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Re: Council File No 08-0887-S1 

6516 W Selma Avenue - Tommie Hotel 
Applicant Response to Appeals and Comments on City Planning Commission 
Determination and Mitigated Negative Declaration

Q (
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Dear Honorable Councilmembers:

This firm represents 6516 Tommie Hotel, LLC ("Applicant”) in connection with the proposed 
Tommie Hotel Project (the "Project''), Council File No. 08-0887-S1 The Applicant is in receipt of 
the two appeal letters and one late comment letter filed after the Ctty Planning Commission’s 
unanimous approval of the Project at its meeting on January 26, 2017 (Case No. CPC-2016- 
270-V2C-HD-CUB-SPR, ENV-2016-4313-MND). The first appeal letter was submitted by 
Lauren Farmer of UNITE HERE! Local 11 (“Unite Here”) on February 15, 2017, the second 
appeal letter was submitted by the Silverstein Law Firm on behalf of Sunset Landmark 
Investment, LLC (“Sunset Landmark”) on February 15, 2017, and the third late comment letter 
was submitted by the Los Angeles Unified School District (“LAUSD”) on March 31, 2017. These 
letters are included in their entirety as Exhibit 1 to this letter.

The following are responses to the claims against the Project's CEQA-compliant Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) environmental analysis dated December 2016 
(ENV-2016-4313-MND).

I. RESPONSE TO UNITE HERE! LOCAL 11 APPEAL

A, The City Prepared a Comprehensive and Adequate Mitigated Negative Declaration

The Unite Here appeal letter raises issues regarding the adequacy of the IS/MND greenhouse 
gas, air quality, sensitive resources, and operational noise analysis The Unite Here letter also 
attaches comments provided by its technical consultant, SWAPE, on the Project’s GHG report.

The City’s environmental consultant, EcoTierra, who prepared the IS/MND, has reviewed and 
adequately responded to the Unite Here appeal letter, including the SWAPE comments and
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provided their responses, attached hereto as Exhibit 2, based on their extensive knowledge of 
the Project, the IS/MND, and the California Environmental Quality Act. EcoTierra’s expert 
responses set forth the reasons the City should reject the claims in the Unite Here appeal letter, 
including the SWAPE comments as they do not constitute substantial evidence under CEQA, 
and deny the appeal.

B. The IS/MND Properly Analyzed the Zoning “D” Limitation for the Site

The Unite Here letter states that the Project Site is subject to the “D" development limitations set 
forth by City Ordinance No. 165,660, and that only the CRA Successor Board can amend the 
development limitation, not the City Planning Commission.

City Ordinance No. 165,660, which established the “D” development limitations of a 2:1 floor-to- 
area ratio (FAR) at the Project Site, was subsequently amended by City Ordinance No. 179,923 
then further clarified by Ordinance No. 180,309 in connection with the 2008 entitlement of a 50- 
unit office condominium project (CPC-2007-1607-ZC-HD-SPR) at the Project Site. As a result, 
the Project Site is not subject to the development limitation established by City Ordinance No. 
165,660. Both of the subsequent ordinances modified the previously existing "D” development 
limitations to a 3.5:1 FAR. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) § 12.32.G.4.d, “D” 
development limitations “shall not be affected by any failure to remove a (T) Tentative 
classification or the parentheses of a Q Qualified classification." Accordingly, the “D” limitation 
contained in Ordinance 180,309 is permanent and the Project Site is not subject to the “D" 
limitation of Ordinance No. 165,660. As such, the Applicant has requested, and the IS/MND 
properly analyzed, a Height District Change to modify the “D” limitation to permit a maximum 
FAR of 3.83:1 to construct the proposed Project.

C. Environmental Impact Report Not Required for the Project

The Unite Here letter states that “fair arguments” have been raised in their letter as to the 
insufficiency and/or errors of the IS/MND and the City's Letter of Determination, and therefore, a 
full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

An Initial Study is a preliminary analysis of a project’s potential environmental effects. Based on 
the findings, the lead agency decides if an EIR is necessary. Many initial studies use the 
questions from Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines as thresholds to frame the analysis.
If there are no potentially significant impacts and no mitigation is required, the Initial Study 
provides the support for a Negative Declaration (ND). If mitigation is required to reduce all 
potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level, the Initial Study provides the 
support for a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). Otherwise, the Initial Study focuses the 
scope of the EIR if environmental impacts cannot be reduced to less than significant.

