modified Project is consistent with the Downtown Design Guidelines 
See also the letter from Parker Environmental Consultants dated March 28, 2017, 
Response to Comment 1.7.

COMMENT 38
Table 12- Compatibility as Measured bv Compliance with Historic Downtown 

Design Guidelines Cited in MND

Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design 
Guidelines (HDTLADG)

Project complies?

Page 131: “respond to the existing building 
context w ithin a block”

No

Page 129-131 “build to the street9? Yes/No
Build on corner lots and vacant parking lots Yes

Table 12 (cont’d) Compatibility Omitted as Measured bv Compliance with Historic 
Downtown Design Guidelines Cited in MNP

Historic Downtown I.os Angeles Design 
Guidelines (HDTLADG)

Project complies9
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F. 28 Hill Street regularity No
Consult design professionals who have 

expertise in design within historic districts
No

Build consistently with the street wall, 
_____particularly at corner sites

Yes, and No above podium

Design new buildings to respond to the 
existing building context within a block.

No—responds in an abstract way to heights, and 
uses balconies aggressively which are not found 

in historic buildings; openings have 
overwhelmingly large scale ; horizontal mid- 
ccnturv emphasis with exposed floor slab in 

contrast to vertical massing of Dcco buildings 
or balanced vertical/horizontal massing of

_______ Beaux Arts buildings_______ ____
No- building is glassy materials, exposed 
concrete slabs, and panelized large scale 

materials

Use compatible types ol masonry such as 
terra cotta when constructing new 
structures in Historic Downtown

“Hill Street has less spectacular decorative 
building ornament on its buildings than 

found elsew here downtown. But what Hill 
Street lacks in brilliance, it makes up for in 

regularity, order, rhythm, and balance” 
Street wall: “The street wall in Hill Street

No- building interrupts regularity of street. 
Busyness of facade “outshouts” the resolved 

aesthetics of all surrounding historic buildings

No- Alexan height is aggressively taller, 
interrupting the consistency of the district. The 
26’ setback above the podium is a mid-century 
stylistic approach, has no relationship to block

_______or U shaped historic buildings______
No the width of the Alexar. building with a 

horizontal treatment for over 200 feet of street 
frontage

remains fairly continuous throughout—is 
created by the lack of setbacks at the line of 
the sidewalk and by the consistent building 

heights that span from block to block”
Scale: “The historic buildings... on Hill 

Strecl are the same as those un other streets, 
but their widths ate slightly, yet consistently 

wider
Scale: Storefront enclosure ensures that at 

night the entire lower facade does not 
assume the form of a metal roll-down door

Unclear

9t

Building Type and style: Building styles 
found on Hill Street include the classical 

Beaux Arts and Romanesque.

No

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 38
Table I 2 advocates for historicist design and betrays a bias against contemporary 
design This is merely the opinion of the Fisher Report s author and is not mandated 
by CEQA.

COMMENT 39

THE PROJECT'S IMPACTS ARE SICNIFICANI

HISTORIC RESOURCES GROUP
12 S Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 200, Pasadena CA 9110519:5
Telephone 626 793 2400, Facsimile 626 793 2401
www.historicresourcesgroup.com

http://www.historicresourcesgroup.com


42

WHEN ANALYZED USING BEST PRACTICES

The interpretation of Standards #9 and 10 in the MND Addendum Historic 
Assessment to evaluate impacts of the Alexan DTLA provides an incomplete analysis 
and thus an erroneous conclusion. The cherry-picking through design guidelines to 
make a case for compatibility' when the building is not compatible supports that 
erroneous conclusion.

• There are better analytical tools to analyze effects of new infill construction 
such as the Alexan on historic districts and adjacent historic buildings. They 
look not at whether a district's or a building's entire significance will be lost, or 
whether portions of a building or district will be materially damaged, but 
whether the new building's form and integrity contributes to or does not harm 
the significance of the surrounding whole.

• Standard #9 has been re-examined and the National Park Service has issued 
new and corrected guidelines ("Revising Preservation Brief 14"), which 
recognize that the Standard itself was somewhat "off target" when evaluating 
new infill buildings in or adjacent to historic Districts.

o Standard #9 might be paraphrased to read "The new Alexan Project 
shall not destroy historic materials, features, and special relationships 
that characterize the District. The new Alexan Project shall be 
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, 
size, scale, and architectural features of the neighboring listed buildings 
and the buildings within the District boundary to protect the historic 
integrity of the District and environs."

The revised Preservation Brief

* "Does include a section on new additions in densely-built urban environments, 
which is much the same as infill construction... height and setback from the 
street should generally be consistent with those of the historic building and 
other surrounding buildings of the district " (This author's italics)

* "Another topic that is not included in the brief because it is not a new addition 
is new construction on the site of an histoiic building or adjacent to a historic 
property. New construction as it relates to historic buildings may sometimes 
also be considered infill. It is reviewed in rehabilitation projects from the 
standpoint of how it impacts the character of the historic building and, when 
applicable, the historic district in which it is located. The historic property must 
remain predominant " (This author's italics)

The Alexan Proiect was not analyzed in the MND Addendum from this most critical 
perspective. In fact, this perspective is the overarching most valid perspective for
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assessing the Project's impacts on the overwhelmingly historic environs. The Project's 
violation of long-standing height limits and its predominance over the entire 
population of historic resources is the predominant analysis which the Addendum 
omitted and which should be addressed in an EIR

Nationwide the practice of using Standard #9 has been changing:

• Because experience showed that the "faking" of incompatible styles into 
historic districts was not a real problem, and "differentiation" was achievable 
with a "hyphen" or subtle matenals changes, not a complete reversal of style.

• The real problem was compatibility of new construction and the necessity of 
allowing the historic buildings to remain whole, visible, and predominant. Most 
lurisdictions who have tackled the issue emphasize compatibility when it 
comes to district infill or adjacent new construction "Differentiation" is 
achieved by knowledgeable and nuanced design rather than stark contrast or 
aggressive cookie cutter contemporary design such as Alexan.

• Because the adverse effects of new buildings affecting historic districts were 
not only the issues of rehabilitation (avoiding matenal damage and loss of 
historic features). They were the issues of the new building's height, color, 
visual effect, design, setbacks, etc. I he historic consultant needed a broader 
focus and an understanding of district integrity. Then the analysis could 
carefully elucidate whether new construction's effect might divide a district; 
overwhelm the district buildings; draw attention away from the signature focus 
of the district; disrupt the patterning of lots and buildings of the district; etc.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 39
The Fisher Report claims that "Nationwide the practice of using Standard #9 has been 
changing" but does not cite sources for this claim. The Fisher Repon advocates for 
historicist design as the only "compatible" solution, and claims that "Differentiation is 
achieved by knowledgeable and nuanced design rather than stark contrast or 
aggressive cookie cutter contemporary design such as Alexan." This is merely the 
personal opinion of the Fisher Report's author. The Standards and CFQA do not 
mandate histoncist design and do not prohibit, or even discourage, contemporary 
design.

Standard 9 and Preservation Brief 14 do not apply to new infill construction adiacent 
to an historical resource. They apply to alterations and additions to historic buildings, 
and new construction on historic properties or within historic districts. However, both 
Standard 9 and Preservation Brief 14 are used for guidance in assessing potential 
impacts to historical resources adjacent to new infill construction.

COMMENT 40
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Table 13: Compatibility of Alexan.Proiect using Preservation Brief #14:

Compatibility of new construction adjacent 
to historic buildings or district— 

Preservation Brief #14

Compatible?

Height consistent with those of historic 
_____buildings____________

No

Setback from the street should be consistent Yes and No
Historic properties) must remain 
predominant__________________

No

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 40
Preservation Brief 14 is largely focused on new additions to historic resources, new 
buildings on historic properties and infill in historic distiicts. Like the Approved Project, 
the Modified Project does not involve any of these. Brief 14 does not specifically 
address adjacent new construction, which is acknowledged by the Fisher Report. 
Conformance with Preservation Brief 14 is not required under CEQA.

COMMENT 41
National Park Service Integrity Guidelines:

Appendix B of the I listonc Assessment Memorandum cites the National Park Service 
definition of integrity as the appropriate standard to assess the integrity of an historic 
resource. If Standard #9 is used as the analytical tool, then the analysis should have 
described the charactei and integrity of the Broadway Commercial and Theater 
National Register District and the other surrounding historic resources and districts, 
and evaluated whether that integrity is enhanced or diminished by the Alexan DTLA 
Project. As addressed in the table below, the Alexan Proiect fails on all counts.

Table 14: Effects from Alexan Project on District Integrity

Alexan
Enhance
District?

Description of Vicinity Description of Project

Design: 
Combining of 

elements 
creating form, 

plan, space, 
structure and 

style

Form: Historic resources share an 
aesthetic which emphasizes the 

articulation of structure and civilizes 
it—most often emphasizing in the 

Deco period the verticality. Deep set 
windows with

Emphasis on horizontality and 
aesthetic emphasis on raw 
projecting concrete slabs a 

modernistic and incompatible 
expression

No

Plan: Massing of buildings in dense 
urban areas generally involves an 

aesthetic base shaft and top. Greatest 
artistic expression is in pyramidal 

massing of Deco buildings and

Massing on “the matchbox and 
the muffin”—the 1960’s era 
podium building—is a direct 

contrast and conflict with 
historic resources. Using a

No
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exuberance at base and top podium to hide parking 
expresses the parking function of 

a building near street level, 
obscuring the opportunity for 

interaction of humans with 
urban life.

Plan: Due to need for daylight in 
historic buildings for office, hotel, or 
residential use, the plan for certain 
sites involved a U shape oriented to 
the street or other form with wings.

Plan is a “slab plan' No

Abstract spaces with human 
scale unimportant. Focus on 

looking out exclusively— entire 
glass walls abstract and de- 

materialize space. Lobbies and 
retail spaces architecturally 

unshaped—shell spaces which 
get veneered with materials

Space: Spaces, openings, entrances 
are shaped and appropriately scaled 

to human occupancy and relative 
importance

No

The style of the building is 
mid-century modern 
revival, recalling the post
war development of Los 
Angeles residences.______

Style: The styles in the District stem 
from the eras preceding, during, and 
after the Depression— predominantly 

Beaux Arts and Art Deco.

No

The proposed Project does not 
clad the building—as in post 

1960’s buildings, the exterior is a 
“skin” hung beyond in large 
panels, arranged as if a 2D 

drawing rather than as a work of 
architecture.

Structure: The use of steel and 
concrete structures, as opposed to the 
bearing w all structures of earlier eras, 

characterize the District. The 
structures are alw ays clad in a unit 

matei ial

No

Urbanistic features addressed above...
Setting:
Physical

environment

Street wall created urbanisticaliy has 
articulated planes. Balconies are 
rarely if ever found, except as a 

feature integrated into______

Use of balconies and 
accentuation of unadorned 

“layer cake” floor slabs
No

Exterior facade: Visible materials Extei ior facade: Exterior
employed for cladding are “litiuc” or 
originating from earth—terra cotta. 

_________ stone, concrete. __

materials are predominantly 
glass. Horizontal expression of 

proj ecting floor slabs.

NoMaterials:
Physical 

materials and 
their use and 
configuration

Exterior facade: Modern planar 
treatment of glass and other 
materials as a thin and taut

Exterior facade: Configuration of 
glass is deep set, often with spandrels 

of a differing material
No

stretched “skin'
Exterior facade: Proportion of glass No

Workmanship: 
Physical 

evidence of

Craftsmanship and “hand of man1 Elimination of craft and art— 
emphasis on assembling factory- 
_ made planar parts______

evident is
urn■<mentation: all buildings provide

No
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crafts from 
given period

extensive high- quality materials with 
artistically designed ornament in a 
__known language of ornament.

Concentration of ornament at specific 
locations: Ornament is visible, 

principally owing to its use at bases 
(public entrances), principal facades, 

and “crowns” (tops) of buildings

Absence of scale and detail at 
any level- large scale planar 

finishes
No

Workmanship is evident in the use of 
materials which can be handled by a 
man—unit masonry and terra cotta 

_ for example;___________

Giant scale in panelized building 
materials No

The era of the J920's and 30’s Mid century modern revival that 
is currently in vogue harks back 
to the late 1950:s and 60’s Los 

Angeles residences with 
horizontal expression____

Feeling: 
Expression of 

the time

buildings expressed optimism and 
exuberance in vertieality—a 

celebration of building height (with 
elevators and new structural systems)

No

Connection to local historical
development of downtown LA at a 
rime when the center city' around 
Spring Street and Bi oadway was 
indeed the center for retail and 
merchandising, for finance, for 

theater and movies, etc._____

Association:
Mid-century modern revival 

style has no connection to Los 
Angeles downtown

Direct link to 
important event 

or person

No

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 41
The Fisher Reporl demonstrates a misunderstanding of the concept of histone integrity 
and incorrectly applies the seven aspects of integrity to the Modified Proiect, rather 
than to the adjacent historical resources. Historic integrity is the ability of a property to 
convey its significance and is defined as the "authenticity of a property's historic 
identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the 
properp,''s historic period."8 Therefore, the aspects of integrity cannot be assessed in a 
new building because a new building cannot have historic integrity. Rather, the aspects 
of integrity are applied to assess the Modified Project's impacts on historical resources

Because the Modified Project, like the Approved Project, would add height and 
density on a parcel that is currently essentially vacant, the immediate surioundings of

California PRC, Section 5023.1(d), p. 3
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the adiacent historical resources would be altered In order for this alteration to be 
considered a substantial adverse change, however, it must be shown that the integrity 
and/or significance of the historical resources would be materially impaired by the 
proposed alteration. A resource is not materially impaired unless it is altered in an 
adverse manner to the point that its physical characteristics fail to convey its historical 
significance.9

Like the Approved Project, the Modified Project would not materially alter the hastern 
Columbia Building. It would minimally alter the rear facade of the May Co. Building 
by closing a small number of windows on the building's rear facade, but a smaller 
number of windows as compared to the Approved Project No other historical 
resources in the vicinity would be materially altered. Therefore, the Eastern Columbia 
Building, the May Co Building, the Broadway Theater and Commercial District, and 
all other historical resources in the vicinity would retain integrity of location, design, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.

Like the Approved Project, the only aspect of the integrity of adjacent resources that 
could potentially be affected by the Modified Project is setting. The Modified Proiect 
would construct a new 27-story' building on a parcel which is currently approved for 
development of a 21-story building. The parcel is immediately adjacent to the Eastern 
Columbia Building, the May Co Building, and the Broadway Theater and Commercial 
District. Therefore, the immediate environs of these resources will be altered, affecting 
their integrity of setting.

Eastem-Coiumbia Building

The Eastem-Coiumbia Building is individually significant as one of the finest examples 
of Art Deco architecture in Downtown Los Angeles, designed by master architect 
Claud Beelman; and for its association with the early-20th century development of 
Broadway as the city's retail and commercial core. The Eastem-Coiumbia Building is 
listed in the National Register as a contributor to the Broadway Theater and 
Commercial District, and is individually designated a local Historic-Cultural 
Monument

The Modified Project, like the Approved Project, would not affect the integrity of 
location, design, matenals, or workmanship of the Eastem-Coiumbia Building. The

9 CEQA Guidelines, section 1 5064.5(b) (1)
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building will remain intact in its current location, and would not be materially altered 
by either the Approved Project or the Modified Project. Therefore, integrity of feeling 
would also remain unaffected because all the existing physical elements that 
characterize the Eastem-Coiumbia Building would continue to convey the property's 
historic significance after construction of either the Approved Project or the Modified 
Project.

Because the Easiern-Columbia Building would retain integri ty of location, design, 
materials, workmanship, and feeling, it would continue to reflect the early 20th 
century development of Broadway and Downtown Los Angeles Therefore, integrity 
of association would also remain unaffected by either the Approved Project or the 
Modified Project.

The only aspect of the Eastem-Coiumbia Building's integrity that is potentially affected 
by either the Approved Project or the Modified Project is setting Both Projects would 
occupy the vacant parcel located immediately adjacent to tire Eastem-Coiumbia 
Building on the west The Modified Project would construct a 27-story tower, six 
stories taller than the Approved Project Therefore, the immediate environs of the 
Eastem-Coiumbia Building would be considerably altered on its western boundary, 
altering the property's integrity of setting

However, as noted above, the Eastem-Coiumbia Building is significant for its Art Deco 
architecture, which is expressed on its two primary (east and south} facades, facing 
Broadway and 9th Street; and for its association with the early 20th century 
development of Downtown Los Angeles. The pnmary facades would remain • 
unaltered and unobscured by either the Approved Project or the Modified Project 
The Modified Project, like the Approved Project, would be constructed adjacent to the 
Eastem-Coiumbia Building s west facade, which is the rear facade, This facade is 
utilitarian in style, was originally designed to be immediately adjacent to another 
building, and has been altered by the addition of new window openings and balconies

The Modified Project, like the Approved Project, would partially obstruct views of the 
Eastern-Columbia Building's clock tower from the west. However, the clock tower is 
currently obscured by existing buildings when viewed looking east from 9th Street west 
of Olive Street Between Olive and Hill streets, the Modified Project would also 
partially obscure views to the Eastern-Columbia clock tower. Because is it set back 
from the Eastem-Coiumbia Building's west facade, the clock tower is currently only 
intermittently visible from 9th street at this close range, as it is often obscured by the 
lower volumes of the Eastem-Coiumbia Building itself, depending on where the 
viewer is positioned.

As noted above, the Eastern-Columbia Building's significant Art Deco architecture is 
expressed on the building's two primary (east and south) facades, these will remain 
unaffected by construction of either the Approved Project or the Modified Project.
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Therefore, unobstructed 360-degree views of the clock tower are not critical to 
understanding the historic significance of the Eastern-Columbia Building. Although the 
Modified Project is approximately six stones taller than the Approved Project and the 
tower of the Eastern-Columbia Building, the historic tower will remain visibly 
prominent and unobstructed when viewed from the east and south looking to the 
building's primary facades. The tower of the Approved Project was located further 
north, abutting the south fagade of the May Co. Building, and further east, closer to 
the west facade of the Eastem-Coiumbia Building It would have partially blocked 
views of the north and west faces of the clock tower when viewed from the 
northwest, looking southeast, and the MND found a less than significant impact. Due 
to the increased setback between the tow'er of the Modified Project and both the May 
Co. Building and the Eastern-Columbia Building, existing views of the historic clock 
tower will remain unobstructed from the northeast along Hill Street and from the 
southeast along 9th Street, and will be obstructed only directly from the west, the rear 
of the Eastem-Coiumbia Building

Thus, as with the Approved Proiect, after construction of the Modified Project the 
Eastem-Coiumbia Building's Art Deco architecture would remain unaltered and visible, 
and the building would continue to convey its historic association with the 
development of Downtown Los Angeles, and its significance as a contributor to the 
Broadway Theater and Commercial District. The Modified Project's alteration to the 
building's setting would therefore not materially impair the Eastern-Columbia Building 
such that it could no longer convey its historic significance.

ii .tin

The May Co Building is individually significant as an example of early 20th century 
Beaux Arts commercial architecture, designed by master architect Alfred F 
Rosenheim- for its association with the southward expansion of the city's commercial 
center in the early 20" century; and for temporarily housing the city's Central Library 
before the current facility was constructed. The May Co. Building is listed in the 
National Register as a contributor to the Broadway 'Theater and Commercial District, 
and is individually designated a local Historic-Cultural Monument

The Modified Project, like the Approved Project would not affect the integrity of 
location, design materials, or workmanship of the May Co. Building The building 
would remain intact in its current location, and would be minimally altered by both 
the Approved Project and the Modified Project by the closure of several windows on 
the building's utilitarian south (rear) fagade. Because the tower of the Modified Project 
will be set back approximately 26 feet from the May Company building, obstructing 
less of that building's south fagade and requiring the infill of fewer windows, the 
potential impact of the Modified Project would be less than that of the Approved 
Project.
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Therefore, integrity of feeling would also remain unaffected because all the existing 
physical elements that characterize the May Co. Building would continue to convey 
the property's historic significance after construction of either the Approved Project or 
the Modified Project.

