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VIA EMAIL

Los Angeles City Council

Planning and Land Use Management Committee
c/o Los Angeles City Council Clerk

City of Los Angeles

200 N. Spring Street, Room 395

Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: Response to Coalition to Preserve LA Letter: Council File 18-0269-S1 and 18-0269

Dear Honorable City Councilmembers:

This firm represents Lightstone DTLA LLC ("Applicant") regarding the Fig+Pico Conference
Center Hotels project ("Project") located in the South Park area of the City of Los Angeles
("City"). The Project creates up to 1,153 hotel rooms and approximately 13,145 square feet of
retail uses within two hotel towers located directly east of the Los Angeles Convention Center
(“LACC”) and adjacent to the Metro Pico Station. This letter responds to a questionable and
late-hit letter submitted by the Coalition to Preserve LA (“Coalition”) on June 18, 2018
objecting to the Project. We demonstrate below that the Coalition letter lacks merit and
smacks of California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) abuse.

The City has completed nearly three years of administrative procedure for the Project. The
City has already certified the Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) and approved the Project
and its entittements. The City has filed several Notices of Determination regarding its
approvals, and certain statute of limitations have expired. At this time, the only item that
remains open for City action is the final read of the Development Agreement and the Sign
District ordinance as to form and legality. The Coalition did not object or appeal at any point in
the past, and has failed to exhaust its administrative remedies.

We also point out that the Coalition is an anti-development shell organization. With respect to
this Project, its arguable whether the Coalition has legal standing to challenge. More
generally, the Coalition is integrally intertwined with the AIDS Healthcare Foundation ("AHF"),
which has illicitly waged war against the City’s land use practices and projects. In doing so,
AHF has strayed far from its stated mission to rid the world of AIDS. Propping up the
Coalition, as AHF’s anti-development front, is no less distasteful.

A few simple points tell the story behind the front. For example, the attorney who prepared the
Coalition’s letter (Liza M. Brereton) is AHF’s in-house lawyer. The Coalition’s own letterhead
contains the office address for AHF’s legal department. The Coalition (via Jill Stewart:
Coalition Executive Director) and AHF (via Michael Weinstein: AHF President) currently
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partner to oppose other important developments in the City. For this Project, it is apparent that
the Coalition lost sight of even its own mission (genuine or not) to advocate for smart land use
planning. See Exhibit 1: Coalition Background Information. As a side note, we point out that
the old articles (regarding signage) attached to the Coalition’s letter are from Ms. Stewart’s
prior employer the LA Weekly newspaper. All in all, the facts demonstrate that the Coalition’s
attempts to oppose the Project are in bad faith, let alone lacking legal merit.

Unfortunately, CEQA abuse like this is common. We incorporate by reference "In the Name of
the Environment: How Litigation Abuse Under the California Environmental Quality Act
Undermines California’s Environmental, Social Equity, and Economic Priorities — and
Proposed Reforms to Protect the Environment from CEQA Litigation Abuse" by Holland &
Knight, if needed to illustrate the extent of abuse. These tactics, however, typically fail in the
face of lawful process and substantive compliance with applicable law. The City and the
Project have done both here.

The responses below prove that the Coalition’s letter is baseless.

We respectfully request the Planning and Land Use Management ("PLUM") Committee and
City Council approve the Development Agreement and Sign District ordinance as to form and
legality at the hearings on July 3, 2018 to conclude this administrative process.

|. DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

After nearly three years of administrative procedure — with zero involvement from the Coalition
— it now ironically claims that the notice for the Development Agreement harms public
participation in the process. Specifically, the Coalition objects to the lawful City Council action
that shortened the notice period before public hearing from 24 to 10 days. State law
(Government Code Section 65091) permits such action. It should also be noted that the 10-
day notice issue raised by the Coalition is merely the notice period for the final hearing as to
the form and legality of the Development Agreement. The City Council previously acted upon
the substance of the Development Agreement on May 18, 2018 and instructed the City
Attorney to prepare the ordinance authorizing execution of the Development Agreement by the
parties.