Accordingly, an Initial Study for the Tommie Hotel Project was prepared in December 2016, by 
and for the City of Los Angeles as the lead agency to determine whether an EIR, ND, or a MND 
must be prepared for the Project. The environmental impact analysis contained in Section IV of 
the Initial Study contains an assessment and discussion of impacts associated with each 
environmental issue and subject area identified in the Initial Study Checklist (Section III of the
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Initiai Study). The thresholds of significance are based on the practice of the City of Los 
Angeles, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, and State CEQA Guidelines.

As shown in the environmental impact analysis contained in the Initial Study, no substantial 
evidence indicates that the Project would nave significant environmental impacts which cannot 
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Consequently, the Initial Study for the Project 
concludes a MND is the appropriate level of documentation for the Project under CEQA. 
Furthermore, the comments raised in the Unite Here letter regarding GHG emissions, air quality 
nearby sensitive land uses, zoning development limitations, and operational noise have been 
responded to respectively in EcoTierra's attached response, and shown to be erroneous 
characterizations of the IS/MND and related technical reports, and that the Project’s IS/MND 
and related technical reports are adequate. Therefore, the preparation of an EIR is not required 
for this Project.

For all the reasons set forth above. Unite Here has failed to demonstrate that the IS/MND is 
substantively inadequate under CEQA.

RESPONSE TO SILVERSTEIN APPEAL

The Sunset Landmark appeal letter is comprised of two separate ietters dated Feoruary 15, 
2017 and January 26, 2017. The former provides a summary of the comments raised in the 
latter.

A. Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency

The Sunset Landmark Letter states that under the LAMC, the CRA/LA is the mandated lead 
agency for the Project, and not the Department of City Planning.

Under CEQA, a lead agency, is "the public agency which has the principal responsibility for 
carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant effect on the environment.” 
Pub. Res. C § 21067. Here, the Vesting Zone and Height District Change, a legislative action, 
is first considered by the City Planning Commission as the initial decision maker and ultimately 
acted upon by the City Council as the final decision maker. Pursuant to the Multiple Approvals 
Ordinance, projects requiring multiple approvals that include legislative actions, shall follow the 
procedures of LAMC § 12.32, Land Use Legislative Actions, Thus, the City of Los Angeles 
would be the agency principally responsible for carrying out or approving the Project.

When more than one public agency is involved in a project, “the public agency that shoulders 
primary responsibility for creating and implementing a project is the lead agency, even though 
other public agencies have a role in approving or realizing it.” Planning & Conserv. League v. 
Castaic Lake Water Agency (2009) 180 CA4th 210, 239 See Habitat & Watershed Caretakers 
v. City of Santa Cruz (2013) 213 CA4th 1277, 1298.

Furthermore, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan has waning importance due to the dissolution 
of community redevelopment agencies statewide. Similarly, the City has moved to transition the 
Community Redevelopment Agency of Lcs Angeles ("CRA/LA") to the City Planning
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Department. For example, the CRA/LA, a Designated Local Authority and successor agency to 
the CRA, adopted Resolution No. 16 (Exhibit 3 - CRA/LA Resolution No. 161 affecting five 
redevelopment project area in the City of Los Angeles, including the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan Area on June 21, 2012, which resolved that:

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 new exist or are hereafter amended or supplanted from time to time, shall be 
permitted land uses for all purposes under the applicable Redevelopment Plan.

The land use designation for any property in a Project Area set forth in the 
Redevelopment Plan Map and the land use requirements 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 requirements for such property, all as they 
now exist or are hereafter amended or supplanted from time to time.

Resolution No. 16 clarified that future development permit applications shall not require CRA/LA 
discretionary land use approvals in redevelopment areas, including Hollywood. As such, the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan has limited application to the Project because the 
Redevelopment Plan land use designations and requirements defer to, and are effectively 
superseded by. the applicable provisions of the Community Plan and zoning ordinance

B City of Los Angeles Retains Authority to Approve Zone Change for the Site

The Sunset Landmark letter states that the Project Site is subject to a "D" development 
limitation imposed as mitigation measures of the Hollywood General Plan Consistency Program 
which limit the site to a 2:1 FAR and the City lacks the authority to change this limitation.

As previously stated, the City Ordinance No 165.660, which established the “D” development 
limitations of a 2:1 FAR at the Project Site, was subsequently amended by City Ordinance No 
179,923, then further clarified by Ordinance No 180,309 in connection with the 2008 entitlement 
of a 50-unit office condominium project (CPC-2007-1607-ZC-HD-SPR). As a result, the Project 
Site is not subject to the development limitation established by City Ordinance No. 165,660.
Both of the subsequent ordinances modified the previously existing “D” development [imitations 
to a 3.5:1 FAR. Pursuant to LAMC § 12.32.G.4.d, “D” development limitations “shall not be 
affected by any failure to remove a (T) Tentative classification or the parentheses of a Q 
Qualified classification.” Accordingly, the “D” limitation contained in Ordinance 180.309 is 
permanent and the Project Site is not subject to the “D" limitation of Ordinance No. 165,660 As 
such, the Applicant has requested, and the IS/MND properly analyzed, a Height District Change 
to modify the "De limitation to permit a maximum FAR of 3.83:1.