Because the May Co. Building would retain integrity of location, design, materials, 
workmanship, and feeling, it would continue to reflect the early 20th century 
development of Broadway and Downtown Los Angeles Therefore, integrity of 
association would also remain unaffected by either the Approved Project or the 
Modified Project.

The only aspect of the May Co. Building's integrity that is potentially affected by either 
the Approved Project or the Modified Project is setting. Both Projects would occupy 
the vacant parcel located immediately adjacent to the May Co. Building on the south. 
The Modified Project would construct a 27-story tower, six stories taller than the 
Approved Project. Therefore, the immediate environs of the May Co. Building would 
be considerably altered on its southern boundary, altering the property's integrity of 
setting.

However, as noted above, the May Co. Building is significant for its Beaux Arts 
architecture, which is expressed on its three primary (east, north, and west) facades, 
facing Broadway, 8th Street and Hill Street; and for its association with the early 20th 
century development of Downtown Los Angeles. The primary facades would remain 
unaltered and unobscured by either the Approved Project or the Modified Project.
The Modified Project, like the Approved Project, would be constructed adjacent to the 
May Co. Building's south fagade, which is the rear fagade.

Thus, as with the Approved Project, after construction of the Modified Project the 
May Co. Building's Beaux Arts architecture would remain unaltered and visible, and 
the building would continue to convey its historic association with the development of 
Downtown Los Angeles, and its significance as a contributor to the Broadway Theater 
and Commercial District. The Modified Project's alteration to the building's setting 
would therefore not materially impair the May Co. Building such that it could no 
longer convey its historic significance.

Broadway Theater and Commercial District

The Broadway Theater and Commercial Historic District is significant as a physical 
document of the explosive commercial growth in downtown Los Angeles during the 
first decades of the 20th century, and contains an unusually high concentration of 
important architectural examples from many of Los Angeles' most notable and prolific 
architects of the period. District contributors include the Eastern Columbia Building 
and the May Co. Building. The District is listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places.
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The Modified Project, like the Approved Project, would not affect the integrity of 
location: design, materialsor workmanship of any District contributors. Ail the 
buildings would remain intact in their current locations, and would not be materially 
altered by either the Approved Project or the Modified Project. Therefore, integrity of 
feeling would also remain unaffected because all the existing physical elements that 
characterize the Broadway theater and Commercial District would continue to 
convey the district's historic significance after construction of either the Approved 
Project or the Modified Project.

Because the district would retain integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship, 
and feeling, it would continue to reflect the early 20th century development of 
Broadway and Downtown Los Angeles. Therefore, integrity of association would also 
remain unaffected by either the Approved Project or the Modified Project.

The only aspect of the Broadway Theater and Commercial District's integrity that is 
potentially affected by either the Approved Project or the Modified Project is setting. 
Both Projects would occupy a vacant parcel located immediately outside the district's 
west boundary. The Modified Project would construct a 27-story tower, six stories 
taller than the Approved Project. Either project would be visible from within the 
district Therefore, the immediate environs of the district would be considerably 
altered on its western boundary, altering the district's integrity of setting.

However, as noted above, both the Approved Project and the Modified Project would 
be constructed outside the district. Both the Approved Project and the Modified 
Project would be visible from within the district, as are several other existing and 
proposed towers located on the district's periphery. But neither would materially alter 
any district contributor, or the configuration and spatial relationships of the district. 
Thus, as with the Approved Project, after construction of the Modified Project the 
Broadway Iheater and Commercial District's contributors would remain unaltered and 
visible, and the district would continue to convey its historic association with the 
development of Downtown Los Angeles. The Modified Project's alteration to the 
district's setting would therefore not materially impair the Broadway Iheater and 
Commercial District such that it could no longer convey its historic significance.

According to National Park Service guidance, "to retain historic integrity a property will 
always possess several, and usually most, of the (seven) aspects" of integrity.10 As is

10 National Register Bulletin IS, 44.
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true of the Approved Project, after the Modified Project is constructed all historical 
resources in the vicinity will fully retain integrity of location, design, materials, 
workmanship, and feeling, lntegiity of setting would be partially altered by both the 
Approved Project and the Modified Project.

Ifterefore, like the Approved Project, all but one of the relevant aspects of integrity 
will be unaffected by the Modified Project, so that the historic integrity of the nearby 
resources will be retained. While the Modified Project, like the Approved Project, will 
partially alter the setting of these resources, this alteration will not materially impair the 
buildings or the district such that they can no longer convey their historic significance 
As is true of the Approved Project, after construction of the Modified Project the 
hastem Columbia Building, the May Co. Building, and the Broadway Theater and 
Commercial District will remain intact, and the resources will remain eligible for 
historic designation.

COMMENT 42

Table 16: Alexan Proiect Significant Impacts Under LA CEQA Thresholds Guide

Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide Is Proiect compliant?
Preservation of aesthetic character of district No

No
Alexan substantially overpowers the adjaceni 

Eastern Columbia building and neighboring 
historic buildings due to its massive height and 

bulk.

Do not introduce features to overpower

No
Project creates visual discord with 

surroundings due to modem sub-slab 
architecture and height and mass that is out of 

scale with surrounding historic buildings.

Do not create visual discord

No.
Altering views valued for visual character 
The impact to aesthetic views of historical 

resources is significant when “The amount or 
relative proportion of existing features or 

elements that substantially contribute to the 
valued visual character or image of a 

neighborhood, community, or localized area,
... would he removed, altered, or 

demolished).]” (L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, atp. A.1-3].)

The impacts to the Eastern Columbia Building 
are significant, and the visual character of the 
building and surrounding historic properties 

will be substantially altered because they will 
be effectively dwarfed, and significantly 
blocked, by this behemoth development 

project. The height, bulk, and spacing of the 
project in relation to the Eastern Columbia 

Building would remove the historic landmark 
from the view shed of the public, and is thus a 

significant impact under the Thresholds.
Compatibility of massing, size, scale and 

architectural features No
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“If new construction is proposed, give key 
consideration to compatibility with the 
massing, size, scale, and architectural 
featur es of the historical resources.”

New construction reduce viability of a 
district

Determine the impacts to the setting and 
character of the area as well as whether the 

new construction might indirectly reduce the 
viability of a district or grouping of historic 

_________ resources. (Page D 3-5)

No
The impacts to the historic setting of the 

Eastern Columbia Building and neighboring 
historic resources will be substantial due to the 
new Alexan having the potential to reduce the 

viability of the historic district and the 
grouping of the nearby historic resources

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 42
The Fisher Report is incorrect. The "L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide," Section D 3 
Historical Resources, does not mandate "preservation of aesthetic character of district" 
and does not prohibit the introduction of "features to overpower" or the creation of 
"visual discord " These requirements are not contained in the Guide.

The Fisher Report again conflates potential aesthetic impacts with impacts to historic 
resources These ate separate analyses under the CEQA Guidelines, and the city's 
Draft CEQA Thresholds Guide. The Fisher Report incorrectly applies a 
recommendation from Section A. 1 Aesthetics, and misinterprets that recommendation 
to apply to "altering views," when in fact the recommendation applies to the removal, 
alteration, or demolition of features or elements that contribute to visual character See 
Response to Comment 41, above, for a discussion of potential impacts of the 
Modified Project, as compared to the Approved Project, to the integrity of historical 
resources.

The recommendation for 1 compatibility of massing, size, scale and architectural 
features" applies to new construction directly related to historical resources, not to new 
construction on adjacent properties. See Response to Comment 9, above, and 
Response to Comment 1.9 in the Parker Environmental Consultants letter dated 
March 28, 2017.

While the Modified Project, like the Approved Project, will partially alter the setting of 
adjacent historical resources, this alteration will not materially impair the buildings or 
the district such that they can no longer convey their historic s.gnificance See 
Response to Comment 41 above

The Fisher Report's assertion that the Modified Project will result in significant impacts 
to historic resources is not based on CEQA thresholds or National Park Service 
guidance regarding historic integrity and the ability of historic resources to convey their 
significance. See Topical Response 4 for further discussion of the basis for finding of 
significant impacts in the Fisher Report.
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COMMENT 43

Section IV 
Mitigation Measures

Further, both the 2006/7 MND and this 20)5/16 MND provide an unacceptable 
Mitigation Measure that "kicks the can down the road". According to the mitigation 
measure, in order for the design of the building to be compatible with adjacent historic 
resources, a qualified preservation architect must review the plans after approval and 
prior to issuance of building permits However, as addressed in this report, the core 
elements of height, massing, placement of the tower and configuration are already 
incompatible with adjacent historic resources. Thus, the mitigation measure is 
unacceptable and infeasible to mitigate significant impacts. Only minor design changes 
should be reviewed in this type of post approval mitigation, and even then, only when 
it is clear that such measures will in fact be enforced to protect the adjacent resources 
Such a potential mitigation measure might be considered a satisfactory solution:

• when a proposed protect is not as egregiously out of character

• when the future clearance is delegated to a Preservation Officer - perhaps at 
the State level because of the National Register District

• when the mitigation is required in steps—at Schematic Design, Design 
Development, and Construction Documents

[See Figure 1 (pg. 37, Fisher, Historic Assessment Report]

[See Figure II (pg. 37, Fisher, Historic Assessment Report

[See Figure 111 (pg. 38, Fisher, Historic Assessment Report]

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 43
See Response to Comment 12 above. There is no improper deferral of mitigation 
measures. See also Response to Comment: 1.7 from the Parker Environmental 
Consultants letter dated March 28, 2017.

COMMENT 44

Section VI 
Conclusion
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Based on the foregoing analysis, this report concludes that the differences in project 
design between the Alexan Project as addressed in the Addendum, and the 2007 
Project analyzed in the 2007 MND, cause significant unmitigated impacts to historic 
resources. The Alexan Project's significant impacts to historic resources were not 
addressed in the MND nor properly addressed in the Addendum and should be fully 
addressed in a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44
See response to comment 42 above. The Fisher Report does not demonstrate how the 
Modified Project, as compared to the Approved Project, would result in substantial 
adverse change to any historical resource such that physical characteristics that convey 
its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, historic listing 
would be materially impaired.

Like the Approved Project, for all the historic resources in the immediate vicinity of 
the Modified Project, the physical characteristics that convey historic significance and 
justify eligibility for historic listing will remain intact and unchanged. Like the 
Approved Project, the historic architecture, design elements, configuration, massing 
and orientation of all historic resources will remain discernible after construction of the 
Modified Project. Therefore, there is no significant impact to historic resources as 
defined by CEQA.
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APPENDIX A: HISTORIC RESOURCES IN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT SITE

1 Resource Location Date Historic Status
ADJACENT RESOURCES

i LA Historic-Cultural Monument #4593May Company / 
Hamburger's 
Department Store

801 S, Broadway 1906,
1974
1975

2 Lastem-Columbia
Building____________
May Company Garage 
Coast Federal Savings 
Broadway Theater and 
Commercial Distnct

LA Historic-Cultural Monument #294 * 
Contnbutor to a Historic District

849 S. Broadway 1929

3 LA Historic-Cultural Monument #1001912 S. Hill Street 1926
4 LA Historic-Cultural Monument #346855 S Hill 1925
5 Broadway between 2nd Street 

and Olympic Boulevard
Histone District listed in the National Register 
and California Register

1920s-
1930s

INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES IN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT SITE
6 L A Historic-Cultural Monument #450.3Tower Theater 802 5 Broadway 

812 5. Broadway
1927

7 1917 LA Historic-Cultural Monument #472.3Rialto Theater
8 LA Historic-Cultural Monument #765.3Blackstone's Department 

Store
901 S Broadway 1917

1939
9 LA Historic-Cultural Monument #523.3929-937 S. Broadway 1927United Artists Theater

LA Historic-Cultural Monument #985.b10 629-633 S. Hill StreetSun Realty- Building 1930
LA Historic-Cultural Monument #953.h 
(Contributor to a potential Hill Street 
Commercial Historic District, see below)

I 1 Foreman & Clark 
Building

701 S Hill Street 1929

12 Potential individual resource identified by 
SurveyLA. Not currently listed or designated.b

1922Sun Drug Building 706 S. Hill Street

LA Histone-Cultural Monument #984.b13 Spreckels Building 
Paden-Pelton Building

714 S. Hill Street 1922
14 Potential individual resource identified by 

SurveyLA. Not currently listed or designated.b
724 S. Hill Street 1924

IS Union Bank & Trust 760 S. Hill Street LA Historic-Cultural Monument #7651922
16 401-415 W 8lh Street LA Historic-Cultural Monument #121.Garfield Building

416 W. 8,h Street17 Potential individual resource identified by 
SurveyLA Not cunently listed ondesignated.

1923Commercial F.xchange 
Building_________

18 4 17 W. 8'h Street Potential individual resource identified byHotel Lindy 1905
SurveyLA Not currently listed or designated.

19 423 W 8rb Street Potential individual resource identified byHotel Bristol 1906
SurveyLA. Not currently listed or designated

HISTORIC DISTRICTS LOCATED IN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT SITE
20 Histone Distnct listed in the National Register 

and California Register
Both sides of S Spnng Street 
from just north of 4th Street 
to |ust south of 7th Street. 
Includes a large collection of 
eariy-20th century financial 
institutional buildings______

1902-Spnng Street Financial 
District 1930

21 Hill Street Commercial 
Historic District

1907- Potential historic distnct identified by 
SurveyLA. Not currently listed or designated.

Both sides of Hill Street
between 6th Street, and mid
block between 7th and 8th 
Streets. Crouping ot earty-

1934
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Historic StatusLocation DateResource
ZO^ century commercial 
buildings._____________

22 Potential historic district identified by 
SurveyLA Not currently listed or designated.

Both sides of 7th Street 
between Main Street and 

_ Figueroa Street. _______

Seventh Street 
Commercial Historic 
District

a. Also a contributor to the BroadwayTheater and Commercial Historic District, 
b Also a contributor to a potential Hill St'eet Commercial Historic District pc' SurveyLA
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MAP OF HISTORIC RESOURCES IN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT SITE

K /r-mmt' 'i s ff J vC;\■Jt a c
O/. ti\S*7 : cvSJs ■■

*

2 y-

55 ■■ .•

x
8 %

i; v*,/x
l11 ■■

d? r •/
' 4?:

13/ J,

7/ $15&
,i /:-

.j
Sa■ j

1 A?* \ e
_ x /jv 'if:* ■ m

m
s,p. .■ ■X'j.2

f
^ i •• i.

:v t.
-.

<*
vQ, cx//,

a
■«> ■cs

r
/A

jiS
■X ,/i

;i?

HISTORIC RESOURCES GROUP
12 S. Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 200, Pasadena, CA 91105-1915
Telephone 626 793 2400, Facsimile 626 793 2401
www.historicresourcesgroup.com

http://www.historicresourcesgroup.com


■

EXHIBIT 2



Ryan M. Leaderman

Alex Irvine <alex@craiglawson.com> 
Wednesday, November 04, 2015 10:51 AM 
Ryan M. Leaderman 
FW: Variation needed?

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

FYI - See Craig's response below.

Alexander Irvine 
Craig Lawson & Co., LLC 
(310) 838-2400 ext. 109

13 Please consider the environment before printing this email.

—Original Message—
From: Bullock, Craig fmailto:cbullock(5)crala.org1 
Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2015 10:42 AM 
To: Alex Irvine
Subject: RE: Variation needed?

Hi Alex,

That is correct. The DCP needs to provide approval for the environmental docs prior to it going to the CRA Board for 
TEAR above and below 50,000

From: Alex Irvine [alex@craiglawson.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2015 9:34 AM
To: Bullock, Craig
Subject: RE: Variation needed?

Hi Craig,

Thank you for this. Can you please also confirm when we have to go in front of the Board for the TFAR approval? My 
understanding is that CRA cannot approve our TFAR request until our environmental document is approved by City 
Planning, which means that we cannot go in front of the Board until after the approval. Is that correct?

Thanks again!

Alexander Irvine 
Craig Lawson & Co., LLC 
(310) 838-2400 ext. 109

P Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Bullock, Craig fmailto:cbullock(S)cra1a.orgl 
Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 11:35 AM

l

mailto:alex@craiglawson.com
mailto:cbullock(5)crala.org
mailto:alex@craiglawson.com
mailto:cbullock(S)cra1a.orgl


To: Alex Irvine
Subject: RE: Variation needed?

Hi Alex,

You do not need a minor variation in the City Center Redevelopment Project Area to construct a mixed use development 
in a commercially designated area. The CRA/LA Governing Board provided clarification regarding five redevelopment 
project areas, including City Center (see attached). As you know the TFAR still has to go to the Governing Board.

Craig

From: Alex Irvine fmailto:alex(5>craiglawson.com1 
Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 11:29 AM 
To: Bullock, Craig 
Subject; Variation needed?

Hi Craig,

I hope all is well. I am working on a project located in the City Center Project area. The site has a land use designation of 
Regional Center Commercial and we are proposing a mixed-use (residential & commercial) high rise tower. We will also 
be requesting a TFAR for less than 50K SF for this site. I think the answer is obvious, but I just want to double check that 
we will require a CRA Variation to permit the residential use in a Commercial site.

Feel free to call me with any questions, (323) 599-7699 Mobile is the best way to get hold of me.

Thanks,

**Please note our new office address below (no change to phone numbers or email addresses)

Alexander Irvine 
Project Manager 
Craig Lawson & Co., LLC 
3221 Hutchison Avenue, Suite D 
Los Angeles, CA 9C034 
(310)838-2400 ext. 109 
(310) 838-2424 Fax
elex(a>craiglawson.com<mailto:alex(fi>craiglawson.com>

This email (including any attachments) is meant for recipient's use only. This email may contain information that is 
confidential. If you received this email in error, please immediately advise the sender by replying to this email and then 
delete this message from your system. Thank you.

P Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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a
CRA/LA, A DESIGNATED LOCAL AUTHORITY 

(Successor Agency to the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles, CA)

13REVISED
As underlined on Attachment A

MEMORANDUM

CI6990, CT6990, HW6990, PA6990, WK6990DATE: JUNE 21. 2012

ROPS # N/ATO: GOVERNING BOARD

FROM: CHRISTINE ESSEL, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

STAFF: DAVID RICCITIELLO, CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
JOSH ROHMER, ACTING PROJECT MANAGER

SUBJECT: CLARIFICATION REGARDING DISCRETIONARY LAND USE ACTIONS
Resolution clarifying Redevelopment Plan language regarding CRA/LA 
discretionary land use actions in the City Center, Central Industrial, Hollywood 
Pacific Corridor, and Wilshire Center / Koreatown Redevelopment Project
Af03S
DOWNTOWN, HOLLYWOOD/CENTRAL, AND HARBOR REGIONS (SDs 1, 2. 
3, 4; CDs 1, 4, 8, 9, 10, 13. 14. 15)

RECOMMENDATION

That the Governing Board adopt a resolution that, for the purposes of CRA/LA review of City 
development applications, the land use designations on the Redevelopment Plan Map defer to 
and are superseded by the underlying City of Los Angeles Community Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance designations within the City Center Central Industrial, Hollywood, Pacific Corridor, 
and Wilshire Center / Koreatown Redevelopment Project Areas. Future development permit 
applications will not require CRA/LA discretionary land use approvals in these Project Areas

SUMMARY

This action will simplify the approval process for entitlements and building permits within five 
CRA/LA redevelopment project areas' City Center, Central Industrial, Hollywood, Pacific 
Corridor, and Wilshire Center / Koreatown. CRA/LA staff reviews all development applications 
within these project areas for conformance with the respective redevelopment plans (Plans), 
and has required CRA/LA Board approval (discretionary land use action) for projects that 
propose uses that vary from the land uses designated by the Plans, even when proposed 
projects otherwise conform with City land use controls For sponsors of development projects, 
this CRA/LA discretionary land use approval has often been seen as a confusing extra step 
beyond the City's established approval process, and can cause delays in securing approvals or 
receiving entitlements.

Sections 502 of each of these Plans states that the City Community Plan and Zoning Ordinance 
land use designations prevail over the Redevelopment Plan map designations. This would 
appear to obviate the need for discretionary land use actions of this type The proposed 
Resolution clarifies that future CRA/LA review of development projects shall not require 
discretionary land use approvals within these project areas Permits within these project areas 
will continue to be reviewed for Plan conformance, and permits in other redevelopment project 
areas will continue as per current practice.
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DISCUSSION & BACKGROUND

Redevelopment Plan Language
In most of the 31 existing Redevelopment Plans, Section 502 or 601 of the Plan references the 
Redevelopment Plan Map, an exhibit attached to each Plan that designates the intended uses 
for each parcel in the project area. Any proposed entitlement or building permit must conform to 
such designations, which are often more restrictive than what would otherwise be allowed by 
the City's relevant Community Plan and the Zoning Ordinance. All proposed development 
projects are reviewed by CRA/LA staff for conformance to the Plans, and the referenced 
Section, excerpted below, requires that projects proposing land uses other than those described 
in the Plan Map require a discretionary land use approval from the CRA/LA Board, regardless of 
conformance with the Community Plan and zoning. Approximately 30 to 50 such discretionary 
land use actions are considered by the CRA/LA Board each year. Since January 2011, the 
CRA/LA Board has considered 42 discretionary land use actions, 16 (or 38%) of which were 
located in the five project areas that are the subject of this action

In five of the most recently adopted or amended redevelopment plans, Section 502 contains 
language that states that Plan land use designations shall defer to the uses identified in the 
Community Plan, in these project areas (City Center Central Industrial, Hollywood, Pacific 
Corridor, and Wilshire Center / Koreatown), Plan language can be interpreted that CRA/LA 
Board discretionary actions are not required, even if proposed developments do not conform to 
the Plan Map designation. Although the Plans elsewhere provide procedures for making 
discretionary land use approvals, the Section 502 language in these Plans (see below) states 
that the Community Plan land use shall rule “notwithstanding." As a matter of practice, 
however, the Prior Agency has considered and approved discretionary land use actions in these 
five project areas.

Given the dissolution of the Prior Agency, the current wind-down of redevelopment activities, 
and the significant decrease of CRA/LA staffing resources, CRA/LA staff and tne Department of 
City Planning are working to clarify and streamline land use approval processes. The 
recommended action would remove what may be considered to be a confusing, redundant 
hurdle in the approval process, and is in keeping with the CRA/LA’s current efforts to wind down 
and the City's effort to streamline its project approval process.

Standard Redevelopment Plan Language
*.Section 502. Redevelopment Plan Map
The Redevelopment Plan Map attached hereto and incorporated herein illustrates the 
location of the Project Area boundaries, the immediately adjacent streets, the proposed 
public rights-of-way and public easements, and the land uses currently permitted in the 
Project Area for all public, semi-public and private land."

Redevelopment Plan Lancjjaqe in City Center. Central Industrial. Hollywood, Pacific Corridor 
and Wilshire Center / Koreatown Plans

"Section 502. Redevelopment Plan Map
The Redevelopment Plan Map, attached hereto as Exhibit No. 1 and incorporated 
herein, illustrates the location of the Project Area boundaries, the immediately adjacent 
streets, the proposed public rights-of-way and public easements, and the land uses 
currently permitted in the Project Area for all public, semi-public and private land. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Plan, the land uses permitted in the 
Project Area shall be those permitted by the General Plan, the applicable Community 
Plan, and any applicable City zoning ordinance, all as they now exist or are hereafter 
amended and/or supplanted from time to time In the event the General Plan, the
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applicable Community Plan, or any applicable City zoning ordinance is amended or 
supplemented with regards to any land use in the Project Area, the land use provisions 
of this Plan, including without limitation, all Exhibits attached hereto shall be 
automatically modified accordingly without the need for any forma! plan amendment 
process,"

Basis for Approval
The recommended actions are consistent with and authorized by provisions of Assembly Bill 1x- 
26, including but not limited to the following:

Section 1 [Intent of the legislature]: It is the intent of the Legislature to do all of the following in 
this act: (j)(4) “Require successor agencies to expeditiously wind down the affairs of the 
dissolved redevelopment agencies and to provide the successor agencies with limited authority 
that extends only to the extent needed to implement a winddown of redevelopment agency 
affairs’’

Chapter 2, Section 34173, which provides: "Except for those provisions of the Community 
Redevelopment Law that are repealed, restricted, or revised pursuant to the act adding this part, 
all authority, rights, powers, duties and obligations previously vested with the former 
redevelopment agencies under the Community Redevelopment Law, are hereby vested in the 
successor agencies."

Land use requirements of each redevelopment plan will therefore remain in effect for the 
duration of the effectiveness of The applicable redevelopment plan The recommended actions 
will carry out the applicable provisions of the listed redevelopment plans in a manner designed 
to expeditiously implement a wind-down of the former redevelopment agency's affairs

SOURCE OF FUNDS

No funds are required for this action.

ROPS AND ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET IMPACT

The recommended actions are consistent with AB1x-26 and consistent with the Successor 
Entity's expressed goals of winding down redevelopment activities and reducing administrative 
costs

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed action does not constitute an action according to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). Future proposed land use projects in these five Redevelopment Project 
areas will still have to conform to the applicable Community Plan land use designations, which 
were approved by the City following a lengthy environmental review (Environmental Impact 
Report) process for each Community Plan Permits for individual development projects within 
these five Project Areas will still be reviewed on a case by case basis for Redevelopment Plan 
conformance, as well as the need for any required environmental review.
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Christine EsseJ 
Chief Executive Officer

By:

ztm &
David Riccitiello 
Chief Operating Officer

There is no conflict of interest known to me which exists with regard to any CRA/LA officer or 
employee concerning this action.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Resolution



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF CRA/LA, A DESIGNATED LOCAL AUTHORITY 
(SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES) REGARDING CONFORMITY OF LAND 
USE PROVISIONS OF CERTAIN REDEVELOPMENT PLANS TO CITY OF 

LOS ANGELES LAND USE REQUIREMENTS

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Los Angeles has heretofore 
duly adopted redevelopment plans (collectively, the “Redevelopment Plans”) for 
each of the following redevelopment project areas (collectively, the “Project 
Areas”) within the City of Los Angeles pursuant to the Community 
Redevelopment Law of the State of California: (A) City Center Redevelopment 
Project; (B) Central Industrial Redevelopment Project; (C) Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project; (D) Pacific Corridor Redevelopment Project; and (E) 
Wilshire Center/Koreatown Redevelopment Project; and

WHEREAS, each of the Redevelopment Plans contains a redevelopment 
plan map and provisions setting forth land uses permitted in the applicable 
Project Area; and

WHEREAS, each of the Redevelopment Plans contains a provision 
designated Section 502, which provides, in part, as follows: "Notwithstanding 
anything to the contrary in this Plan, the land uses permitted in the Project Area 
shall be those permitted by the General Plan, the applicable Community Plan, 
and any applicable City zoning ordinance, all as they now exist or are hereafter 
amended and/or supplanted from time to time. In the event the General Plan, the 
applicable Community Plan, or any applicable City zoning ordinance is amended 
or supplemented with regards to any land use in the Project Area, the land use 
provisions of this Plan, including without limitation, all Exhibits attached hereto, 
shall be automatically modified accordingly without the need for any formal plan 
amendment"; and

WHEREAS, prior to the enactment of the legislation known as Assembly 
Bill 1x-26 (“AB 26") which dissolved redevelopment agencies in the State of 
California, the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles 
(the Former Redevelopment Agency”) and its staff carried out the provisions of 
the Redevelopment Plans, which included, as a matter of administrative practice, 
reviewing all development applications in the Project Areas to determine if the 
proposed development conformed to the land use requirements of the respective 
Redevelopment Plans; and

WHEREAS, AB 26 (Health and Safety Code Section 34173) provides: 
"Except for those provisions of the Community Redevelopment Law that are 
repealed, restricted, or revised pursuant to the act adding this part, all authority,



rights, powers, duties and obligations previously vested with the former 
redevelopment agencies under the Community Redevelopment Law, are hereby 
vested in the successor agencies”; and

WHEREAS, the CRA/LA, A DESIGNATED LOCAL AUTHORITY 
(“CRA/LA”) is the duly established successor agency to the Former 
Redevelopment Agency, with all authority, rights powers duties and obligations 
to carry out the Redevelopment Plans; and

WHEREAS, CRA/LA has determined that it is necessary and appropriate, 
in winding down the affairs of the Former Redevelopment Agency, to carry out 
the Redevelopment Plans in such a way as to give effect to the provisions set 
forth in Section 502 of the Redevelopment Plans.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Governing Board of the CRA/LA resolves as
follows:

1. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct.

For the purposes of determining whether land uses proposed in 
development applications for any property located in the Project Areas 
are permitted uses, it is hereby determined that any land uses 
permitted for such property by the applicable provisions of the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan, Community Plan and Zoning Ordinance all 
as they now exist or are hereafter amended or supplanted from time to 
time, shall be permitted land uses for all purposes under the applicable 
Redevelopment Plan.

2.

3. The land use designation for any property in a Project Area set forth in 
the Redevelopment Plan Map and the land use requirements 
regulations for such property set forth in the Redevelopment Plan for 
the applicable Project Area shall defer to and be superseded by the 
applicable City of Los Angeles General Plan, Community Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance land use designations and 
for such property, all as they now exist or are hereafter amended or 
supplanted from time to time.

regulations

ADOPTED
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RESOLUTION NO. 16

A RESOLUTION OF CRA/LA, A DESIGNATED LOCAL AUTHORITY 
(SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES) REGARDING CONFORMITY OF LAND 
USE PROVISIONS OF CERTAIN REDEVELOPMENT PLANS TO CITY OF 

LOS ANGELES LAND USE REQUIREMENTS

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Los Angeles has heretofore 
duly adopted redevelopment plans (collectively, the “Redevelopment Plans") for 
each of the following redevelopment project areas (collectively, the “Project 
Areas") within the City of Los Angeles pursuant to the Community 
Redevelopment Law of the State of California: (A) City Center Redevelopment 
Project; (B) Central Industrial Redevelopment Project; (C) Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project; (D) Pacific Corridor Redevelopment Project; and (E) 
Wilshire Center/Koreatown Redevelopment Project; and

WHEREAS, each of the Redevelopment Plans contains a redevelopment 
plan map and provisions setting forth land uses permitted in the applicable 
Project Area; and

WHEREAS, each of the Redevelopment Plans contains a provision 
designated Section 502, which provides, in part, as follows “Notwithstanding 
anything to the contrary in this Plan, the land uses permitted in the Project Area 
shall be those permitted by the General Plan, the applicable Community Plan, 
and any applicable City zoning ordinance, all as they now exist or are hereafter 
amended and/or supplanted from time to time. In the event the General Plan, the 
applicable Community Plan, or any applicable City zoning ordinance is amended 
or supplemented with regards to any land use in the Project Area the land use 
provisions of this Plan, including without limitation, all Exhibits attached hereto, 
shall be automatically modified accordingly without the need for any formal plan 
amendment”; and

WHEREAS, prior to the enactment of the legislation known as Assembly 
Bill 1x-26 (“AB 26”) which dissolved redevelopment agencies in the State of 
California, the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles 
(the “Former Redevelopment Agency") and its staff carried out the provisions of 
the Redevelopment Plans, which included, as a matter of administrative practice, 
reviewing all development applications in the Project Areas to determine if the 
proposed development conformed to the land use requirements of the respective 
Redevelopment Plans, and

WHEREAS, AB 26 (Health and Safety Code Section 34173) provides 
“Except for those provisions of the Community Redevelopment Law that are 
repealed, restricted, or revised pursuant to the act adding this part, all authority,

1



rights, powers, duties and obligations previously vested with the former 
redevelopment agencies under the Community Redevelopment Law, are hereby 
vested in the successor agencies"; and

WHEREAS, the CRA/LA, A DESIGNATED LOCAL AUTHORITY 
(''CRA/LA”) is the duly established successor agency to the Former 
Redevelopment Agency, with all authority, rights, powers, duties and obligations 
to carry out the Redevelopment Plans; and

WHEREAS, CRA/LA has determined that it is necessary and appropriate, 
in winding down the affairs of the Former Redevelopment Agency, to carry out 
the Redevelopment Plans in such a way as to give effect to the provisions set 
forth in Section 502 of the Redevelopment Plans

NOW, THEREFORE, the Governing 8oard of the CRA/LA resolves as
follows:

The Recitals set forth above are true and correct1,

2. For the purposes of determining whether land uses proposed in 
development applications for any property located in the Project Areas 
are permitted uses, it is hereby determined that any land uses 
permitted for such property by the applicable provisions of the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan, Community Plan and Zoning Ordinance, all 
as they now exist or are hereafter amended or supplanted from time to 
time, shall be permitted land uses for all purposes under the applicable 
Redevelopment Plan.

3. The land use designation for any property in a Project Area set forth in 
the Redevelopment Plan Map and the land use regulations for such 
property set forth in the Redevelopment Plan for the applicable Project 
Area shall defer to and be superseded by the applicable City of Los 
Angeles General Plan, Community Plan and Zoning Ordinance land 
use designations and regulations for such property, all as they now 
exist or are hereafter amended or supplanted from time to time.

ADOPTED: June 21. 2012

Rising, Semcken, McOskerAYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

0
0
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

ROOM 395, CITY HAIL 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

CDCl
C3* <3-< _1o

\PROPOSED
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION •*LTi

(Article V — City CEQA Guidelines)

LEAD CITY AGENCY
LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

council district 
14 and 9

PROJECT TITLE CASE NO.

CPC 94-0225-CPUMND-98-0107-CPU
PROJECT LOCATION

Central City Corrmunity Plan Update

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

(SEE ATTACHED)

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY

FINDING:

City Planning Department►The
that a mitigated negative declaration be adopted for this project because the mitigation measure(s) outlined 
on the attached page(s) will reduce any potential significant adverse effects to a level of insignificance.

of the City of Los Angeles has proposed

(CONTINUED)

P- SEE ATTACHED SHEET(S) FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED.

Any written comments received during the public review period are attached together with the responses of 
the Lead City Agency. The project decisionmaker may adopt this mitigated negative declaration, amend it, 
or require preparation of an EIR. Any changes made should be supported by substantial evidence in the 
record and appropriate findings made. _____________________________________________

THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS ATTACHED.
TELEPHONE NUMBERNAME OF PERSON PREPARING THIS FORM TITLE

City Planner (213)485-3180Daniel Scott
SIGNATURE (Official)
Alta Shigeta, Senior City Planner

DATEADDRESS
221 S. Figueroa Street, 3rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 03/12/98Cu.

Form G«h 157 J9-5C) (Appendix C)

SD
S&

0 $
^!

0 
A
J!

3 
Q

31
H

 U
O

SS
nO

O
O



CENTRAL CITY COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE
ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Central City Community Plan Update program is designed to;

1. Amend the Map to reflect Plan Amendments and Zone Changes to reflect revisions to Open 
Space (OS), and to Public Facilities (PF) designations for all government owned properties 
including but not limited to police stations, fire stations, schools, libraries, power stations, 
maintenance areas, etc.; Zone Changes and Plan Amendments proposed for some areas to make 
zoning consistent with existing land use; and Circulation and Transportation related features, 
e.g., Street Closures, Transportation Element related changes, etc.; and

2, Amend the Map to reflect revisions, additions, and/or deletions to Service Systems and their 
Map Symbols (Symbols), expansion or improvements to existing fire and police stations, school 
sites, libraries, park sites, etc.; or where there has been no expansion of park sites currently 
under private ownership! or where sites have been removed due to sale of once publicly-owned 
properties, etc.; revise some existing Symbols to new more general categories, e g., Public 
Facilities, House of Worship, Cultural and Historical Monuments, etc.; add new Symbols to 
new more specific categories, e.g., Municipal Office Buildings, Metrorail Stations, 
Maintenance Yards, Power Stations, etc.; and

Implement part of the City of Los Angeles (City) City wide General Plan Framework Element 
(Framework), by the revision of the Central City Community Plan (Plan) Text and Map using 
a Change Matrix; remove Text language and Map designations that are inaccurate, out of date, 
or otherwise no longer valid; implement zone changes when necessary to achieve consistency 
with the Community Plan; add language to the Text as needed to reflect changes to the Plan 
Area; amend the Map Legend to correspond with all Map and Text revisions; amend and revise 
the Plan footnotes; and

3.