In addition, the Development Agreement has been available for public review and comment for
nearly four months. The City attached a copy of the draft Development Agreement to its staff
report for the March 8, 2018 City Planning Commission hearing. Further iterations of the
Development Agreement have been available to the public since May 10, 2018 in advance of
the May 15, 2018 PLUM Committee hearing. Moreover, the City held three hearings (i.e., City
Planning Commission, the PLUM Committee, and full City Council) to consider the
Development Agreement. There has been no legitimate opposition to it. And, the Coalition
was absent from all hearings, did not utter a word, or submit any correspondence regarding
the Development Agreement or the associated public process. So, the Coalition’s late
argument that the City designed the notice process to quash public participation is simply
frivolous.

Finally, the Coalition’s objection to the 10-year term of the Development Agreement barely
warrants a response. Nonetheless, we point out that a 10-year term for Development
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Agreement is common practice in the City and is an absolutely reasonable term for securing
vested rights in cyclical real estate markets. Similarly weak, the Coalition’s claim that there
are not sufficient public benefits associated with the Development Agreement fails because
the Development Agreement and Project: (1) provide over $1.3 million in direct public benefit
payments and improvements; (2) create thousands of temporary and permanent jobs; and (3)
generate approximately $158 million in net new revenue for the City, amongst numerous other
public benefits associated with the development.

Il. HOTEL DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVE AGREEMENT

Without any evidence, the Coalition makes several claims that the public subsidy for the
Project is improper and unsupported. Strong facts and substantial evidence demonstrate that
the complete opposite is true. Council File No. 16-0073 (the contents of which we incorporate
herein by reference) is chock-full of financial analyses and documents that prove the Hotel
Development Incentive Agreement ("HDIA") is warranted.

Initially, the Coalition claims the subsidy is government waste and does not have a public
benefit. Simply put, the HDIA creates revenue for the City regardless of the subsidy
component. The financial facts include, but are not limited to: (a) the Project will generate
$12.5 million in net new revenue for the City in its first year, compared to $174,000 that the
site generates annually for the City currently; (b) even with the subsidy that the Coalition
complains about, the Project provides $158 million net present value to the City during a 25-
year operating period; and (c) the Project helps recapture billions of dollars of lost revenue that
the City forgoes due to inadequate hotel rooms near the LACC, as concluded by the Los
Angeles Tourism & Convention Board. Therefore, the public subsidy in the HDIA cannot be
considered government waste.

The HDIA is also justified by substantial public benefits. In its November 21, 2017 report, the
Chief Legislative Analyst ("CLA") found that the Project includes, at least, the following public
benefits: (a) substantial job creation; (b) critical hotel support for the LACC; (c) living wage and
local hire elements for employees; (d) union labor agreements and benefits; and (e) room
block agreements for the 2028 Olympic and Paralympic Games. These benefits are in
addition to the financial resources (described above) that flow into the City’s General Fund,
which can also be used for public benefits.

Next, with no evidence, the Coalition argues there is no financing gap. The City hired an
independent financial analyst to determine whether the Project was feasible. The November
17, 2017 report from Keyser Marston Associates concluded that there was a major finance
gap and the Project was infeasible without a public subsidy. This conclusion is backed by
detailed financial modeling, market data, and development costs. Accordingly, the Coalition
simply has no basis for its claim.

The Coalition tries to bootstrap in an argument that the public subsidy is improper because of
homelessness issues in the City. That is a red herring. The two issues (homelessness
compared to hotel development subsidy) are separate and distinct. This typical tactic of the
Coalition to taint a project with unrelated, hot-button political issues, is deceitful. As proven
above, the Project substantially increases revenues for the City, which can be applied to a
multitude of pubic concerns. Thus, we suggest that any administrative or judicial
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decisionmaker ponder the legitimacy of the Coalition’s claims within the context of their tactical
approach.