Furthermore, zoning on the Project Site is no an unchangeable mitigation measure under CEQA 
or the Hollywood Community Plan EIR The Sunset Landmark letter improperly conflates the
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Consistency Program with CEQA mitigation measures. The two are legally distinct and serve 
different purposes. Their argument fails for several reasons.

First, the City already complied with the Consistency Program. The Consistency Program was 
born by court mandate following the passage of AB 283 and was subject to judicial oversight. 
The Consistency Program was an implementation tool for complying with the court's order to 
make Los Angeles' zoning consistent with its General Plan. It was not mitigation per se under 
CEQA. The Consistency Program contains no long term prohibition on subsequent zone 
changes or general plan amendments. Most importantly, the court determined that the City 
completed the Consistency Program in 1997. (See Exhibit 4 - City Attorney Report re 
Federation Case). Therefore, despite the Sunset Landmark letter’s attempt to resurrect it, the 
program cannot, and does not, preclude the City from exercising its legislative power today to 
amend the zoning.

Second, even if the Consistency Program or Program EIR for the Hollywood Community Plan 
("Hollywood EIR") are considered mitigation measures, the law does not require mitigation 
measures to apply in perpetuity. "The claim that once a mitigation measure is adopted it never 
can be deleted is inconsistent with the legislative recognition of the need to modify land use 
plans as circumstances change." Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board 
of Supervisors, 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 358 (2001). There is no statutory authority for the 
proposition that an amendment to the zoning may not include the deletion or modification of 
earlier adopted mitigation measures. See id. Accordingly, once adopted, a mitigation measure 
is not binding for all time. See id. at p. 359.

We do not agree that the Consistency Program requires CEQA mitigation. We also do not 
agree that the Consistency Program and the Hollywood EIR are one and the same, as argued 
by the Sunset Landmark letter. Their argument is unsupported by the facts. To start with, 
Section 3.3 of the Hollywood EIR states that two primary reasons for revising the Hollywood 
Community Plan are: (1) because the City is under a court order to bring its General Plan and 
zoning into conformance by March 1988; and (2) the transportation system and other public 
facilities are services in Hollywood are at, or approaching, capacity today and cannot 
accommodate additional development. . . without substantial improvements." (See Exhibit 5. 
Project Description - Hollywood EIR.) As we proved above, the City complied with the court 
order in 1997. That argument is over. In addition, the City has implemented major 
transportation improvements in Hollywood to improve transit capacity and accommodate 
development since the late-1980s.

For example, the City built and opened the Metro Red Line that provides heavy rail service for 
Hollywood and the Project Site. (See Exhibit 6: Metro Service Map). The City opened the Red 
Line (which is approximately 0.5 miles from the Project Site) in the mid-1990s and it is one of 
the busiest rail lines in the transit system. In addition, the City has updated and adopted a new 
Mobility Element (incorporated by reference) of the General Plan that further provides for transit 
options in the Hollywood area. The element further plans for adequate transit and vehicular 
circulation to accommodate existing conditions and growth. The Project design and dedications 
comply with the Mobility Element. Thus, the City has implemented major improvements to the 
transit and vehicular network to address issues raised in the Hollywood EIR.
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Moreover, Section 5 of the Hollywood EIR analyzed traffic impacts and contains 
recommendations (which are different than binding mitigation) for next steps to be undertaken 
by the City, Particularly, it recommends (p. 77) that the City identify transportation improvement 
options, and an implementation plan, for transportation in the Hollywood Community Plan area. 
The construction and opening of the Metro lines and the transit-enhanced network of streets in 
the Mobility Element accomplish the goal of the recommendation above. In addition, it 
recommends that "TDM/TSM plans should be developed and implemented for large scale 
commercial developments" in the Hollywood area. The Project includes a TDM plan. Thus, for 
multiple reasons, the City and the Project have accomplished the goals and recommendations 
of the Hollywood EIR, if it somehow applied in this case Circumstances have changed over the 
last two decades and the City has transit options that allow for continued development. 
Accordingly, there is no legal merit to the Sunset Landmark letter’s argument that an old transit 
plan recommendation can forever constrain the City’s legislative land use powers.