Amend the Map and Text to reflect Periodic Plan Review (Batching) cases approved by 
the City Council, which have not been reflected on the Map; and

4.

Amend the Map to indicate adopted Transit Stations and Transit Corridors: and5.

Amend the Map and Text to reflect the Framework recommendations to designate Central City 
as a Downtown Center; and

6.

Amend the Plan Land use map and text to reflect the change, pursuant to City Council action, 
renaming Sunset Boulevard/ Macy Street to Cesar Chavez Avenue; and

7.

Page 1



Amend the Map to reflect new general boundaries in conjunction with a proposed Special Study
Area adjacent to the Sports Arena; and

8.

9. Amend the [Q] Conditions of the [QJR5-4-D-0 zone established under Ordinance No. 164,307 
(11/30/88) for the South Park area of Central City.

10. Amend the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24A4(i) modifying the Downtown 
Business District Parking Exception area (Ordinance 147,560);

11. Rescind the Civic Center Development Plan;

12. Rescind the Elevated Pedway Plan.

*
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

ROOM 395, CITY HALL 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDY 
AND CHECKLIST

(Article IV — City CEQA Guidelines)
LEAD CITY AGENCY

Los Angeles City Planning Department
COUNCIL DISTRICT

14, 9
DATE

03/12/98
PROJECT TITLE/NO. CASE NO.

Central City Community Plan Update CPC 94-0225 CPU
PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO.

□ DOES have significant changes from previous actions.
® DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

See attached project description

PROJECT LOCATION
Bounded on the north by Caesar Chavez Avenue, on the south by the 

Freeway, on the east by Alameda street, and the west by theSanta Monica
Harbor-Preaway 

PLANNING DISTRICT STATUS:
□ PRELIMINARY
□ PROPOSED — 
Q ADOPTED

May 2, 1974Central City Community Plan
date

MAX. DENSITY ZONING 
Various

EXISTING ZONING
Various-See exhibits

PROJECT DENSITY

PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE
Various- See exhibits

MAX. DENSITY PLAN
Various □ DOES CONFORM TO PLAN

£| DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN
□ NO DISTRICT PLAN

PROJECT DENSITY
Various

PLAN DENSITY RANGE
Various-see exhibits

5W DETERMINATION (to be completed by Lead City Agency)

On the basis of the attached initial study checklist and evaluation:

□ I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

NEGATIVE
DECLARATION

MITIGATED
NEGATIVE
DECLARATION

(2 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environ
ment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures 
described on an attached sheet have been added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGA
TIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED. (See attached condition(s).)

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT
REPORT

□ I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

City Planner
TITLESIGNATURE

form Gen. 159 — Page 1 of 4 (R 5-83) Appendices B and t)



CENTRAL CITY COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE
ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Central City Community Plan Update program is designed to:

1. Amend the Map to reflect Plan Amendments and Zone Changes to reflect revisions to Open 
Space (OS), and to Public Facilities (PF) designations for all government owned properties 
including but not limited to police stations, fire stations, schools, libraries, power stations, 
maintenance areas, etc.; Zone Changes and Plan Amendments proposed for some areas to make 
zoning consistent with existing land use; and Circulation and Transportation related features, 
e.g,, Street Closures, Transportation Element related changes, etc.; and

2. Amend the Map to reflect revisions, additions, and/or deletions to Service Systems and their 
Map Symbols (Symbols), expansion or improvements to existing fire and police stations, school 
sites, libraries, park sites, etc.; or where there has been no expansion of park sites currently 
under private ownership; or where sites have been removed due to sale of once publicly-owned 
properties, etc,; revise some existing Symbols to new more general categories, e.g., Public 
Facilities, House of Worship, Cultural and Historical Monuments, etc.; add new Symbols to 
new more specific categories, e.g., Municipal Office Buildings, Metrorail Stations, 
Maintenance Yards, Pow'er Stations, etc.; and

3 Implement part of the City of Los Angeles (City) City wide General Plan Framework Element 
(Framework), by the revision of the Central City Community Plan (Plan) Text and Map using 
a Change Matrix; remove Text language and Map designations that are inaccurate, out of date, 
or otherwise no longer valid; implement zone changes when necessary to achieve consistency 
with the Community Plan; add language to the Text as needed to reflect changes to the Plan 
Area; amend the Map Legend to correspond with all Map and Text revisions; amend and revise 
the Plan footnotes; and

Amend the Map and Text to reflect Periodic Plan Review (Batching) cases approved by 
the City Council, which have not been reflected on the Map; and

4.

Amend the Map to indicate adopted Transit Stations and Transit Corridors: and5.

Amend the Map and Text to reflect the Framework recommendations to designate Central City 
as a Downtown Center; and

6

Amend the Plan Land use map and text to reflect the change, pursuant to City Council action, 
renaming Sunset Boulevard/ Macy Street to Cesar Chavez Avenue; and

7.

Page 1



Amend the Map to reflect new general boundaries in conjunction with a proposed Special Study
Area adjacent to the Sports Arena; and

8.

Amend the [Q] Conditions of the [QJR5-4-D-0 zone established under Ordinance No. 164,307 
(11/30/88) for the South Park area of Central City.

9.

Amend the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24A4(i) modifying the Downtown 
Business District Parking Exception area (Ordinance 147,560);

10.

Rescind the Civic Center Development Plan;11.

12. Rescind the Elevated Pedway Plan.
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by Lead City Agency)

BACKGROUND
PROPONENT NAME PHONE

213 485-3180i ty . PlanningNeighborhood Division 
PROPONENT ADDRESS

221 S. Figueroa, Suite 310

c i

DATE SUBMITTEDAGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST

______ .City Planning.___________________________
PROPOSAL OaME (II applicable)

Central City Community Plan Update
(Explanations of all “yes” and "maybe” answers 
are required to be attached on separate sheets.)ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

MAYBE1. EARTH. Will the proposal result in:
a. Unstable earth conditions or in changes in geologic substructures?
b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering of the soil?
c. Change in topography or ground surface relief features?......................
d. The destruction, covering or modification of any unique geologic or
physical features?............................................. ..........................................................
e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the
site?......... ...........................................................................................................................
f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes in
siltation, deposition or erosion which may modify the channel of a 
river or stream or the bed of the ocean or any bay, infet or lake?..........
g. Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earth
quakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards?... .

2. AIR. Will the proposal result in:
a. Air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quality?.............................
b. The creation of objectionable odors?...........................................................
c. Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any change
in climate, either locally or regionally?................................................................
d. Expose the project residents to severe air pollution conditions?

3. WATER. Will the proposal result in:
a. changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements,
in either marine or fresh waters?...............................................................
b. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and
amounts of surface water runoff?.........................................................................
c. Alterations to the course or flow of flood waters?....................................
d. Change in the amount of surface water in any water body?.................
e. Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water
quality, including but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen or 
turbidity?............................................. .............................................................................
f. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground waters?.................
g. Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct ad
ditions or withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts 
or excavations?................................................................................... ............................
h. Reduction in the amount of water otherwise available for public
water supplies?.............................................................................................................
i. Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as
flooding or tidal waves?............................................................................................
j. Changes in the temperature, flow, or chemical content of surface 
thermal springs.

4. PLANT LIFE. Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in the diversity of species, or number of any species of
plants (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops and aquatic plants)?..........
b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered
species of plants?........................................................................................................
c. Introduction of new species of plants into an area, or is a barrier to
the normal replenishment of existing species?...............................................
d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop?........................................

NOYES

JC.
X.
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X
X

X

x.

X

X

X

X

X

■X
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5. ANIMAL LIFE. Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in the diversity of species, or numbers of any species of
animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and shellfish, 
benthic organisms or insects)?..............................................................................
b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered
species of animals? ................................................................................................
c. introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in a
barrier to the migration or movement of animals?..................... ..................
d. Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat?.....................................

6. NOISE. Will the proposal result in:
a. Increases in existing noise levels?...............................................................
b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels?...............................................

7. LIGHT AND GLARE. Will the proposal
a. Produce new fight or glare from street lights or other sources? ...

• b, Reduce access to sunlight of adjacent properties due to 
shade and shadow.....................................................................................................

8. LAND USE. Will the proposal result in an alteration of 
the present or planned land use of an area?

9. NATURAL RESOURCES. Will the proposal result in:
a. Increase in the rate of use of any natural resources?............................
b. Depletion of any non-renewabie natural resource?................................

10. RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal involve:
a, A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances (in
cluding, but not limited to, oii, pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in 
the event of an accident or upset conditions?
b. Possible interference with an emergency response plan or an emer
gency evacuation plan.

11. POPULATION. Will the proposal result in:
a. The relocation of any persons because of the effects upon housing, 
commercial or industrial facilities?
b. Change in the distribution, density or growth rate of the human 
population of an area?

12. HOUSING. Will the proposal:
a. Affect existing housing, or create a demand for additional housing?
b. Have an impact on the available rental housing in the community?
c. Result in demolition, relocation or remodeling of residential, com
mercial, or industrial buildings or ether facilities?

13. Transportation/Circulation. Will the proposal result in:
a. Generation of additional vehicular movement?..............,......................
b. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?..
c. Impact upon existing transportation systems?..........................................
d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people
and/or goods?..............................................................................................................
e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic?............................................ ..
f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedes
trians? ..............................................................................................................................

14. PUBLIC SERVICES. Will the proposal have an effect upon, 
or result in a need for new or altered governmental services in 
any of the following areas:

a. Fire protection? .....................................................................................................
b. Police protection?...................................................................................................
c. Schools? .................................................................................................................
d. Parks or other recreational facilities?...........................................................
e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?....................... . . .
f. Other governmental services?...........................................................................

15. ENERGY. Will the proposal result in:
a. Use of exceptional amounts of fuel or energy?........................................
b, Increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or require the
development of new sources of energy?..........................................................
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16. ENERGY. Will the prop; I result in:
a. Use of exceptional amounts of fuel or energy?....................................
b. Significant increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or
require the development of new sources of energy?................................

x
x

17. UTILITIES. Will the proposal result in a need for new 
systems, or alterations to the following utilities:

a. Power or natural gas?................................ ..................... .. .................... ..........
b. Communications systems?..................................................................................
c. Water? ............................................................................................................
d. Sewer or septic tanks?.......................................................................................
e. Storm water drainage?................... ............. ........................................................
f. Solid waste and disposal?...............................................................................

18. HUMAN HEALTH. Will the proposal result in:
a. Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding
mental health)? ............................................................................................................
b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards?...................................

19. AESTHETICS. Will the proposed project result in:
a. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the public?
b. The creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view?
c. The destruction of a stand of trees, a rock outcopping or other 
locally recognized desirable aesthic natural feature?
d. Any negative aesthetic effect?

20 RECREATION. Will the proposal result in an impact upon the 
quality or quantity of existing recreational opportunities?

21. CULTURAL RESOURCES:
a. Will the proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of a 
prehistoric or historic archaeological site?
b. Will the proposal result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects 
to a prehistoric or historic building, structure, or object?
c. Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change 
which would affect unique ethnic cultural values?
d. Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses within 
the potential impact area?

22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the en
vironment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or elimi
nate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? ................................. ........................... ........................................................
b. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the dis
advantage of long-term, environmental goals.
c. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?* ......................................................................... ..
d. Does the project have environmental effects which cause sub
stantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

’ "Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of an individual project 
are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects 
of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.__________________
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CENTRAL CITY COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE

INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST/EXPLANATION ATTACHMENT

1. EARTH. Will the proposal result in:

Unstable earth conditions or in changes in geologic substructures? (NO)a.

Approximately 20 percent of the community plan is a designated Hillside area. Any 
development proposed in this area would be required to prepare to the satisfaction 
of the Department of Building and Safety, Geologic and Soils Reports dealing with 
erosion or mass wasting. Impacts would be addressed on a project-by-project basis. 
The project would not increase plan density and would not create unstable earth 
conditions nor would it change geologic substructures.

b. Disruption, displacement, compaction or overcovering of the soil? (NO)

The project area is located in an urbanized area and the majority of the land area ha 
been developed. The Hillside designation would require any proposed development 
in this area to address potential impacts to soils. The environmental analysis 
prepared for the adopted plan analyzed a worst-case scenario. The project would not 
increase plan density and would not result in disruptions, displacements, compaction 
or over covering of the soil.

Change in topography or ground surface relief features? (NO)c.

Most of the Central City Plan area, is represented by the Hanford Association. This 
soil type has high sand concentrations and good drainage and permeability. 
Combined with its other stable characteristics, this soil type is well suited for urban 
development. Most of the area is developed. Any new development would be 
required to prepare Geologic and Soils reports satisfactory to the Department of 
Building and Safety. The project would not change topography or ground surface 
relief features,

The destruction, covering or modification of any unique geologic or physical 
features? (NO)

d.

The City Planning Department Environmental information maps do not indicate the 
presence of any unique geologic features in the project area.

Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the site? (No)e.

The project will not increase wind or water erosion of soils. The project is not in a 
fire hazard area according to City Planning Department Environmental information 
maps. Therefore, there is no potential for soils erosion to occur within the plan area
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due to burning vegetation and scarring of hillside area.

f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes in siltation, deposition 
or erosion which may modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of the ocean 
or any bay, inlet or lake? (No)

There are no beaches, bays, inlets streams or lakes in the area. The Los Angeles 
River is a concrete channelized watercourse approximately 3/4 mile west of Central 
City’s western boundary (Alameda Street). One hundred year storms would top this 
channelized watercourse flooding portions of areas not in the Central City Plan area.

Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, 
mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards? (No)

8-

There are a number of active and potentially active faults in a regional proximity to 
the project area. The San Andreas Fault is approximately 35 miles to the north and 
the Whittier Fault occurs within the southeasterly portion of the project area. The 
Santa Monica-Hoilywood Fault lies approximately 8 miles to the north and the active 
Elysian Fault lies north of the project area. There are other potentially active faults 
within the region, including the active Eagle Rock, San Rafael, and Raymond Hill 
faults northwesterly of the Central City community.

Seismic ground shaking could occur in the project area as a result of movement on 
any of these faults. The project is not within a City of Los Angeles, State of 
California Rupture Study area, or the Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone. The 
potential for ground rupture due to fault movement in the area is low and the existing 
geologic material are not likely to be susceptible to liquefaction seismic settlement 
or ground lurching. As a result of the project area's inland location, tsunami’s and 
seiches are not a hazard. The proposed project would not increase plan density

AIR. Will the proposal result in:2.

Air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quality? (No)a.

Winds in the plan area are variable, but are generally driven by a land-sea breeze 
system with daytime on-shore and nighttime off-shore sea breezes which respectively 
head northeast into and southwest out of the Glendale area. Pollutants disperse 
somewhat due to daytime breezes; however, a low summer inversion can create 
adverse air quality conditions and contribute to the high summer ozone levels. The 
Plan area is located in the South Coast Air Basin, non-attainment area for Federal 
clean air standards. The project falls below the AQMD significance criteria; it would
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not increase plan density with corresponding reduction in plan trip generation. No 
deterioration of ambient air quality is anticipated.

b. The creation of objectionable odors? (No)

The project includes no activities which would be anticipated to create significant 
objectionable odors.

Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any change in climate, 
either locally or regionally? (No)

c.

No significant alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or other local or 
regional climatic changes are likely to occur as a result of project implementation.

d. Expose the project residents to severe air pollution conditions? (No)

The project is not anticipated to expose residents to significantly increased severe air 
pollution conditions. The plan area is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), 
a non-attainment area for Federal Clean Air Standards (Standards). The Los Angeles 
Air Quality Management District and the State Air Resources Board have prepared 
a Clean Air Plan for the Basin which prescribes control measures in order to improve 
regional air quality to attain the Standards. Potential future, mobile ROG, Nitrogen 
Oxide (NoJ, Sulfur Oxide (Sox), and other air emissions would be anticipated to be 
reduced through implementation of Framework land use poiicies and TIMP 
Mitigation Measures. Project-specific mitigation would continue to be achieved by 
actions of the City Planning Commission and the City Zoning Administrator through 
requirements for air scrubbing, filtration, and conditioning systems in new structures. 
Future air emission levels are expected to be lower than 1990 air emissions.

WATER. Will the proposed result in:j.

Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements, in either marine 
or fresh waters? (No)

a.

The plan area includes no significant marine or fresh water currents or courses, and 
therefore would not be expected to result in significant changes in currents, or the 
course or direction of water movements, in either marine or fresh waters.

Changes in absorption rates drainage patterns, or the rate and amounts of surface 
water runoff (No)

b.
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The project would not be anticipated to significantly change absorption rates, 
drainage patterns, or significantly increase the amount of surface water runoff. The 
majority of the plan area is already developed. The urbanized areas covered by 
impervious surfaces would continue to have surface water runoff collected by 
numerous storm drain systems.

Alterations to the course or flow offlood waters? (No)c.

The project will not affect or alter flood waters. Some surface water run off may 
collect within topographic low spots in paved areas during occasional heavy rains.

Change in the amount of surface water in any water body? (No)d.

Thfe project will not increase or decrease the amount of surface water in any water 
body, There is no water body located in the Central City Community plan area.

Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water quality, 
including but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen or turbidity? (No)

e.

The project would not be anticipated to significantly increase discharge into surface 
waters, or to alter surface water quality. Pollutants common to urban areas, 
especially those related to automobiles, are contained in water runoff and may be 
carried into the storm drain system and discharged into the ocean. Discharges are 
regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

f. Alteration of the direction or rate offlow of ground waters? (No)

The project will not alter the direction of groundwater. The City Planning 
Department Environmental information maps indicate there are no course lines in the 
plan area.

Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct additions or 
withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations? (No)

g

The project will not intercept the aquifer by cuts or excavations.

Reduction in the amount of water otherwise available for public water supplies?h.
(No)

The project is not anticipated to result in the significant reduction in the amount of 
water otherwise available for public water supplies Future Project-related increases
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in demand for water in the Plan Area would be met by the City Department of Water 
and Power (DWP), according to the City Water Conservation Plan, which does not 
anticipate significant deficiencies in the ability of the water system to provide 
domestic water supply to the plan area through the year 2010.

Exposure of people or property to vmler-related hazards such as flooding or tidal 
waves? (No)

i.

The project would maintain or reduce plan land use potential to achieve consistency 
between existing land uses and the community plan. The project would not increase 
exposure of people to water related hazards such as flooding The Los Angeles River 
is approximately 3/4 mile east of the community plan area. The Federal Emergency 
Management Agency map identify areas affected by 100-vear storm flooding. The 
project is not within areas affected by the 100 year flooding. As a result of the 
project area's inland location, tidal waves are not a hazard.

Changes in the temperature, flow, or chemical content of surface thermal 
springs? (No)

J-

There are no known thermal springs located within the Central City community plan 
area.