We close by noting that the Coalition did not object to the HDIA during the administrative
process and it was approved long ago.

lll. SALE OF CITY-OWNED PROPERTY

The Coalition’s objection to the sale of City property is not legally or factually grounded. The
Coalition essentially raises two issues (i.e., surplus property process and market value) that
effectively expose its unawareness of the procedure the City has completed for this sale. The
Coalition also rambles through a hodgepodge of irrelevant statistics about home prices and
rent increases, as a basis for its objection to the sale of property for a hotel development,
which again illustrates the weakness of the Coalition’s position. Council File No. 16-0073 (the
contents of which we incorporate herein by reference) contains substantial evidence that
rebuts each of the Coalition’s claims.

Regarding surplus property, the Coalition incorrectly claims the City avoided the notice
process required by Government Code Section 54220. On April 16, 2018, the City
Administrative Officer provided a comprehensive report on the sale process to date. |t
contains Exhibit 1l: 54220 Notices Sent, which has numerous notices to local and state entities
regarding the potential sale. No objections to the sale were received. The City complied.
Generally, regarding the holistic surplus property sale process, including Request for
Proposals ("RFP"), we reference back to the City Administrative Officer report that provides a
history of the property from 1969 to 2018, explains the associated RFP process, and justifies
the current sale. In short, there have been no other potential buyers or developers that would
acquire the property despite the City’s attempts to dispose of it. Thus, there is no merit in the
Coalition’s claim.

Regarding market value, the Coalition incorrectly claims that the sale price was based on a
2012 appraisal and is thereby not an accurate market value. That is flatly false. Valentine
Appraisal & Associates prepared an appraisal in November 2016 that established the market
value of the city-owned parcel as $9.6 million. The purchase and sale agreement requires the
Applicant to pay the appraised value for the city-owned land. Thus, there is no merit in the
Coalition claim.

IV. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE AND HEIGHT DISTRICT CHANGE

The Coalition asserts several unsupportable claims related to the City-initiated General Plan
Amendment and Zone and Height District changes. We respond to each claim below.

First, the Coalition claims that the Project has significant land use impacts. The Draft EIR
analyzed land use impacts in Section 4.7. It explained clearly that a project is considered
consistent with the provisions and general policies of an applicable City or regional land use
plan if it is consistent with the overall intent of the plan and would not preclude the attainment
of its primary goals. In addition, after detailed analysis of adopted plans, it concluded that the
entittements ensure consistency between applicable land use designations and zoning.
Accordingly, the EIR correctly found that land use impacts are less than significant. Therefore,
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the analysis in the EIR, and the City findings supporting certification of it, outweigh the
Coalition’s hollow claim.

Second, the Coalition incorrectly asserts that the zoning analysis in the EIR (regarding
removal of the D limitation) only compared the Project to the un-adopted Central City
Community Plan Update. That is simply not true. The EIR analyzed the Project compared to
the adopted Central City Community Plan. See pages 4.7-37-40 of the Draft EIR. Then, in
addition, and to provide the decisionmakers with context regarding how the Project relates to
the City’s pending DTLA 2040 plans, the Draft EIR provided a forward-looking consistency
comparison of the Project to the pending Central City Community Plan Update. In other
words, the Draft EIR provided two levels of analysis (i.e., adopted plans and pending plans)
that robustly goes above and beyond the legal requirements of CEQA.

Third, the Coalition claims that the General Plan Amendment improperly usurps the Transfer
of Floor Area Rights ("TFAR") Ordinance. As explained in the Draft EIR and Final EIR, the
City has the legislative power to use General Plan Amendments, and it is not bound to only
use the TFAR Ordinance, to change land use designations and zoning. In this case, the City
exercised its authority to initiate and approve a General Plan Amendment. And contrary to the
Coalition’s related claim that it does not, the Project provides substantial public benefits, as
discussed in the Development Agreement and HDIA sections above. Therefore, the
Coalition’s claims here fail legally and factually.

Fourth, the Coalition claims that the General Plan Amendment violates City Charter Section
555 and exceeds the City’s legislative powers. The Coalition quotes Section 555, which
states: "Amendment in Whole or in Part. The General Plan may be amended in its entirety, by
subject elements or parts of subject elements, or by geographic areas, provided that the part
or area involved has significant social, economic or physical identity." As discussed below, the
City properly exercised its legislative authority here.