PLANT LIFE. Will the proposal result in4.

Change in the diversity of species, or number of any species of plants (including 
trees, shrubs, grass, crops and aquatic plants) ? (No)

a.

The plan area is highly urbanized. Existing plants are those which have adapted to 
the urban environment or those which have been introduced as ornamental 
landscaped elements. The proposed project changes m permitted land uses would not 
be anticipated to significantly change the diversity of species, or the number of plant 
species.

b. Reduction of the numbers of anv unique, rare or endangered species of plants? 
(No) ' ‘

The existing plant forms are those that have adapted to the environment or were 
imported to it. The Central City community is not a natural habit for any rare or 
endangered species and is not considered a unique botanic community.

Introduction of new species of plants into an area, or a barrier to the normalc,
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replenishment of existing species? (No)

The plan area is highly urbanized and changes in permitted land uses would not be 
anticipated to introduce significant numbers of new species of plants, nor be a 
significant barrier to the normal replenishment of any existing species.

d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop? (No)

The plan area contains no significant acreage in agricultural uses, and project 
implementation would, therefore, not be expected to significantly reduce acreage of 
agricultural crops.

5. ANIMAL LIFE. Will the proposal result in

Change in the diversity of species, or numbers of any species of animals (birds, land 
animals, including reptiles, fish and shellfish, benthic organisms or insects)? (No)

a.

The project does not propose activities which would significantly change the 
diversity of species, or the numbers of species of animals. The plan area is largely 
urbanized.

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered species of animals?
(No)

The plan area is not natural habitat for unique, rare or endangered species of animals.

Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in a barrier to the 
migration or movement of animals? (No)

c.

The project will not introduce new species of animals into the plan area. The plan 
area is a highly urbanized area, and the project would not likely result in a significant 
barrier to animal migration or movement,

Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat? (No)d.

The project will not result in significant deterioration to existing fish or wildlife 
habitats. Predominant plant and animal life present have adapted to urban 
environments.

NOISE. Will the proposal result in:6
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Increases in existing noise levels? (Maybe)a.

The project will bring into consistency existing and planned land uses and no 
increase in noise levels is anticipated.

h. Exposure of people to severe noise levels? (No)

The project area is located in an highly urbanized setting with some high intensity 
land uses which experience moderate to high noise levels. Traffic related noise is 
considered a major contributor to ambient noise levels. The project is not expected 
to increase the noise level in the plan area.

7. LIGHT AND GLARE. Will the proposal

Produce new light or glare from street lights or other sources? (No)a.

The project would not be anticipated to produce significant new light or glare from 
street lights or other sources. As a developed urban area, the existing plan area 
includes street lights and light from other sources, such as automobile lights, building 
lights, display and advertising lighting and exterior lighting for parking facilities.

Reduce access to sunlight of adjacent properties due to shade and shadow? (No)b.

The project does not propose any changes in the height district. The core of Central 
City by nature has a massing of commercial, office, and residential structures which 
cause shade/shadow characteristics, However, such a massing of development is 
appropriate as identified in the community plan.

8. LAND USE. Will the proposal result in an alteration of the present or planned land use 
of an area? (Yes)

Where the project proposes to change the existing zoning to match existing land use, 
the alteration of the present and planned land use are not considered to be significant. 
No physical or functional incompatibilities are anticipated with implementation of 
the proposed project. In addition, the project will also update the plan map's service 
system symbols. Public facilities and other government owned properties which may 
currently have an underlying commercial or residential zone will be changed to 
reflect a Public Facility (PF) zone In the South Park neighborhood of Central City 
the proposed modifications to the permanent [0] conditions may increase the amount 
of commercial in the plan area. However, the zoning already permits commercial 
development and the modification seeks to reduce some of the conditions.
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9. NATURAL RESOURCES. Will proposal result in:

Increase in the rate of use of any natural resources? (No)a.

The plan area is highly urbanized and with the exception of some oil drilling 
activities there are no known natural resources in the area. The project will not affect 
the "O" designation in the Central City area and no increase in the use of natural 
resources will occur.

b. Depletion of any non-renewable natural resource? (No)

The project is not expected to significantly deplete non-renewable natural resources.

10. RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal involve:

A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances (including, but not 
limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in the event of an accident or upset 
conditions? (No)

a.

The plan area is not located in an area exposed to risks of upset.

b. Possible interference with an emergency response plan or an emergency 
evacuation plan? (No)

The project would not be anticipated to significantly interfere with emergency 
response or evacuation plans.

POPULATION. Will the proposal result in:11.

The relocation of any persons because of the effects upon housing, commercial or 
industrial facilities? (No)

a.

The project proposcs.to achieve consistency between existing land uses and planned 
land uses, no relocation impacts are anticipated.

Change in the distribution, density or growth rate of the human population of an 
area? (Maybe)

b.

The project may affect the distribution, density and growth rate of the human 
population of the plan area. Modification of the [Q] condition in South Park may 
result in the reduction of housing and increase in commercial uses. However, the
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potential for commercial in the South Park neighborhood already exists, the 
modification allows the commercial uses more flexibility. The potential for 
residential development already exists in the commercial zone and the modification 
does not preclude residential development.

12. HOUSING. Will the proposal:

Affect existing housing, or create a demandfor additional housing? (Maybe)a.

The project may create a demand for additional housing in Central City or other areas 
of the city by reducing the amount available in South Park. The reduction may occur 
as a result of modification to the existing [Q]R5-2-D zone which requires certain 
conditions for projects proposed as 100% commercial. By reducing the conditions 
for commercial development, a potential exists for more commercial development 
to occur and less residential. However, the goal of the Community Redevelopment 
Agency is to encourage residential development and all commercial projects will still 
require approval by the Redevelopment Agency and the Planning Department.

b. Have an impact on the available rental housing in the community? (Maybe)

The project may decrease the availability of rental housing in the South Park area as 
a result of modifications to the [QJR5-2-D condition which makes it less restrictive 
for commercial development. However, residential development is the primary goal 
of the Redevelopment Agency and the zoning still gives more incentives for 
residential development, and commercial uses in the [Q]R5 zone will still require an 
approval by the Planning Department and the Community Redevelopment Agency. 
Residential development can still occur in any commercial zone in Central City.

Result in demolition, relocation or remodeling of residential, commercial or 
industrial building or other facilities? (No)

c.

No significant adverse effect would result from demolition, relocation, or remodeling 
of residential, commercial, or industrial buildings or other facilities.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Will the proposal result in:13.

Generation of additional vehicular movement? (Maybe)a.

The project identifies the area surrounding the convention center and the sports arena 
as a "Special Study Area". Although no specific plans are proposed for the Special 
Study Area, there is the possibility in the future as development occurs at the Sports
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Arena, that additional demand for entertainment, hotel, and commercial facilities 
occur. The additional intensification may result in an increase in vehicular 
movement. The Special Study Area has been identified as the most likely area for 
the expansion to occur. However, since no development proposals have been 
submitted exact environmental impacts cannnot be determined. In the future as 
individual projects are proposed, separate environmental review must be undertaken.

b, Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking? (Maybe)

The project will not result in the need for new parking facilities. However, future 
development in the "Special Study Area" may result in an increase in the need for 
additional parking. As new development is proposed, on-site parking would be 
provided on a project by project basis, pursuant to Municipal Code provisions and 
the code modification to the Downtown Business District parking requirements.

Impact upon existing transportation system? (No)c.

The project does not change existing plan densities or uses that would impact the 
current transportation system.

d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people and/or 
goods? (No)

The project maintains plan density and does not alter present circulation or 
movement of goods.

Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? (No)e,

There are no waterborne or air traffic facilities in the Plan Area. The Project would 
not be expected to result in significant alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic.

Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclist or pedestrians? (No)f.

The project is not anticipated to increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, 
or pedestrians.

PUBLIC SERVICES. Will the proposal have an effect upon, or result in a need for new 
or altered governmental services in any of the following areas.

14.

Fire Protection? (Maybe)a.
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The project does not propose intensification of plan designated land use densities; 
consequently, no additional demand for fire protection is anticipated. Where the 
project seeks consistency between existing and planned land use. no effect is 
anticipated on fire protection.

The Framework EIR proposes Mitigation Measures to lessen impacts relative to fire 
protection. These would include: the requirement to monitor the need for 
improvements to infrastructure and public service capabilities within the plan area; 
and the requirement to correlate the appropriate level of capital, facility, or service 
improvements that are necessary to accommodate anticipated additional population 
growth. The Framework EIR also directs the establishment of programs for 
infrastructure and public service improvements to accommodate additional 
development, by type, amount, and location

b Police Protection? (Maybe)

Project build-out may result in an increased demand for new or altered City Police 
Department services.

The Framework describes a Citywide shortage of sworn police officers. The 
Framework EIR proposed Mitigation Measures to reduce the likelihood of significant 
impacts relative to police services. Some of the Mitigation Measures include 
requirements to: correlate programs for infrastructure and public service 
improvements to accommodate growth and development; monitor conditions which 
may require additional police services and facilities; and direct the location of police 
sub-station facilities in the ground floors of existing mixed-use buildings.

Schools? (No)c.

The project does not propose intensification of plan land use densities. No additional 
demand for schools is anticipated. Where the project seeks consistency between 
existing and planned land use, no significant effect is anticipated on schools.

d. Parks or other recreational facilities? (No)

The project does not propose intensification of plan land use densities. No additional 
demand for parks is anticipated. Where the project seeks consistency between 
existing and planned land use, no significant effect on parks and recreational facilities 
is anticipated.
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Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? (No)e.

The project does not propose intensification of plan land use densities creating no 
additional demand for maintenance of public facilities. Where the project seeks 
consistency between existing and planned land uses, no significant effect is 
anticipated on maintenance of public facilities, including roads.

f. Other governmental services? (No)

The project does not propose intensification of plan land use densities. Therefore, 
it does not result in additional demand for other governmental services.

15/16. ENERGY; Will the proposal result in:

Use of exceptional amounts offuel or energy? (No)a.

The project would not likely result in the need for exceptional additional amounts 
of fuel or energy.

Increase in demand upon existing sources of energy. or require the development of 
new sources of energy? (No)

b.

The project would not likely result in a significantly increased demand upon existing 
sources of energy or require the development of new sources of energy.

UTILITIES. Will the proposal result in a need for new systems, or alterations to the 
following utilities:

17.

Power or natural gas? (No)a.

The project would not likely result in a significantly increased demand for power or 
natural gas.

Communications systems? (No)b.

The project would not likely result in a significantly increased demand on the 
communication system.

Water? (No)c.

The project does not propose to intensify the plan's land use densities. No additional
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demand for water is anticipated

d. Sewer or septic tanks? (No)

The project does not propose to intensify the planned land use densities. Where the 
project seeks consistency between existing and planned land uses, no additional 
demand for sewer or septic tanks are anticipated.

Storm water drainage? (No)e.

The project would not likely result in an increased demand on the storm water 
drainage system.

f. Solid waste and disposal? (No)

The project would not likely result in a need for new systems or significant 
alterations to the solid waste and disposal system.

18 HUMAN HEALTH. Will the proposal result in:

Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding mental 
health)? (No)

a.

The project would not be anticipated to create a significant health hazard or a 
potential health hazard.

b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards? (No)

The project would not likely increase the exposure of people to potential health 
hazards. The plan would continue to provide for separation of industrial and 
residential uses.

AESTHETICS. Will the proposed project result in:19.

The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the public? (No)a.

The project would not be expected to result in the significant obstruction of scenic 
vistas or views open to the public.

The creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view? (No)b.
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The project would not be expected to create an aesthetically offensive site open to 
public view. The plan would continue to encourage the provision of landscaping and 
other aesthetic improvements throughout the plan area.

The destruction of a stand of trees, a rock outcropping or other locally recognized 
desirable aesthetic natural feature? (No)

c.

There are no stand of trees, rock outcropping or other locally recognized desirable 
aesthetic natural features in the Central City plan area.

d. Any negative aesthetic effect? (No)

The project would not be anticipated to result in negative aesthetic effects.

20. RECREATION. Will the proposal result in an impact upon the quality or quantity of 
existing recreational opportunities? (No)

The project does not propose to intensify land use densities that would negatively 
affect the quality or quantity of existing recreational opportunities.

21. CULTURAL RESOURCES:

Will the proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site? (No)

a.

The project will not affect prehistoric or historic archaeological sites. Such sites are 
identified and appropriate mitigation measures w'ould be employed on a case by case 
basis should such sites be potentially disturbed by future development.

b. Will the proposal result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or 
historic building, structure, or object? (No)

The proposed project identifies locations of designated Historic/Cultural Monuments 
but no adverse physical or aesthetic effects are anticipated.

Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect 
unique ethnic cultural values? (No)

c.

The project would not be anticipated to have the potential to cause a significant 
physical change which would affect unique ethnic cultural values. The plan 
continues to encourage and promote a wide variety of facilities and programs which

Page 14
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involve benefits to unique ethnic and cultural values in the plan area.

d. Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact 
area? (No)

The project will not restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the plan area.

22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of the fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? (No)

a.

The plan area is heavily urbanized. The project would not be expected to have the 
potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat 
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self- 
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal (because no rare 
or endangered plant or animal is known to exist in the plan area), or eliminate 
important examples of a major period of California history or prehistory.

b. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of 
long-term, environmental goals? (No)

The project will amend the Central City Community Plan, a portion of the Land Use 
Element of the General Plan The long term goal of the plan is to coordinate and 
harmonize the development of the Central City community with other parts of the 
city, within the framework of the General Plan. In addition, the long term goal of the 
plan is to provide a guide to an orderly and balanced development of the community', 
designating and locating land uses and public facilities in the quantities and at 
densities required to satisfy the varying needs and desires of all segments of the 
community population.

Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (No)

c.

This plan proposes approximate locations, configurations, and intensities of various 
land uses and circulation and service system facilities. Development may vary

Page 15
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Memorandum

To: Tomas Carranza, LA DOT

From: Matthew Simons

Supplemental Traffic Review Memorandum for 850 S. Hill Street ProjectSubject:

Date: January 22, 2016

A Traffic Study for the 9tn Street & Hill Street Project (Approved Project) was originally 
submitted in May 2006. The Approved Project comprised 267 condominium units and 5,520 sq. 
ft. of ground-floor retail space. The Traffic Study concluded the Project would create no 
significant traffic impacts. LADOT reviewed that document and agreed with the findings and 
provided an Approval Letter (see Attachment A) dated June 21, 2006 (DOT Case No, CEN 06
2867).

The Project has since been modified and a revised Traffic Study for the new Project Description 
(Modified Project), dated September 30, 2015, wras submitted to LADOT for review on October 
1, 2015. The Modified Project is comprised of 305 market-rate apartments, up to 3,499 sq. ft. of 
ground-floor retail space and 3,500 sq. ft. of restaurant space. That Traffic Study also concluded 
that the Modified Project would create no significant traffic impacts. LADOT reviewed that 
document and agreed with the findings and provided an Approval Letter (see Attachment B) 
dated October 19, 2015 (DOT Case No. CEN 15-42971).

Since the revised Traffic Study was submitted and approved by LADOT, two modifications have 
been made to the traffic impact analysis conducted for the Modified Project. The first 
modification consisted of the addition of a second driveway along 9* Street that would provide 
access to a subterranean parking garage. The trip distribution for the Modified Project was 
revised to incorporate this additional ingress/egress drivew'ay into the traffic impact analysis. 
The modified site plan is shown in Figure 1.

The second modification to the traffic impact analysis consisted of the addition of the Broadway 
Trade Center as a related project in the Future Without Project conditions scenario. The project

18301 Von Karman Ave. 
Suite 490 
Irvine, CA 92612 
Phone; 949-474-1591 
Fax; 949-474-1599

- 1 -



FORM GEN 160A (Rev. 1/82)

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

850 S. Hill St 

DOT Case No. CEN 16-44067

Date. February 3, 2016

To: Karen Hoo, City Planner 
Department of City Planning

Wes Pringle, Transportation Engineer 
Department of Transportation

From:

Subject SUPPLEMENTAL TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED 
REVISED DEVELOPMENT AT 850 SOUTH HILL STREET

On October 19, 2015 the Department of Transportation (DOT) issued a traffic assessment 
report to the Department of City Planning on a proposed mixed use project located at 850 
South Hill Street. However, since the report was released, the project description has been 
modified and a supplement to the original traffic study, dated January 22, 2016, has been 
prepared by The Mobility Group and submitted to DOT.

The original project proposal was to construct 305 apartment units, 3,499 square-feet of 
retail use, and 3,500 square-feet of restaurant use The updated project proposal would not 
change the project description, but would account for changes to the vehicular access. The 
supplemental analysis also included an updated related project list to account for 
cumulative impacts In the original project, vehicles would enter the site via a two-way 
driveway on Hill Street. The revised project proposes a two-way driveway on 9fn Street and 
on Hill Street. The project was estimated to generate 1,998 daily trips, 137 trips in the a.m. 
peak hour, and 184 trips in the p.m. peak hour. The previous traffic analysis determined 
that none of the twelve analyzed intersections would be significantly impacted by project 
related traffic

DOT concurs with the supplemental analysis that the changes to the project would result in 
nominal changes to the original project. Therefore, the traffic impacts of the revised project 
with the change in vehicular access would continue to be less than significant. All DOT’S 
prior recommendations in the October 19, 2015 letter shall remain in effect.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (213) 972-8482.

Attachments

K.\Lettersmi6\CEN16-44067_S50hiil_mu_revJlr.dccx

Kevin Ocubiilo, Council District No 14
Mehrdad Moshksar, Central District, DOT
TaimourTanavoli, Citywide Planning Coordination Section, DOT
Gregg Vandergriff, Central District. BOE
Mike Bates. The Mobility Group

c:



FORM GEN. 160A (Rev 1/82)

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

850 S Hill St 
DOT Case No. CEN 15 42971

Date October 19, 2015

To: Karen Hoo, City Planner 
Department of City Planning

From: Tomas Carranza Senior Transportation Engineer 
Department of Transportation

Subject. TRANSPORTATION STUDY ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AT 850 SOUTH HtLL STREET

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the traffic analysis prepared by The 
Mobility Group dated September 30, 2015, for the proposed mixed-use project located on 
the northeast corner of 9f Street and Hill Street. Based on DOT s traffic impact criteria the 
traffic study included the detailed analysis of twelve intersections and determined that none 
of the study intersections would be significantly impacted by project-related traffic. The 
results of the traffic analysis (summarized in Attachment 1), which accounted for other 
known development projects in evaluating potential cumulative impacts, adequately 
evaluated the project's traffic impacts on the surrounding community.

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

A Proiect Description
The project proposes to construct 305 apartment units 3 499 square-feet of retail 
space and 3.500 square-feet of restaurant use on a site that is currently occupied by 
a surface parking lot. The number of parking spaces that will be provided by the 
project was not discussed in the study. Vehicular access would be accommodated 
via a two-way driveway on Hill Street. The project is expected to be completed by 
2018

B. Trip Generation
The project is estimated to generate a net increase of approximately 1,998 daily 
trips, 137 trips during the a.m. peak hour and 184 trips during the p.m. peak hour. 
These estimates were derived using trip generation rates from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) “Trip Generation Handbook 9th Edition." A copy of 
the trip generation table from the traffic study can be found in Attachment 2.

C. Freeway Analysis
The traffic study included a freeway impact analysis that was prepared in 
accordance with the State-mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
administered by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

i
Per DOT'S Traffic Study Policies and Procedures a significant impact is identified as an increase in the Cnt cal 

Movement Analysts (CMA) value, due to project relaled traffic, cf 0.01 or more when the final ( “with project") Level of Service (LOS) 
is LOS E or F an rncrease of 0 020 or more when the final LOS is LOS D; or an increase of 0 040 or mote when the final LOS is 
LOS C.



Karen Hoo -2- October 19 2015

(MTA). According to this analysis, the project would not result in significant traffic 
impacts on any of the evaluated freeway mainline segments. To comply with the 
Freeway Analysis Agreement executed between Caltrans and DOT in October 2013 
the study also included a screening analysis to determine if additional evaluation of 
freeway mainline and ramp segments was necessary beyond the CMP 
requirements. Exceeding one of the four screening criteria would require the 
applicant to work directly with Caltrans to prepare more detailed freeway analyses. 
However, the project did not meet or exceed any of the four thresholds defined in the 
agreement; therefore, no additional freeway analysis was required.

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS

A. Construction Impacts
DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to 
DOT for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work. The plan 
should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices warning signs and access to abutting 
properties DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to 
off-peak hours.

B Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements 
On August 11. 2015, the City Council adopted the Mobility Plan 2035 which 
represents the new Mobility Element of the General Plan. A key feature of the 
updated plan is to revise street standards in an effort to provide a more enhanced 
balance between traffic flow and other important street functions including transit 
routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building design and site 
access etc. Per the new Mobility Element, Hill Street has been designated as a 
Modified Avenue II (Secondary Highway) which would require a 28-foot half-width 
roadway within a 46-foot half-width right-of-way. 9th Street has been designated as 
a Modified Avenue III (Secondary Highway) which would require a 23-foot half-width 
roadway within a 35-foot half-width right-of-way The applicant should check with 
BOE’s Land Development Group to determine the specific highway dedication street 
widening and/or sidewalk requirements for this project.

C Parking Requirements
The traffic study did not indicate the number of parking spaces to be provided by the 
project. The applicant should check with the Department of Building and Safety on 
the number of Code-required parking spaces needed for the project.

Driveway Access and Circulation
The conceptual site plan for the project (illustrated in Attachment 3) is acceptable to 
DOT. However, the review of this study does not constitute approval of the driveway 
dimensions, access and circulation scheme Those require separate review and 
approval and should be coordinated with DOT'S Citywide Planning Coordination 
Section (201 N. Figueroa Street 4th Floor, Station 3 @ 213-482-7024). In order to 
minimize and prevent last minute building design changes, the applicant should 
contact DOT, prior to the commencement of building or parking layout design efforts,

D.



Karen Hoo October 19, 2015-3-

for driveway width and internal circulation requirements. New driveways should be 
Case 2 - designed with a recommended width of 30 feet for two-way operations. 
Delivery truck loading and unloading should take place on site with no vehicles 
having to back into the project via the proposed project driveway.

Development Review Fees
An ordinance adding Section 19.15 to the Los Angeles Municipal Code relative to 
application fees paid to DOT for permit issuance activities was adopted by the Los 
Angeles City Council in 2009 and updaled in 2014 This ordinance identifies specific 
fees for traffic study review, condition clearance, and permit issuance. The applicant 
shall comply with any applicable fees per this ordinance

E.

If you have any questions, please contact Wes Pringle of my staff at (213) 972-8482

Attachments

Letiers^CEN15-42776_6132 pico M mixed-use ts Hr

Kevin Ocubiilo. Council District No. 14 
Mehrdad Moshksar, Central District 
Taimour Tanavoli, DOT Case Management 
Gregg Vandergriff, BOE Central District 
Matthew Simon, The Mobility Group

c:



Attachment 1
850 S. Hill St

Traffic StudyAlexern South Broadway Project

Future With Project Conditions - Intersection Level of Service 
AM Peak Hour

Table 4.2

AM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change
inV/C

Future With 
Project

Future Without 
Project

Intersection

V/C LOSV/C LOS

ttl No0.004
0.000
0.004
0.019
0.006
0.012
0.000

0.701 CB0.697
0.585
0.557
0.545
0.545
0.517
0.675
0.565
0.573
0.576
0.439
0.637

1. Olive Street & 8 Street
2. Olive Street & 9lh Street
3. Hill Street & 7th Street
4. Hill Street & 8th Street
5. Hill Street & 9th Street
6. Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard
7. Broadway & 7th Street
8. Broadway & 8th Street
9. Broadway & 9th Street
10. Broadway & Olympic Boulevard
11. Spring Street & 8,!l Street
12. Main Street & 9,h Street

No0.585
0.561
0.564
0.551
0.529
0.675
0.566
0.573
0.577
0.440
0.638

AA
NoAA
NoAA
NoAA
NoAA
NoBB
No0.001AA
No0.000AA
No0.001AA
No0.001AA
No0.001BB

September 30, 201543The Mobility Group



Traffic StudyAlexttn South Broadway Project

Future With Project Conditions - Intersection Level of Service 
PM Peak Hour

Table 4.3

PM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change
inV/C

Future With 
Project

Future Without 
Project

Intersection

V/C LOSV/C LOS

1. Olive Street & 8th Street
2. Olive Street & 9th Street
3. Hill Street & 7th Street
4. Hill Street & 8th Street
5. Hill Street & 9th Street
6. Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard
7. Broadway & 7,h Street
8. Broadway & 8th Street
9. Broadway & 9th Street
10. Broadway & Olympic Boulevard
11. Spring Street & 8th Street
12. Main Street & 9th Street

No0.003
0.000
0.020
0.026
0.017
0.014
0.004
0.002
0.001
0.001
0.007
0.001

0.639
0.779
0.794
0.649

B0.636
0.779
0.774
0.623
0.844
0.771
0.736
0.745
0.782
0.845
0.425
0.742

B
NoCC
NoCC
NoBB
No0.861 DD
NoC0.785

0.740
0.747
0.783
0.846
0.432
0.743

C
NoCC
NoCC
NoCC
NoDD
NoAA
NoC.C

September 30, 201544The Mobility Group



Attachment 2
850 S. Hill St

Alexan South Broadway Project - Trip Generation EstimatesTable 4.1 8/3/2015

Daily Trips
DailySource 

& Code QuantityLand Use Assumptions Units Top Tola!
TripsRate

Proposed Uses 

Apartments 2
(Reduction for transit/wafk trips) - 15% 

Net Apartments

ITE 220 305 665 2,028DU
-304

1,724

Retail 2 149ITE 820 3,499 SF 42.70
(Reduction for internal trips) - 
(Reduction for transit/walk trips) - 15% 
(Reduction for pass-by trips) - 

Net Retail

10% -15
-20
-5750%
57

Restaurant2 ITE 931 SF 31589 953,500
-32(Reduction for internal trips) - 

(Reduction for transit/walk trips) - 15% 
(Reduction for pass-by trips)»

10%

-42
-2410%

217Net Restaurant

1.998Total Net

AM Peak
AM Peak Hour

Source 
& Code

Quantity Tnp RateUnitsLand Use Assumptions Total Trips
OutIn Total Out TotalIn

Proposed Uses

Apartments 2
(Reduction for transit/waik trips) - 15%

ITE 220 305 DU 0 10 0.41 0 51 125 15631
-5 -18 -23
26 107 133Net Apartments

Retail2 2 3ITE 820 3.499 SF 0 60 036 0.96 1
0 0(Reduction for internal trips) - 10% 0
0, 0(Reduction for transitfwalk trips) - 15% 

50%
0

-2-1(Reduction for pass-by trips) - -1
01 1Net Retail

Restaurant2 ITE 931 3,500 SF 0 45 036 081 2 1 3

010% 0 0(Reduction for internal trips) - 
(Reduction for transit/walk trips) - 15% 0 00

00(Reduction for pass-by tnps) - 010%

2 31Net Restaurant

29 108 137Total Net



Table 4.1 Alexan South Broadway Project - Trip Generation Estimates 8/3/2015

PM Peak
PM Peak Hour1Source 

& Code
Trip RateLand Use Assumptions Quantity Units Total Trips

In Out Out TotalTotal In

Proposed Uses

Apartments 2
__ (Reduction for transitiwalk trips) ■ 15%

OU 0.22 062 122 67 180ITE 220 305 0.40
-18 -10 -28

161104 57Net Apartments

Reta I! 6 13ITE 820 3.499 SF 1.89 1.82 3 71 7

0 -1-1(Reduction for internal trips) - 

(Reduction for transit/walk trips) - 15% 

(Reduction for pass-tiv trips) -

10%

-1 -1 2

-5-2 -350%
2 3 5Net Retail

Restaurant1 ITE 931 SF 5.02 2 47 7 49 17 9 263,500
-3-2 -1(Reduction for internal trips) - 

(Reduction for transit/walk trips) - 15% 
l Reduction for pass-by tr.ps) - 

Net Restaurant

10%

-3 0 -3

-2-110% -1

11 7 18

184Total Net 117 67

1. ITE trip rates from Trip Generation, 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington, DC, 2012 except otherwise noted 
2 Trip rate reduction applied per LADOT Traffc Study Policies and Procedures, August 2014.

Note Some numbers do not add up perfectly due to rounding.



Attachment 3
850 S. Hitl St
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The Mobility Group
Transportation Strategies A Solutions

description assumed for the Broadway Trade Center consists of a net addition of floor area to 
that project, including total of 147,267 sq. ft. of additional leasable space with 122,050 sq. ft, to 
be used as office space and 25,217 sq. ft, to be used as restaurant space which was further 
divided into 12,608 sq. ft. of high-tumover restaurant space and 12,607 sq. ft. of quality 
restaurant space.

This memorandum provides a comparison of the vehicle trip estimates and the intersection level 
of service for the Approved and Modified Projects and demonstrates that the change in project 
description will not create any significant impacts when compared to the Approved Project 
analysis.

Approved Project

The trip generation estimates developed for the Approved Project showed that the Approved 
Project would generate a total of 1,140 net daily trips, 70 net AM peak hour trips and 102 net 
daily PM peak hour trips, as shown in Table 1,

Table 1 Approved Project Trip Generation Estimates

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Daily
TripsLand Use Size Units

Total TotalIn OutOut In

Condominiums 267 64 25 76DU 850 11 53 51

Retail 5,520 26SF 290 3 3 6 13 13

Total Net 1,140 14 56 70 64 38 102

Source: Crain & Associates, Traffic Analysis for Proposed Mixed-Use Project at the Northeast Corner of Sr Street and Hill 
Street, City of Los Angeles, May 2006

18301 Von Kamian Ave.
Suite 490
Irvine, CA 92612
Phone: 949-474-1591
Fax 949-474-1599

-3 -
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Modified Project

The trip generation estimates developed for the Modified Project show that the Modified Project 
would generate a total of 1,998 net daily trips, 137 net PM peak hour trips and 184 net daily PM 
peak hour trips, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2 Modified Project Trip Generation Estimates

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Daily
TripsLand Use Size Units

In Out Total In TotalOut

305Apartments DU 1,724 26 107 133 104 57 161

Retail 3,499 SF 57 1 3 50 1 2

Restaurant 3,500 SF 217 2 1 3 7 1811

Total Net 1,998 28 108 137 117 67 184

A comparison of the trip generation estimates from the Approved Project and the Modified 
Project was conducted and the results are provided in Table 3.

As shown in Table 3, the Modified Project would generate a net total of 858 additional daily- 
trips, 67 AM peak hour trips and 82 PM peak hour trips more than the Approved Project. While 
the Modified Project is expected to generate a higher number of vehicle trips than the Approved 
Project, this increase in vehicle trips is not expected result in any significant traffic impacts. To 
confirm this, a comparison of the traffic impact analyses associated with each project description 
was conducted and is presented below.

Approved Project - Future With Project Traffic Impact Analysis Results

The Approved Project analyzed a total of eight study intersections located in close proximity to 
the Project Site. The results of the AM and PM peak hour traffic impact analyses are shown in 
Tables 4 & 5 below. As shown in Tables 4 & 5, the Approved Project did not create any 
significant impacts in either the /AM or PM peak hour.

18301 Von Karman Ave.
Suite 490
Irvine, CA 92612
Phone: 949-474-1591
Fax: 949-474-1599

-4-
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Tahlc 3 Trip Generation Comparison - Approved Project vs. Modified Project

Approved Project 
Trip Generation

Modified Project 
Trip Generation

Difference
(Modified less Approved)

Time Period

TotalTotal Total In OutIn OutIn Out

858Daily 1,140 1,998

67AM Peak Hour 56 70 29 108 137 15 5214

82PM Peak Hour 64 38 102 117 67 184 53 29

As shown in Table 3, the Modified Project would generate a net total of 858 additional daily 
trips, 67 AM peak hour trips and 82 PM peak hour trips more than the Approved Project. While 
the Modified Project is expected to generate a higher number of vehicle trips than the Approved 
Project, this increase in vehicle trips is not expected result in any significant traffic impacts. To 
confirm this, a comparison of the traffic impact analyses associated with each project description 
was conducted and is presented below.

Approved Project - Future With Project Traffic Impact Analysis Results

The Approved Project analyzed a total of eight study intersections located in close proximity to 
the Project Site. The results of the AM and PM peak hour traffic impact analyses are shown in 
Tables 4 & 5 below. As shown in Tables 4 & 5, the Approved Project did not create any 
significant impacts in either the AM or PM peak hour.

Modified Project - Future With Project Traffic Impact Analysis Results

The Modified Project analyzed the same eight locations that were analyzed as part of the 
Approved Project. The results of the AM and PM peak hour traffic impact analyses are shown in 
Tables 6 & 7 below. As shown in Tables 6 & 7, the Modified Project also would not create any 
significant impacts in either the AM or PM peak hour.

18301 Von Karman Ave.
Suite 490
Irvine, C A 92612
Phone. 949-474-1591
Fax: 949-474-1599

-5 -
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Table 4 Approved Project - Future With Project Conditions - Intersection Level of Service 
AM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change 
In V / C

Future With 
Project

Future Without 
__Project

Intersection

V/Cv/c LOSLOS

1. Hill Street & 7 Street
2. Hill Street & 8U' Street
3. Hill Street & 9th Street
4. Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard
5. Broadway & 7th Street
6. Broadway & 8tK Street
7. Broadway & 9t,: Street
8. Broadway & Olympic Boulevard

0.003 No0.834
0.438
0.342
0.415
0.457
0.613

0 837 
0.445 
0.346 
0.416 
0.460

DD
0.007
0.004

NoA A
NoA A

0.001 NoA A
0.003A NoA

0.631 0.018 NoB B
0.421 0.425 0.004A NoA

No0.617 B 0.619 B 0.002

Table 5 Approved Project - Future With Project Conditions - Intersection Level of Service 
PM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change 
in V / C

Future Without 
Project

Future With 
Project

Intersection

V/C V/CLOS LOS

1. Hill Street & 7 Street
2. Hill Street & 8" Street
3. Hill Street & 9th Street
4. Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard
5. Broadway & 7th Street
6. Broadway & 81f' Street
7. Broadway & 9th Street
8. Broadway & Olympic Boulevard

0.975 E 0.982 0.007 NoE
0,537
0.470

0.550
0.477

0.013A NoA
A 0.007

0.002
NoA

0.645 B 0.647 NoB
0.612 0.615B B 0.003 No
0.705 0.736C 0.031 NoC
0.465 0.473 0.008 NoA A
0.775 0,787C C 0.012 No

18301 VonKarman Ave.
Suite 490
Irvine, CA 92612
Phone:949-474-1591
Fax: 949474-1599
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The Mobility Group
Transportation Strategies <6 Solutions

Modified Project - Future With Project Conditions - Intersection Level of Service 
AM Peak Hour - For Intersections Studied for Approved Project

Table 6

AM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change 
in V/C

Future With 
Project

Future Without 
Project

Intersection

V/C LOS V/C LOS

0.004 
0.019 
0 006 
0.012 
0.000 
0.001 
0.000 
0.001

No0.5613. Hill Street & T Street
4. Hill Street & 8th Street
5. Hill Street & 9th Street
6. Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard
7. Broadway & 7th Street 
8 Broadway & 81'1 Street
9. Broadway & 9lh Street
10. Broadway & Olympic Boulevard

0.557
0.545
0.545
0.517
0.675
0.565
0.573
0.576

A A
No0.564 AA
No0.551A A
No0.529

0.675
0.566
0.573
0.577

AA
NoB B
NoA A
NoA A
NoAA

Modified Project - Future With Project Conditions - Intersection Level of Service 
PM Peak Hour - For Intersections Studied for Approved Project

Table 7

PM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change 
in V/C

Future With 
Project

Future Without 
Project

Intersection

LOSV/C LOS V/C

0.020
0.026
0.017
0.014
0.004
0.002

NoHill Street & 7* Street 
Hill Street & 8th Street 
Hill Street & 9th Street 
Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard 
Broadway & 7th Street 
Broadway & 8'" Street 
Broadway & 9th Street 
Broadway & Olympic Boulevard

0.774
0.623
0.844
0.771
0.736
0.745
0.782
0.845

C 0.794
0.649

C3.
NoB B4.
No0.861 DD5.

0.785 NoC C6.

C 0.740
0.747

C No7.
C C No8.

C 0.783 C 0.001 No9.
0.846 0.001 NoD D10

18301 Von Karman Ave
Suite 490
Irvine, CA 92612
Phone; 949 474 1591
Fax: 949-474-1599
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The Mobility Group
Transportation Strategies & Solutions

The Modified Project also analyzed an additional four intersections for a total of 12 intersections. 
As shown in Tables 8 & 9, the Modified Project would not create significant traffic impacts at 
any of the analyzed locations.

We therefore conclude that although the change in the Project Description would result in an 
increase in the trip generation for the Modified Project compared to the Approved Project, the 
resulting Future With Project traffic impact analyses showed that the Modified Project would not 
create any significant impacts at any of the study intersections,

Approved Proiect - Existing With Project Traffic Impact Analysis Results

The analysis for the Approved Project was completed in 2006 and at that time there were no 
requirements to conduct a Sunnyvale Scenario or Existing With Project conditions analysis.