The City Charter permits General Plan Amendments by geographic area. It does not establish
size parameters for such areas. We also note that Section 11.5.6 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code (“LAMC”) provides that the General Plan may be amended by geographic
areas or by portions of elements or areas. A portion is considered an allotted part, a share, or
a parcel. Here, the Coalition generically claims that the area involved does not constitute a
geographic area. This circular reasoning runs contrary to numerous figures in the Draft EIR,
and the many parcels identified on the tract map for the Project site, that show the geographic
area subject to the General Plan Amendment.

The Project site also has significant economic and physical identity. The economic identity is
significant as demonstrated in the November 17, 2017 report from Keyser Marston Associates
and the April 23, 2018 report from the CLA. The physical identity is also significant. The
Project site is not merely an abandoned remainder parcel with minimal physical presence. ltis
approximately 1.22-acres of land prominently positioned at the front door of the LACC and
adjacent to the Metro Pico Station. The site is comprised of a series of parcels located at the
epicenter of transit and convention activity in downtown. The site is also the southern gateway
to the Los Angeles Sports and Entertainment District (“LASED”) and encompasses the final
parcels on the redevelopment superblocks that are redefining the character the South Park
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district. Therefore, the General Plan Amendment complies with Charter Section 555 and the
City’s related findings (supported by evidence in the administrative record) are adequate.

Lastly, the Coalition’s one-sentence claim that the Zone and Height District changes are
improper, to the extent they are based on the General Plan Amendment, also fails for the
reasons explained herein.

V. SIGN DISTRICT

Without any supporting facts or evidence, the Coalition claims that the sign district is
procedural and substantively improper under the LAMC and City Charter. We demonstrate
below why the Coalition’s claims regarding the sign district are meritless.

First, the sign district contains sufficient area. Section 13.11.B of the LAMC states that a sign
district must contain no less than one block or three acres in area, whichever is the smaller.
The sign district here contains approximately 4.35 acres, which satisfies the code requirement.

Second, the City Council is the legislative body that initiated, and ultimately acts upon the final
sign district provisions. Section 12.32.S of the LAMC establishes that City Council is the
legislative body entrusted with the power to approve sign districts. The Planning Department
and City Planning Commission (as raised in the Coalition letter) are only recommending
bodies. Therefore, the law and the inherent legislative power of the City Council permit
amendments to the sign district provisions before a final City act to approve it. We note that
Section 558 of the City Charter further confirms the legislative power of the City Council over
the recommending capacity of the lower decision-making entities in the administrative process.

Moreover, the City made available to the public a draft of the sign district ordinance many
months ago in the March 8, 2018 Planning Department Staff Report to the City Planning
Commission. In addition, the City made available to the public the sign plans and lighting
technical report for the signs within the sign district nearly a year ago in September 2017.
Further back, the City identified the sign district as part of the Project on December 22, 2016 in
its Notice of Preparation of an EIR and at the public scoping meeting. There have been
numerous public hearings, statutory review periods, discussion of the sign district, and
opportunities for unlimited testimony on the Project. However, not once — during nearly three
years of administrative review — did the Coalition speak or otherwise raise any issue with the
sign district. Hence, to now claim there was "not sufficient time for consideration" is false and
in bad faith.

Third, the Coalition’s claim that the sign district puts the public at risk is nonsense. The sign
district is located in downtown Los Angeles adjacent to the LASED, LACC, LA Live and
Staples Center, and the Metro Pico Station. These are bustling areas activated with dynamic
large-scale signage that invigorates the character of the area. The attractive pedestrian and
mixed-use experience in the area is defined in part by the existing signage and lighting levels.
See Exhibit 2: Existing Signage and Lighting. In fact, the enhanced lighting from the Project
and proposed sign district improve public safety. See Exhibit 3: LAPD Letter, which states that
enhanced lighting and digital displays are positive elements that improve the Project site from
a crime and safety perspective.
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Fourth, the Coalition’s claim that the sign district encroaches into R5 zoned areas
misunderstands the law. Section 13.11.B of the LAMC provides that a sign district can be
located on properties in the C or M Zones, and R5 Zone properties that are designated as a
Regional Center, Regional Commercial, or within any redevelopment project area. The
property within the sign district satisfies these zoning and land use criteria.

Fifth, the Coalition posits that a few ten-year-old newspaper articles about billboards in
suburban parts of the City are somehow relevant to the proposed sign district located in the
urban core of downtown’s sports and entertainment district. This is a failed attempt to
mischaracterize the sign district and pretend that the lighting conditions around the sign district
are dark and somehow analogous to ambient conditions in suburban neighborhoods. Again,
we reference Exhibit 2 above, which clearly illustrates that the sign district is similar to (and in
several instances less intense than) the existing signage and lighting in the area. The stark
factual misstep by the Coalition indicates that its letter is geared more to smear the sign district
and the City than to raise a legitimate interest.

Similarly off base, and without any evidence, the Coalition claims that the City did not
sufficiently study the impacts of the sign district. This claim is flatly wrong. As a fundamental
legal point, Senate Bill 743 changed the requirements for analyzing environmental impacts
related to aesthetics, for qualified projects, and determined that aesthetic impacts shall not be
considered significant. In addition, the Planning Department’'s Zoning Information File No.
2452 provides that visual resources, aesthetic character, shade and shadow, light and glare,
and scenic vistas or any other aesthetic impact as defined in the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide
shall not be considered an impact for qualified projects. The Project is clearly qualified, as
discussed in the Aesthetics section of the EIR. And, the EIR contained a robust quantitative
and qualitative analysis of the sign district, including a detailed lighting technical report that
analyzed luminance levels in the area and for the proposed signs. The analysis demonstrated
that there were no significant impacts associated with the sign district. Similarly, where
relevant, the EIR analyzed the potential impacts of the sign district across a broad spectrum of
environmental issue areas (including cumulative impacts) and universally found it did not
create significant impacts. Therefore, the Coalition’s claim to the contrary is unsupportable.

VI. AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Without any support, the Coalition claims that the EIR underestimates air quality and
greenhouse gas ("GHG") impacts. It appears that the Coalition simply copied-and-pasted a
prior comment on the Draft EIR from hotel competitor American Life Inc. As explained in the
Final EIR, the air quality and GHG impact analysis is supported by comprehensive and
accurate quantitative modeling and evidence. The Coalition failed to raise any objections to
the impact analysis before the City certified the EIR or approved the Project. Accordingly, the
Coalition arguments lack legal merit and standing.
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In closing, we reiterate that legislative decisionmakers, and potential judges, should frown
upon the dishonest tactics used by the Coalition. The Applicant and the City have spent years
complying with the rigorous requirements of the law. A faulty late-hit letter by the Coalition
cannot and will not change that reality. Therefore, we look forward to a favorable and final City
act to conclude the process.

Very truly yours,

James E. Pugh

for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP

Attachments

SMRH:486803787.3
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Coalition to Preserve LA to Launch Ballot Measure to Transform Parker Center into
Homeless Housing; Rename it Tom Bradley Center

Press Conference Thursday, May 24, 10:00 am Parker Center

City ballot initiative to turn Parker Center into the Tom Bradiey Center: Save this historic building from demolition for a fitting
new use to house the homeless

May 23, 2013 0748 PM Eastern Daylight Time

LOS ANGELES—-(BUSINESS WIRE)—-Thurs, May 24, 10:00 am, 150 N. Los Angeles Street: Coalition fo Preserve LA, with AIDS
Healthcare Foundation {AHF) and architects, homeless advocates, preservationists and community leaders, will announce an initiative to
preserve and reuse Parker Center, renamed as Tom Bradley Center.

For five years, Parker Center has stood empty.
City Council plans to demolish it and erect a
$483 million luxury office skyscraper for city
workers. Failing to convert Parker Center into
homeless housing is unacceptable in our
growing humanitarian crisis.

W Tweet this

Tom Bradley was L A's first Afrfican-American mayor, serving five terms. This
seminal leader of L A_ boldly championed the underserved and faced down
personal and societal discrimination.

L A ranks second-to-last among major metro areas in providing homeless
shelter. For five years, Parker Center has stood empty. The City Council plans
to demolish it and erect a $483 million luxury office skyscraper for city workers.
Failing to convert Parker Center into homeless housing is unacceptable amidst
our growing humanitarian crisis.