Modified Project - Existing With Project Traffic Impact Analysis Results

The Modified Project also conducted an Existing With Project conditions analysis for the full set 
of 12 intersections. As shown in fables 10 & 11, the Modified Project would not create 
significant traffic impacts at any of the analyzed locations.

Con nest ion Management Program Analysis

CMP guidelines require a project to conduct an impact analysis at any CMP Intersection 
Monitoring location where the project will add 50 or more total vehicle trips through the 
intersection in either the AM or PM peak hour or any CMP Freeway Monitoring location where 
the project will add 150 or more trips in either direction during the AM or PM peak hour.

CMP Intersection Monitoring Locations

Both Projects analyzed traffic conditions at the same three CMP Intersection Monitoring 
locations and both projects determined that number of project-related vehicle trips expected to 
travel through any of the locations identified above would be less than 50 vehicle trips, so no 
further analysis was required.

18301 Von Karman Ave.
Suite 490
Irvine, CA 92612
Phone: 949-474-1591
Fax: 949-474-1599
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The Mobility Group
Transportation Strategies & Solutions

Modified Project - Future With Project Conditions - Intersection Level of Serv ice 
AM Peak Hour - All Study Intersections

Table 8

AM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change
inV/C

Future With 
Project

Future Without 
Project

Intersection

V/CLOS LOSV/C

0.004
0.000
0.004
0.019
0.006
0.012
0.000

No0.701 CB0.697
0.585
0.557
0.545
0.545
0.517
0.675
0.565
0.573
0.576
0.439
0.637

1. Olive Street & 8 Street
2. Olive Street & 9th Street
3. Hill Street & 7th Street
4. Hill Street & 8th Street
5. Hill Street & 9th Street
6. Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard
7. Broadway & 7th Street
8. Broadway & 8th Street
9. Broadway & 9th Street
10. Broadway & Olympic Boulevard
11. Spring Street & 8th Street
12. Main Street & 9th Street

No0.585
0.561
0.564

AA
NoAA
NoAA
No0.551 AA
No0.529 AA
No0.675 BB

0.001 No0.566
0.573
0.577
0.440
0.638

AA
0.000
0.001
0.001
0.001

NoAA
NoAA
NoAA
NoBB

18301 Von Karman Ave.
Suite 490
Irvine, CA 92612
Phone: 949-474-1591
Fax: 949-474-1599
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The Mobility Group
Transportation Strategies & Solutions

Modified Project - Future With Project Conditions - Intersection Level of Service 
PM Peak Hour - All Study Intersections

Table 9

PM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change 
in V/C

Future With 
Project

Future Without 
Project

Intersection

V/C LOSV/C LOS

No0.639
0.779
0.794
0.649

B 0.003
0.000
0.020
0.026
0.017
0.014
0.004
0.002

0.636
0.779
0.774
0.623
0.844

B1. Olive Street & 8 Street
2. Olive Street & 9m Street
3. Hill Street & 7th Street
4. Hill Street & 8th Street
5. Hill Street & 9th Street
6. Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard
7. Broadway & 7th Street
8. Broadway & 8th Street
9. Broadway & 9th Street
10. Broadway & Olympic Boulevard
11. Spring Street & 8th Street
12. Main Street & 9th Street

NoCC
NoCC
NoBB
No0.861 DD
No0.785C C0.771
No0.740

0.747
0.783
0.846
0,432
0.743

C0.736 C
NoC C0.745

0.001 NoC C0.782
No0.001D0,845 D
No0.007A0.425

0.742
A

No0.001c c

18301 Von Karman Ave.
Suite 490
Irvine, CA 92612
Phone: 949-474-1591
Fax: 949-474-1599
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The Mobility Group
Transportation Strategies & Solutions

Modified Project - Existing With Project Conditions - Intersection Level of Service 
AM Peak Hour - All Study Intersections

Table 10

AM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change 
in V/C

Existing With 
Project

ExistingIntersection

LOSLOS V/CV/C

No0.006
0.000
0.004
0.019
0.006
0.003
0.002
0.002
0.001
0.000
0.001
0.000

0.355
0.395
0.441
0.414
0.400
0.416
0.465
0.361
0.376
0.453
0.247
0.439

A0.349
0.395
0.437

A1 Olive Street & 8 Street
2. Olive Street & 9th Street
3. Hill Street & 7th Street
4. Hill Street & 8* Street
5. Hill Street & 9th Street
6. Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard
7. Broadway & 7* Street
8. Broadway & 8th Street
9. Broadway & 9th Street
10. Broadway & Olympic Boulevard
11. Spring Street & 8th Street
12. Main Street & 9ih Street

NoAA
NoAA
NoAA0.395
NoAA0.394
NoA0.413 A
NoAA0.463
NoAA0.359
NoA0.375 A
NoA0.453 A
NoAA0.246
NoA0.439 A

18301 Von Karman Ave.
Suite 490
Irvine, CA 92612
Phone: 949-474-1591
Fax: 949-474-1599
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The Mobility Group
Transportation Strategies & Solutions

Modified Project - Existing With Project Conditions - Intersection Level of Service 
PM Peak Hour - A11 Study Intersections

Table 11

PM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change 
in V/C

Existing With 
Project

ExistingIntersection

V/C LOSV/C LOS

1. Olive Street & 8th Street
2. Olive Street & 9th Street
3. Hill Street & 7th Street
4. Hill Street & 8th Street
5. Hill Street & 9,h Street
6. Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard
7. Broadway & 7th Street
8. Broadway & 8,h Street
9. Broadway & 9th Street
10. Broadway & Olympic Boulevard
11. Spring Street & 8th Street
12. Main Street & 9th Street

0.004
0.000
0.020
0.027
0.016
0.014
0.006
0.003
0.000

No0.315 A0.311 A
No0.401 A0.401

0.564
0.432
0.505
0.519

A
No0.584

0.459
AA

NoAA
No0.521 AA
No0.533

0.547
0.444
0.521
0.566
0.247
0.504

AA
NoA0.541 A
NoA0.441 A
NoA0.521 A
No0.001A0.565

0.245
0.503

A
No0.002AA
No0.001AA

18301 Von Karman Ave.
Suite 490
Irvine, CA 92612
Phone: 949-474-1591
Fax: 949-474-1599
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The Mobility Group
Transportation Strategies & Solutions

CMP Freeway Monitoring Locations

The Approved Project did not identify any analysis locations as the total number of vehicle trips 
generated by the Approved Project was less the 150 trips and therefore no additional analysis 
was needed.

A check of the CMP Freeway Monitoring locations was conducted for the Modified Project. It 
was determined that due to regional dispersal of trips from the Project Site the number of 
Project-related vehicle trips expected to travel tltrough any of the CMP Freeway Monitoring 
locations in close proximity to the Project Site would be less than 150 trips in any direction and 
that no further analysis was needed.

CMP Transit Impact Analysis

The Approved Project did not conduct a CMP Transit impact analysis.

A check of the CMP Transit impact analysis was conducted for the Modified Project and it was 
determined that the Project would not cause the capacity of the regional transit system to be 
substantially exceeded and that no additional analysis was needed.

Conclusion

We respectfully request your concurrence with the above conclusion. The Applicant requests a 
supplemental LADOT letter, describing the results of the comparison between the trip generation 
estimates for the Approved Project and the Modified Project and the results of the traffic impact 
analysis comparison showing that there would still not be any significant impacts at any of the 
study intersections,

You may call me a; (949)-474-1591 xl5 orWe appreciate your assistance on this project, 
e-mail me at msimons@mobilitvgrp .com. if you have any questions.

18301 Von Kantian Ave.
Suite 490
Irvine, CA 92612
Phone: 949-474-1591
Fax: 949-474-1599

- 13-
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

FORM OEN. 15GA (Roy. 1fS2)

REVISED

9th St & Hill St 
DOT Case No. CEN 06-2867

Date: June 21,2006

Hadar Plafkin, City Planner 
Department ofGilijPlanning

To:

prr ,
Mike Bagheri, Transportation Engi: 
Department of Transportation

From:

TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY FOR THE PROPOSED MIXED-USE PROJECT 
AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF 9™ STREET AND HILL STREET

Subject:

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the traffic study, prepared by traffic 
consultant Crain and Associates, dated May 2006, for a proposed mixed-use project 
located on the northeast comer of 9th Street and Hill Street. The study analyzed 8 
intersections and determined that none of the study intersections would be significantly 
impacted by the project related traffic (see Attachments 1 and 2). Except as noted, the 
study adequately evaluated the project-related traffic impacts on the surrounding 
community based on DOT guidelines.

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

Project Description

The proposed project consists of constructing 207 condominium units and 5,520 square- 
feet (SF) of retail space. The existing site is occupied by a surface parking lot which will 
be replaced by the project. Access to the site will be provided by one driveway on 9th 
Street and one driveway on Hill Street. The project will provide 528 parking spaces in a 
subterranean and above grade parking structure. The project Is expected to be completed 
by Year 2008.

Trip Generation

The project will generate approximately 1,140 net daily trips with 70 net trips in the AM 
peak hour and 102 net trips In the PM peak hour (Attachment 3).



Hadar Plafkin -2- June 21,2006

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS

A. Construction Impacts

DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to 
DOT for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work. The plan 
should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted 
to off-peak hours.

B. Highway Dedication And Street Wldsnlng Requirements

9th Street is classified as a Secondary Highway which requires a 35-foot half-width 
roadway on a 45-foot half-width right-of-way.

Hill Street is also classified as a Secondary Highway.

it appears that highway dedication and street widening may be required for the 
proposed project. The developer must check with the Bureau of Engineering (BOE) 
Land Development Group to determine the highway dedication, street widening and 
sidewalk requirements for the project

C. Parking Analysis

As noted previously, the traffic study indicated that the project will provide 528 
parking spaces. The developer should check with the Department of Building and 
Safety on the number of Code required parking spaces needed for the project.

Driveway Access

The review of this study does not constitute approval of the driveway access and 
circulation scheme. Those require separate review and approval and should be 
coordinated as soon as possible with DOT’S Citywide Planning Coordination Section 
(201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor, Station 3, @ 213-482-7024) to avoid delays In 
the building permit approval process, in order to minimize and prevent iast minute 
building design changes, it is highly imperative that the applicant, prior to the 
commencement of building or parking layout design efforts, contact DOT for 
driveway width and interna! circulation requirements so that such traffic flow 
considerations are designed and incorporated early into the building and parking 
layout plans to avoid any unnecessary time delays and potential costs associated 
with late design changes. All driveways should be Case 2 type driveways and 30 
feet and 18 feet wide for two-way and one-way operations, respectively. A 40-foot 
reservoir space should be provided for ail gated driveways. The proposed driveway 
on Hill Street should be restricted to right-in right-out only operation, and on-site turn 
around should be provided for service vehicles (see Attachment 4).

D.



Hadar Plafkin -3- June 21, 2006

If you have any questions, please contact Wes Pringle of my staff at (213) 972-8482.

Attachments

s:\te Ue rs\CEN06-2887_9J)IH_mlxed-useJ*ttar.w[XJ

Tony Ricasa, Council District No. 14 
Martha Stephenson, Central District
TaimourTanavoii, Citywide Planning Coordination Section, DOT 
Cart Mills, Central District. BOP 
Crain and Associates

c:



Attachment 1

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION1

Vahtme/Capacity
Ratio

Level of 
Service Definition

EXCELLENT. No vehicle waits longer than one red light and no 
approach phase is fully used.

0.000 - 0.600A

VERY GOOD. An occasional approach phase is fully utilized; many 
drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted within groups of vehicles.

0.601-0.700B

GOOD. Occasionally, drivers may have to wait through more than one 
red light; backups may develop behind turning vehicles.

0.701-0.800C

FAIR. Delays may be substantial during portions of the rush hours, but 
enough lower volume periods occur to permit clearing of developing 
lines, preventing excessive backups.

0.801 -0.900D

POOR Represents the most vehicles that intersection approaches can 
accommodate; may be long lines of waiting vehicles through several 
signal cycles.

0.901 -1.000E

FAILURE. Backups from nearby intersections or on cross streets may 
restrict or prevent movement of vehicles out of the intersection 
approaches. Tremendous delays with continuously increasing queue 
lengths.

Greater than 1.000F

SIGNIFICANT TRANSPORTATION IMPACT CRITERIA

A transportation impact on an intersection shall be deemed "significant" in accordance with the 
following table except as otherwise specified in a TSP, ICO or CMP:

1.

SIGNIFICANT TRANSPORTATION IMPACT

Level of
Ssmss. Project-Related Increase In V/C 

equal to or greater than 0.040

Final V/C Ratio

> 0.701 - 0.800C

equal to or greater than 0.020> 0.801 - 0.900D

> 0.901 equal to or greater than 0.010E,F

‘Source; Transportation Research Board, Interim Materials on Hiuhwav Capacity. Transportation Research 
Circular No. 212, January 1980.



Attachment 2

Table 9
Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) Summary 

Future (2008) Without and With Project Traffic Conditions

Without 
Peak Project
Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact

With Project
No. intersection

1. 7th Street and 
Hill Street
7th Street and 
Broadway
6th Street and 
Hill Street
8th Street and 
Broadway
9th Street and 
HW Street
9th Street and 
Broadway
Olympic Boulevard and 
Hill Street
Olympic Boulevard and 
Broadway

AM 0.834 D 0.837 D 0.003
PM E0.975 0.982 E 0.007

2. AM 0.457 A 0.460 A 0.003
0.003
0.007
0.013

PM 0.812 B 0.615 B
AM 0.4383. A 0.445 A
PM 0.537 A 0.550 A

4. AM 0.613 B 0.631 B 0.018
PM 0.705 C 0.736 C 0.031

5. AM 0.342 0.346
0.477

A A 0.004
PM 0.470 A 0.007A

6. AM 0.421 AA 0,425 0.004
PM 0.465 A 0.473 0.008A

7, AM 0.415 
PM 0.645

A 0.416
0.647
0.619
0.787

0.001A
B B 0.002

AM 0.6178. B B 0.002 
C 0.012PM 0.775 C

t

53
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Table S
Project Trip Generation

pm Peek Hour
to fiui IaMAM Peak Hour

1q fiut ismITE CalkStit UniteCoda Uh

230 Condominiums 
820 Retail

44 1349011394191,480287 Condo'* 
5,520 sq.ft.I 9348452811171,030

in* Internal Linkage* 
Condominium*
Retail (Based on Condominium*)

P) (7)
(5) (7)

(5)I (6)(5)(D(70)5% (2)(6)(D(5)(70)

I less Tranalt/Walk-ln 
Condominiums 
Retail

(17) (51)
azi £341

(43) (34)
(2i an

(38)(7)(560)40% £41£211380140%

I 61 129777769181,4308tte Drtvewiy Tripe

test Passby 
Retail

(13) (26)I (7) (13)(3)(4)(290)50%

3ft 10204zoOft14imNet Project Traffic Increase
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Attachment B

LADOT Approval Letter for 
Modified Project Dated October 19,2015



FORM GEN. 10QA (R«v. 1/82}

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

650 S. Hill St 
DOT Case No. CEN 15-42071

Date: October 19, 2015

To: Karen Hoo, City Planner 
Department of City Planning

Senior Transportation EngineerFrom: Tomas Carranza,
Department of Transportation

TRANSPORTATION STUDY ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AT 850 SOUTH HILL STREET

Subject:

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the traffic analysis prepared by The 
Mobility Group, dated September 30, 2015, for the proposed mixed-use project located on 
the northeast comer of G1^ Street and Hill Street. Based on DOT’S traffic impact criteria1, the 
traffic study Included the detailed analysis of twelve intersections and determined that none 
of the study intersections would be significantly impacted by project-related traffic. The 
results of the traffic analysis (summarized in Attachment 1), which accounted for other 
known development projects in evaluating potential cumulative impacts, adequately 
evaluated the project's traffic impacts on the surrounding community.

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

A. Project Description
The project proposes to construct 305 apartment units, 3,499 square-feet of retail 
space, and 3,500 square-feet of restaurant use on a site that is currently occupied by 
a surface parking lot. The number of parking spaces that will be provided by the 
project was not discussed in the study. Vehicular access would be accommodated 
via a two-way driveway on Hill Street The project is expected to be completed by 
2018.

B. Trip Generation
The project is estimated to generate a net increase of approximately 1,998 daily 
trips, 137 trips during the a m. peak hour and 184 trips during the p.m. peak hour. 
These estimates were derived using trip generation rates from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) "Trip Generation Handbook, S'* Edition," A copy of 
the dip generation table from the traffic study can be found in Attachment 2.

C. Freeway Analysis
The traffic study included a freeway impact analysis that was prepared in 
accordance with the State-mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
administered by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

i Pur DOT’S ‘'raffle Study Policies and Procedures, a significant Impact Is Identified as sn Increase in the OSes’ 
Movement Analysis (CMA) value, due to project related traffic, of 0.01 or more when the final ("with project") Level of Service (LOS) 
la LOS EorF; an increase of 0.020 or more when the final LOS is LOS O; or an increase ofO 04C or more when the final uOSIs 
LOSC.
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(MTA). According to this analysis, the project would not result in significant traffic 
impacts on any of the evaluated freeway mainline segments. To comply with the 
Freeway Analysis Agreement executed between Caitrans and DOT in October 2013, 
the study also included a screening analysis to determine if additional evaluation of 
freeway mainline and ramp segments was necessary beyond the CMP 
requirements. Exceeding one of the four screening criteria would require the 
applicant to work directly with Caitrans to prepare more detailed freeway analyses. 
However, the project did not meet or exceed any of the four thresholds defined in the 
agreement; therefore, no additional freeway analysis was required.

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS

A. Construction Impacts
DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to 
DOT for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work. The plan 
should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to 
off-peak hours.

B. Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements 
On August 11, 2015, the City Council adopted the Mobility Plan 2035 which 
represents die new Mobility Element of the General Plan. A key feature of the 
updated plan is to revise street standards In an effort to provide a more enhanced 
balance between traffic flow and other important street functions including transit 
routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building design and site 
access, etc. Per the new Mobility Element, Hill Street has been designated as a 
Modified Avenue II (Secondary Highway) which would require a 28-foot half-width 
roadway within a 46-foot half-width right-of-way. 9th Street has been designated as 
a Modified Avenue III (Secondary Highway) which would require a 23-foot half-width 
roadway within a 35-foot half-width right-of-way. The applicant should check with 
BOE's Land Development Group to determine the specific highway dedication, street 
widening and/or sidewalk requirements for this project.