What: Initiative to Save and Rename Parker Center

When: Thursday, May 24, 2018

Time: 10:00 am

Where: Parker Center, 150 M. Los Angeles Sireet Los Angeles, 90014
Who: Jill Stewart, Coalition to Preserve LA Executive Director

Michael Weinstein, AHF President

Rev. Kelvin Sauls, Senior Pastor, Holman United Methodist Church

Community leaders and homeless advocates

Contacts

Coalition to Preserve LA

lleana Wachtel, 310-702-4240,=
vachtelileana@gmail.com

SMRH:486909443.1
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March Election: What to Know About Measure S

By Christine Schmidt
Published at 10:25 AM PST on Feb 3, 2017
Meighborhood activists and elected officials have lined up on both sides of the

debate for a controversial -- and sometimes confusing -- ballot measure.

We break down Measure 5, on the ballot in the March 7 Los Angeles election, for
vou here.

What It Is: One of four city-wide measures up for vote on the ballot in the next

election. Also known as the Meighborhood Integrity Initiative, Measure S would do

the following:

* Stop any new high-density construction projects (such as apartments) for the
next two years

* Prohibit "project-specific” changes that would create loopholes in the city of Los

Angeles's General Plan for urban development

* Require the city to complete studies of environmental impact of new projects

rather than the developers behind the project.

Scroll down to read the full text.
What It Means: Basically, advocates of Measure 5 want to stop high-rises from

being built in LA's neighborhoods, but opponents argue that real estate

development is key to the prosperity of the city and of its overcrowded residents.

SMRH:486909443.1 -5-
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The city of LA maintains plans for individual communities governing height and
density restrictions for most real estate projects. According to CurbedLA, 29 of 35
community plans are at least 15 years old — meaning out of date in the real estate
world. Most developers have to seek special approval for their project through the
city. This measure would put the brakes on high-profile projects, which typically are
signs of a thriving economy and can provide jobs and tax revenue as well as more
spaces for people to live in the second largest city in the nation. Approximately
one-third of construction in Los Angeles would be affected.

When It's Up for a Vote: March 7, 2017 — the same election in which the mayor,
other city officials, and school district officials are on the ballot.

Whe's Behind It: Measure S supparters have largely organized behind the Yes on
S LA banners you may have seen on billboards around LA. The group's efforts, led
by former LA Weekly editor Jill Stewart, are paid for by the Coalition to Preserve
LA which is sponsored by the AIDS Healthcare Foundation. Foundation president
Michael Weinstein has been involved in political advocacy campaigns before, such
as the fight to require condom usage on adult film sets.

* Updates: Download the NECLA App

Weinstein and the AHF began organizing the Yes on S group in February 2016;
the following month, a developer won City Council approval to build two residential
high-rises next door to the foundation's headquarters, saying that the project was
too tall and dense for its location. Weinstein told the LA Times that they "intend to
to exhaust every legal avenue, including filing suit, to stop the Palladium towers."
Other members of the Yes on S LA coalition include the Los Angeles Tenants
Union, former LA mayor Richard Riordan, environmental advocates, and
numerous homeowner associations and neighborhood councils.

What They Say: The language of the measure specifically addresses concerns
about developers making political donations to elected officials to ensure city
approval of their projects. Measure S supporters say these developments,
intended to accommodate Los Angeles's growing population, will increase local
traffic, ruin the character of neighborhoods, and contribute to the eviction of
residents such as senior citizens and low-income Angelenos. They've been waging
an aggressive public relations campaign, posting videos on social media and
hosting events almost every week highlighting people affected by the real estate
development.

SMRH:486909443.1

"City leaders are approving luxury housing projects that my community can't even
afford,” said South LA resident Damien Goodmon in a Yes on S LA YouTube

video.

Who Opposes It: The opposing group organized in response to the measure is
paid for by the Coalition to Protect LA Neighborhoods, which says it gets the
majority of its funding from CH Palladium LLC, the developer behind the project
that incited Weinstein's legal battle. But it's also garnered support from a number of
local officials such as Mayor Eric Garcetti, chambers of commerce, nonprofits like
the United Way of LA, philanthropists like Eli Broad, urban planning professors,
homeless advocates, both the Los Angeles County Democratic and Republican
parties, and homeowners associations and neighborhood councils as well.

What They Say: Opponents fear that this two-year moratorium would significantly
hurt the economy of the second largest city in the nation, contributing to an already
severe housing shortage and blocking thousands of jobs and millions of dollars in
taxes for education and parks. Los Angeles pays for public education via property
taxes, so the mare dollars there are in an area the more funding there are for the
schools.

"I Measure 5 passes, if you think the housing crisis is bad now, it's going to get
worse," Garcetti said at an event opposing Measure S. "Rents will rise even more
quickly than they are today. Our strategy to move people from the streets into

housing will be stuck."

According to an economic report on the Vote No on Measure S website, Measure
S could cost over 12,000 jobs each year and $27 million in property tax revenue

over the two years of the moratorium.

"Placing a ban on construction of residential development will result in higher rents

throughout the city," said low-income housing developer Robin Hughes.
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L.A. Weekly’'s Jill Stewart Named Campaign Director by
‘Coalition to Preserve L.A." for ‘Neighborhood Integrity
Initiative’ Development Ballot Measure

I Aetwrrsacy, Kires By SHF ( daruary 7, 2018

Respectad fangthimme svadi-udmuing fovrmalst, sator and politea’ anafst wdll step dowr as Maraging Soltor of LA, ekl
after nealy @ decad'e ot the paper

LOS AMGELES [January &, 206] Jill Stewart, Managing Editor of the L4 Weshdjrsinoe 2012 and an award-winning print, digital
and broadocast [ournalist with an extenske background In urban affairs and government reporting, poltical commentary and
analysks, prirt and digital sdting and social media, has besn named Campaign Cirector by the Coslition to Preserue LA
(CPLA) for the Meghbarhood integrity intative.” The Inifathe = an upstart City of Los Argeles ballot measors first irtrod uced
In mild-Mowvember of last year that is Intended to ourb abusve land use practices and favortism shown 1o developers by the
City of Los Argeles Flanning Department and City Hall. The nidative will help pressmve the charecter of Los Angeles
nelghborhoods by stopping unlzwful amendments by the City Planning Department and by requiring deselopers to fol low the
City's Seraral Plan ard other applicable laws In an noreesingly overdeveloped Los Argeles.

In her nes role as Camipalgn Drecbar, Stewart will overses and manage the Coaltion o Fresane LA, a2 grassroots groue of
oty residents, commurnity and neighiborhood groups and La. woters concermed about runaway ‘mega-development' 0 Los
Angeles. She will also manage the strategc lorger term planning as well as day-to-day operations of the Neighborhood
IMtegrity Intiatiee ballot measure campalgn, which, when gualified, is sxpectsd to appear on the Nosember 2016 Los Angeles
cltywide prasidential election ballot

The respected Longtime award-winning jourmalist, editor and poltical aralyst will step down 2s Managing Editor of LA, Weskby
In emrly Febrsry after nearly 2 decade at the paper. Since [onng L4 Weshd n the fall of 2006 Jill has oversesn more than
&0 staff and freslance writers and editors as well as a stable freelance Dudget. In 2002, she was tapped o become maraging
el tr.

During the past bwo decades, Stewart (photo) also appeared on bundreds of bours of e TV and redio, bath 2= the broadoast
host and as the guest. generally focused on analyzing political races, ballot measures and governmeant palicles and
montrowersies. She was a pollioal analyst for KR News Radio’s ooverage of the 504 California gubematoral rece; for FOX-1Ts
coverage of the 3010 California pubematorizl rece, and she contracted with KCAL-S to provide lve TV analy=ss throughout its
coverage of the 2005 Los Angeles mayoral race. She has analyzed Calfornia ssues for 2 national Tv audience on MSHBEC, FOX,
CSMEC and CHM, and has appeared axtenshrely an BEC, KPCC. KCRW, KF and KABC radin. From 1286 ta 2003, Jill wrate an
award-winning column for Afswr Temes-Los dngel=s that analyzed the oo Institutions and power players who shaped
Califormia