C. Parking Requirements
The traffic study did not indicate the number of parking spaces to be provided by the 
project. The applicant should check with the Department of Building and Safety on 
tiie number of Code-required parking spaces needed for the project

D Driveway Access and Circulation
The conceptual site plan for the project (illustrated in Attachment 3) is acceptable to 
DOT. However, the review of this study does not constitute approval of the driveway 
dimensions, access and circulation scheme. Those require separate review and 
approval and should be coordinated with DOT'S Citywide ^Manning Coordination 
Section (201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor, Station 3, @ 213-482-7024). In order to 
minimize and prevent last minute building design changes, the applicant should 
contact DOT, prior to the commencement of building or parking layout design efforts,
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for driveway width and internal circulation requirements. New driveways should be 
Case 2 * designed with a recommended width of 30 feet for two-way operations. 
Delivery truck loading and unloading should take place on site with no vehides 
having to back into the project via the proposed project driveway.

E. Development Review Fees
An ordinance adding Section 19.15 to the Los Angeles Municipal Code relative to 
application fees paid to DOT for permit issuance activities was adopted by the Los 
Angeles City Council in 2009 and updated in 2014. This ordinance identifies specific 
fees for traffic study review, condition clearance, and permit issuance. The applicant 
shall comply with any applicable fees per this ordinance.

If you have any questions, please contact Wes Pringle of my staff at (213) 972-8482.

Attachments

LsBtters\CEN15-42776_6132 pica bl mixad-usp ts Hr

Kevin Ocubillo. Council District No 14 
Mehrdad Moshksar, Central District 
TaimourTanavoli, DOT Case Management 
Gregg Vandergriff, BOE Central District 
Matthew Simon, The Mobility Group

c:



Attachment 1
850 S. Hill St

Traffic StudyAtexan South Broadway Project

Table 4.2 Future With Project Condition - Intersection Level of Service 
AM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change
inV/C

Future With 
Project

Future Without 
Pro'ectIntersection

LOSV/CLOSV/C

No1. Olive Street & 8th Street
2. Olive Street & 9* Street
3. Hill Street &7*h Street
4. Hill Street & 8* Street
5. Hill Street & 9* Street
6. Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard
7. Broadway & 7th Street
8. Broadway & 8* Street
9. Broadway & 9th Street
10. Broadway & Olympic Boulevard
11. Spring Street & 8111 Street
12. Main Street & 9th Street

0.004
0.000
0.004
0.019
0.006
0.012
0.000
0.001
0.000

C0.701
OJ585

B0.697
NoAA0.585
NoA0.5610.557

0.545
0.545
0.517
0.675
0.S65

A
No0.564 AA
No0.551 AA
No0.529

0.675
0.566
0.573
0.577
0.440

AA
NoBB
NoAA
NoAA0.573
No0.001A0.576

0.439
0.637

A
No0.001AA
No0.0010.638 BB

September 30,201S43The Mobility Group



T/<StudyAtcxan South Broadway Project

Future With Project Conditions - Intersection Level of Service 
PM Peak Hour

Table 43

PM Peak Hour
Significant

Impact
Change
inV/C

Future With 
Project

Future Without 
Project

Intersection

LOSV/CLOSV/C

No0.003
0.000
0.020
0.026
0.017
0.014
0.004
0.002

1. Olive Street & 8th Street
2. Olive Street & 9th Street
3. Hill Street Scl* Street
4. Hill Street & 8m Street
5. Hill Street & 9th Street
6. Hill Street & Olympic Boulevard
7. Broadway & 7 th Street
8. Broadway & 8th Street
9. Broadway & 9* Street
10. Broadway Sc Olympic Boulevard
11. Spring Street & 8* Street
12. Main Street & 9th Street

B0.639
0.779
0.794
0.649

B0.636
NoCC0.779

0.774
0.623
0.844

NoCC
NoBB
NoD0.861D
NoC0.785

0.740
0.747

C0.771
NoCC0.736
NoC0.745 C
No0.001C0.7830.782

0.845
0.425
0.742

C
No0.0010.846 DD
No0.0070.432 AA
No0.001c0.743C

September 30, 201544The Mobility Group



Attachment 2
850 S. Hill St

Tabk 4.1 Alsxan South Broadway Project - Trip Generation Estimates amois

Dally Trips
DallySours*1 

S Code
land Km Assumptions Quantity Units Tr|p Total

JHea.Rate

PfWatKiVtW
Apartments 3

(Reduction for LrarattAna turps) - 15% 

Net Apartment*

308 DUITE220 6.85 2,028

-304

1.724

ReW* rreazo 3,499 SF 14942.70

(Reduction for internal tripe) - 

(Reduction for tranalt/weSr tripe) - 15% 

(Reduction far paes-Py trtas) -

10% -15

-20
-6750%
17Net Retell

Restaurant1

(Reduction for Internal trfpa) - 10%

(Reduction for Iranaittaafk trips) - 15% 

(Reduction Her paaa-by trlpg) - 10%

ITE931 3.500 SF 89.99 315
-32
■42
-24

21?Nut Restaurant

Total Nat 1.090

AW Peak
am Peel' Hour

Source' 
6 Code

Trip RateQuantityland Use Aaieruptions Unlta Total Trtpa
OutIn Total OutIn Total

Propo«ed Uaaa 

Apartments7

(Reduction for Inansltiwelk trips) - 15% 

Net Apartments

0UITEZ20 305 0.10 0.41 0.51 31 125 158

-185 23
78 107 133

Reran7 (TE82Q 3,499 SF 0.80 0 38 0.98 2 1 3
0(Reduction for Internal trips) • 10%

(Rsducllon for trsnelt/wak Irtpe) - 15% 

• (Reductionforpeas-tiv trips)- 50%

Net Retail

0 0
Q 0 9

-1 ;-i
1 o 1

Restaurant7 SFJ7E931 3,500 0.45 o.ae 0.81 2 1 3
0(Reduction for Internal trips) - 10%

(Reduction for transR/wolk trips) - 15% 

(Reduction for casa-tiy trips) - 10%

0 0
00 a

fli o0
2 1 JNet Restaurant

29 137108Total Net



Tab to 4.1 Alaxan South Broadway Project - Trip Gonaratlon Estimates 8/3/2015

PM Peak
PMPaaKHoLfSarus*1 

& CodaLand Use Assumptions Quantity UnHs Trip Rato Total Trios
OutIn TotalIn OutTotal

EraumLUng
Apartments'

(Reduction fcr WntH/walk trips) - 15%
ITE 220 305 DU 0.40 3.22 122 *7 189062

-18 -10 -28
Not Apartmints 104 ST 161

Retail * ITE 820 3,499 SF 1.60 1.82 371 8 137
(Reduction for Internal trips) • 10%
(Reduction for transllAMlfc trips) - 16% 
(Reduction far pasa-by tries) - 50%

-1 -10
-1 -t -2
-2 -3 -5

Net Retail 2 53

Restaurant* 5.02 2.47 7.49SFITE 931 3,500 17 9 28
(Reduction for internal trips) - 10%
(Reduction for tranalt/MBlk (dps) - 15% 
(Reduction for paw-by tripe) - 10%

•1-2 -3

-3 -30
-1 -1 -2

Net Restaurant 11 7 18

Total Net 117 87 184

1. ITE trip rites from Trip Generation, nrfi Edition, Inatftuta of Transportation Engineers. Washington, DC, 2012 except othemtaa noted.
2. Trip rate reduction append par LADOT Traffic Study PoOdae and Procedures, August 2014.

Note: Some number* do not add up perfectly due to rounding.
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850 S. Hill St
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EXHIBIT 5



CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

ZONING INFORMATION FILE

Zl NO. 2451

TRANSIT PRIORITY AREAS (TPAs) / EXEMPTIONS TO AESTHETICS AND PARKING
WITHIN TPAs PURSUANT TO CEQA

CITYWIDE

COMMENTS:

On September 2013, the Governor signed into law Senate Bill (SB) 743, which instituted 
changes to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) when evaluating environmental 
impacts to projects located in areas served by transit. While the thrust of SB 743 addressed a 
major overhaul on how transportation impacts are evaluated under CEQA, it also limited the 
extent to which aesthetics and parking are defined as impacts under CEQA. Specifically, 
Section 21099 (d)(1) of the Public Resources Code (PRC) states that a project's aesthetic and 
parking impacts shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment if:

1. The project is a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project, and

2 The project is located on an infill site within a transit priority area.

Section 21099 (a) of the PRC defines the following terms:

(1) “Employment center project" (TPAs) means a project located on property zoned for 
commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and that is located within a transit 
priority area.

(4) "Infill site” means a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or 
on a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated 
only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban 
uses.

(7) "Transit priority area" means an area within one-haif mile of a major transit stop that is 
existing or planned. Section 21064.3 of the PRC defines a "major transit stop" as a site 
containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit 
service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval 
of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. For purposes of 
Section 21099 of the PRC, a transit priority area also includes major transit stops in the City of 
Los Angeles (city) that are scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon of the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan / 
Sustainable Community Strategy (RTP/SCS).

While the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is still in the process of drafting 
guidance to substantially revise transportation impact methodology for infill projects, the 
elimination of aesthetics and parking for infill projects went into effect January 2014. No further 
action is needed for the elimination of aesthetics and parking for infill projects, defined herein to 
take effect as part of the City’s impact evaluations pursuant to CEQA.



INSTRUCTIONS:

Visual resources, aesthetic character, shade and shadow, light and glare, and scenic vistas or 
any other aesthetic impact as defined in the City’s CEQA Threshold Guide shall not be 
considered an impact for infill projects within TPAs (shown in the attached map} pursuant to 
CEQA. However, this law did not limit the ability of the City to regulate, or study aesthetic 
related impacts pursuant to other land use regulations found in the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC), or the City’s General Plan, including specific plans. For example, DCP staff would still 
need to address a project's shade and shadow impacts if it is expressly required in a specific 
plan, Community Design Overlays (CDOs), or Historic Preservation Overlay Zones (HPOZs). 
Also note that the limitation of aesthetic impacts pursuant to Section 21099 of the PRC does not 
include impacts to historic or cultural resources. Impacts to historic or cultural resources will 
need to be evaluated pursuant to CEQA regardless of project location.

Find attached a citywide map of TPAs in the City of Los Angeles. Department of City Planning 
(DCP) staff should use this citywide map in determining if a project is clearly within a TPA, and if 
aesthetics and parking are not to be included in a project’s impact evaluation in a negative 
declaration (ND), mitigated negative declaration (WIND) or environmental impact report (EIR) 
prepared in accordance with CEQA. Eventually, TPAs will be identified in ZIMAS, however this 
map is to be referenced on an interim basts. Planners should also consult ZIMAS or Navigate 
LA if it cannot be determined from the map if a project site is within % mi’e of a major transit 
stop.

A project shall be considered to be within a TPA if all parcels within the project have no more 
than 25 percent of their area farther than one-half mile from the stop or corridor and if not more 
than 10 percent of the residential units or 100 units, whichever is less, in the project are farther 
than one-half mile from the stop or corridor Projects intersecting non-overlapping TPA 
boundaries would also need to demonstrate they are within one-half mile of a major transit stop 
based on boarding location information. The burden shall be on the project applicant to 
demonstrate their project is within a TPA for parcels along a TPA boundary.

For further information regarding TPAs or SB 743, contact David Somers at (213) 978-3307

Further reference

http://opr.ca.qov/s transitonenteddevelopmentsb743.php

http://opr.ca.qov/s_transitonenteddevelopmentsb743.php
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What dues California need to meet its climate-change goals? For starters, denser housing and less driving, report says - LA Times3/28/2017

What does California need to meet its climate-change goals? 
For starters, denser housing and less driving, report says
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What does California need to meet its climate-change goals? For starters, denser housing and less driving, report says LA Times3/28/2017« By Liam Dillon

MARCH 27, 2017 10 00 PM | REPORTING FROM SACRAMENTOc alifornia will need billions of dollars in new funding for housing and transportation improvements, and to make extraordinary' 

changes to state and local government policies, in order to meet its new 2030 climate change goals, according to new reports 

from state and regional government officials and UC Berkeley researchers.

Californians will need to cut their driving by 1.6 miles per day, which they could accomplish through telecommuting, carpooling, biking or 

taking transit to work once a month as well as replacing short car trips with walking and combining multiple errands into one trip, state 

climate regulators said.

Car and truck pollution makes up the largest portion of California’s carbon emissions, and residents will need to drive less to reach the 

state’s goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. These driving reduction numbers also assume that 

the state will substantially boost the number of electric cars on the road and cut carbon from fuel.

To get there, representatives from the Southern California Assn, of Governments and other regional agencies told climate regulators at a 

meeting last week that they needed a lot of new money for transportation and housing — as much as $5 billion in the Sacramento region 

alone — as well as policy changes that could include tolls and other charges for people to drive in congested areas.

Since 2008, regional governments have been responsible for developing plans to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by aiming to redirect 

development from sprawling outward to denser development into cities, adjacent suburbs and neighborhoods near mass transit lines. But 

regional governments have to revise their plans to meet the new targets now that the 2030 climate change goals passed the Legislature last 

year.

Beyond funding, state officials need to be sensitive to how- Californians are used to getting around every day, said Hasan Ikhrata, the 

executive director of the Southern California Assn, of Governments, which is responsible for implementing a climate change blueprint in 

Los Angeles, Imperial, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and Ventura counties.

http://www latimcs.com/politics/la-pol ■ca-housing-climate-change-study 20170327-story.html 2/4

http://www


“We have changed the discussion in the state of California in a good way about how to sustain the future,” Ikhrata said at the meeting. “But 

at the same time we still have 40 million Californians that need to get from A to B. And we can’t overnight think they’re all going to bike or 

use transit. Some of them will drive.”

3/28/2017 What does California need to meet its climate change goals? For starters, denser housing and less driving, report says - LA Times

Rather than expecting all Californians to drive less, the state could see substantial driving reductions if it changed policies to funnel new 

housing into cities, according to a study released Monday by public policy think tank Next 10.

The study, written by UC Berkeley environmental and housing researchers Ethan Elkind, Carol Galante and Nathaniel Decker, compared 

the effects of concentrating all future housing growth into areas that have already been developed with a scenario where only 60% of new 

homes were built in those locations, which is what happened from 2000 to 2015.

The study found that residents living in already developed neighborhoods would drive about 18 tewer miles ever}' weekday than those 

living outside those communities.

California also w'ould see higher annual economic growth, greater tax revenue and lower home construction costs from a more dense 

development strategy, and households would have lower monthly costs through reduced transportation and utility bills, the study said.

We can make a significant contribution to climate-change goals and the economy,” Galante said.

Under the scenario envisioned by the study, substantial development would occur in urban cores — housing density in San Francisco would 

increase by 30%, for example — but smaller existing cities would need to grow as well.

More communities would have to look like Pasadena or Oakland’s Rockridge neighborhood, Elkind said.

We’re not talking about skyscrapers towering over people’s homes,” he said.

State and local policies that restrict housing growth in areas that have already been developed, especially along the coast, will need major 

changes, the report said. Among other policies, the report recommended local and state governments consider:

• Reducing parking requirements and permitting times for housing, especially in existing high-density neighborhoods

• Giving cities that meet high-density housing goals more tax dollars

hrtp.//www.latinies.com/politics/la-pol-ca-housing climate-change study-20170337 story.html 3/4

http://www.latinies.com/politics/la-pol-ca-housing


3/28/2017 What does California need to meet its climate-change goals? For starters, denser housing and less driving, report says - LA Times

• Creating urban growth boundaries to limit sprawl

“Land use is probably the most over-regulated sector of our economy,” Elkind said. “There's no question we need to do some relaxing of 

our restrictions in our coastal communities.”

liam.dillon@latimes.eoni

Twitter: @dillonliam

ALSO

California won't meet its climate change goals without a lot more housing density in its cities

Gov. Brown signs sw eeping legislation to combat climate change

Ix>s Angeles is poised to spend billions on two vexing problems: Traffic and homelessness

Updates on California politics

Copyright © 2017, Los Angeles Times

hup://www.launies.com/politics/ia-pol-ca- housing-climate change study-20170327 story.html 4/4
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": LA 
i rt GEECS Jenna Monterrosa <jcnna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

The Alexan; 850 S. Hill
5 messages

Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@ladty.org> 
To' "Buliock, Craig" <cbullock@crala.org>

Tue. Dec 22, 2015 at 7:02 PM

Hi Craig.

I hope all is well. I feel so bad that we never had our tollow-up chat to discuss the two projects that I sent to you! I'm 
running out of the office now but I wanted to see if you had some time early next week to discuss.

In addition to discussing the Alexan plans I sent, I wanted to let you know that I've been informed that the applicant 
will be making some changes to the project (I believe adding some subterranean parking). They have requested a 
meeting to review their changes and right now we re looking to meet on Friday, January 8 at 9 am. Is this something 
that you think you'd be able to attend? I'd love to have you there.

Thanks!

Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles - Department of City Planning
Expedited Processing Section
200 N. Spring Street. Room 721
Los Angeles. CA 90012
(t) 213-978-1377
(el jenna.monterrosa iglacityorg

Efiv thriftM »y, in ti,
ijj

Jenna Monterrosa <jennamonterrosa@lacity.crg> 
To "Bullock, Craig" <cbul!ock@crala org>

Thu. Jan 7, 2016 at 10:13 AM

Hi Craig.

I wanted to follow up and see if you will be able to attend the meeting for the Alexan tomorrow morning.

Thanks

Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Expedited Procesang Section
200 N. Spring Street, Room 721
l os Angeles. CA 90012
(t) 213-978-1377
(e) jenna.montemosa@lacity.org

■ Iob t'-tVr 
| Dtpanmeit 
| r.**n*Yl

■

[Quoted text hidden]

mailto:jcnna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@ladty.org
mailto:cbullock@crala.org
mailto:jennamonterrosa@lacity.crg
mailto:jenna.montemosa@lacity.org


Bullock, Craig <cbullock@crala.org>
To: Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Thu, Jan 7, 2016 at 3:08 PM

I am sorry I will be there. I was away from the office when the invite was sent and am still playing catch up.

From: Jenna Monterrosa [mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2016 10:13 AM 
To: Bullock, Craig
Subject: Re: The Alexan; 850 S. Hill

(Quoted text hidden]

Thu, Jan 7, 2016 at 5:19 PMJenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org> 
To: "Bullock, Craig" <cbullock@crala.org>

Great!

We'tt see you then.

Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles - Department of City Planning
Expedited Processing Section
200 N. Spring Street, Room 721
Los Angeles, CA 90012
(t) 213-978-1377
(e) jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

m

bpvtntcRt

[Quoted text hidden]

Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org> 
To: "Bullock, Craig" <cbullock@crala.org>

Fri, Jan 8, 2016 at 12:38 PM

Hi Craig.

Thanks for taking the time to attend today’s meeting. I meant to take a minute to talk with you after but I got caught 
up the Alex. Please let me know if you have any comments or concerns regarding the project.

Best

Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles - Department of City Planning
Expedited Processing Section
200 N. Spring Street, Room 721
Los Angeles, CA 90012
(1)213-978-1377
(e) jenna.montemosa@lacity.org

m 1 oa
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