“wie are delighted to have a powerhouse ke Sl Stewart Join the Coalibon to Preserve LA, as Campalgn Drector to manage
and direct what many supporters genuinely s== as a quality-of-life ballot midathve bere In the Crity of Los Angeles,” said
Michasl Weinstein, 2 Coalition member. one af the ballot messure’s free cibizen proporents ard the President of aHF. A o
longtime &ngeleno and someone who has been covering, reporting on or assigning and editng stories on many of the players
and Is=ues Imeolved here for mone than a decade, Stewart brings tremendous expertise and Insttutioral know ledge as well as
keen pollbical scumen o the ole. We could not be happier to weloome Jill to the Coaliion o Fresere La”

Reflecting on her transiion from the Weskly to the Coallbon to Preseree LA, Stewart sald, *'m leaving L4, Weshll; a Los
Argeles (nstitution filled with tremendous talert and good frierds, only after a lot of thought, ower several months, abaut the
nature of 2 meaningful Ufe | am inoredibly proud 1o be [oinng 2 groop that s fightng for community 2nd a s=nse of place,
without which this vast and wonderful city would be unlivalole ”

In 2 poll relmased December B by the Coallbon to Preseree LA, 72% of Los Argeles residents surveyed expressed =support for
the ballot measure requiring developers and elected officlals to adbere to the dby's Seneral Flan—which provides an avervies:
of lard = and traffic policies—to determire iy approval of propossd real estate development projects. Based on an anlire
sureey conducted Oecember 3-7ih, the final poll of 557 regstered City of Los angeles voters found that 2 out of 3 Oty
rex=dents suppart the Melghioorhood Integriby Intative, @ ballot measure sporsored by the Coalition to Preseree L that would:

+ Halt inohidual parcel-by-parcel or 'spat zane’ amendments andfar bulding sxemptions;

+ Eract a temparary, tao-pear mortorum on building or demolition permits for projects that do nat adhere to sdsting ity planning
regulatiors and far far which the City granted a2 Seneral Flan amendment, or zone ar height change;

+ Take the prepamtian af a project’s required Environmental mpact Fepart (EIR] out of the hands of developsrs; and

+ Limik a dewslaper’s ability to reduce required parking for bulding developrments.
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EXHIBIT 2

EXISTING SIGNAGE AND LIGHTING



L arge-Scale Animated Digital Displays

Signage Adjacent to Project Site



LASED Signage

Digital Displays Adjacent Residential
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EXHIBIT 3

LAPD LETTER



LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT

P. O. Box 30158
CHARLIE BECK Los Angeles, CA 90030
Chief of Polica Telephone: (213) 972-1289

TDD: (877) 275-5273

Ref #: 4.1

ERIC GARCETTI
Mayor

April 5,2018

Councilmember Jose Huizar, Chair

Members of the Planning and Land Use Management Committee
200 North Spring Street, Room 340

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Conditions Around the Fig+Pico Conference Center Hotels Project
Dear Honorable Chair and PLUM Committee Members,

On February 22, 2018, the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) presented the South Park
Business Improvement District (“SPBID”) Board of Directors with crime statistics and
neighborhood trends in South Park. We also discussed how development activities around the
Los Angeles Convention Center and LA Live will affect future conditions in South Park.

From that meeting, and subsequent correspondence with the SPBID, we understand that the
Fig+Pico Conference Center Hotels Project will redevelop certain parcels located on Figueroa
Street, Pico Boulevard, and adjacent to the Metro Pico Station on Flower Street. We also
understand that this project will improve the streetscape, enhance lighting along the sidewalks,
and may include a digital display facing the Metro platform. These are positive elements that
enhance the site from a crime and safety prospective; therefore, the Los Angeles Police
Department does not oppose this project.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 833-3707.
Very truly yours,

CHARLIE BECK
Chief of Police

— S

MARC REINA, Captain
Commanding Officer
Central Area

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
www.LAPDonline.org
www. joinLAPD.com