The City retains its authority to approve a zone change for the Project, and is not required to 
update the entire Hollywood Community Plan to do so as suggested by the Sunset Landmark 
letter. The Draft EIR is a project-level document (compared to the program-level scope of the 
Hollywood EIR) that analyzes potential impacts associated with the zone change, contains 
mitigation measures as required by CEQA, and provides substantial evidence to support its 
impact conclusions for the Project.

C The Guestroom Density Is Not Restricted

The Sunset Landmark letter states that the Project is limited to a maximum of 104 hotel rooms 
at either the C2 or C4 zoning due to the size of the Project Site and the underlying residential 
density of one dwelling unit per 200 square feet.

The land use at the Project Site is designated for Regional Center Commercial by the 
Hollywood Community Plan, and is currently zoned C4-2D. The Project proposes a zone 
change to [Q]C2-2D. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation lists the following 
corresponding zones: C2, C4, P, PB, RAS3, and RAS4; thus, the proposed zone change is 
consistent with the land use designation. The zone change to C2 would permit additional 
commercial uses that are consistent with the types of uses in the area of the Project Site. (The 
“Q” qualified condition limits the scale and scope of future development at the Project Site and 
prohibits uses that would not promote the growth of the area as a commercial and entertainment 
center.)

Both the C2 and C4 zones permit R4 residential density (one dwelling unit per 400 square feet; 
one guest room per 200 square feet). However, the Project is entitled to additional density per 
LAMC §12.22-A.18, which permits mixed-use projects to utilize the R5 density in lieu of the R4 
density. The R5 zone does not restrict guest room density. Specifically, Section 12.22~A.18 
permits the unlimited hotel guest room density of the R5 zone on commercially zoned properties 
designated Regional Center or Regional Center Commercial by the General Plan.

The Project satisfies these requirements and thus the Project is subject to R5 density as set 
forth in LAMC § 12.22-A.18.a. (See Exhibit 7: Los Angeles Zoning Code Manual and
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Commentary, page 66; and Exhibit 8 City Planning Commission Report to Planning and Land 
Use Management Committee regarding Ordinance amending LAMC § 12.22-A.18 [stating, “[the 
ordinance] will not change the policies set forth in the General Pian and maintains the previously 
adopted incentive to allow higher residential density in commercial zones planned for higher 
density development.”]) Therefore, the Project is not subject to the R4 density or a maximum of 
104 hotel rooms

D Noise Would Not Exceed City Standards

The Sunset Landmark letter states that construction noise and vibration and operation noise 
from the rooftop amenities would be a significant impact at the adjacent multi-family residential 
use (Casa Verde Apartments), and that the IS/MND does not fully analyze these impacts.

The City’s environmental consultant has reviewed and responded to these claims in the 
attached Exhibit 2. As shown in EcoTierras response, the IS/MND adequately analyzed noise 
impacts for the Project and the City should reject Sunset Landmark’s claims and deny the 
appeal.

E. Comments Regarding Project Description. Air Quality, Noise. Cultural Resources and 
Land Use are Vague and Unsupported

The Sunset Landmark letter states the IS/MND fails to properly analyze numerous issues 
related to the Project description, air quality, noise, cultural resources, land use, and “other 
important issues.”

The claim does not provide any specific comment regarding the listed topics, and so it is unclear 
and entirely speculative to assume in what ways the comment means to convey the IS/MND is 
inadequate in those areas. (As to land use/zoning and noise comments made elsewhere in the 
letter, see responses above.)

Therefore, Sunset Landmark’s unsupported arguments fail when measured against the 
evidence in the record.

RESPONSE TO LAUSD LATE COMMENT LETTERIII.

A. Comment 1 on Air Quality Construction Impacts

District students and school staff should be considered sensitive receptors to air pollution 
impacts. Construction activities for the proposed project would result in short term impacts on 
ambient air quality in the area resulting from equipment emissions and fugitive dust. To ensure 
that effective mitigation is applied to reduce construction air pollutant impacts on the school, we 
ask that the following language be included as a mitigation measure for air quality impacts:

If the proposed mitigation measures do not reduce air quality impacts to a level of insignificance, 
the project applicant shall develop new and appropriate measures to effectively mitigate 
construction related air emissions at the affected school. Provisions shall be made to allow the
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school and or designated representative(s) to notify the project applicant when such measures 
are warranted.

Response 1: Construction Related AQ Impacts are Less Than Significant

As an tnitial issue, this comment does not raise any specific environmental issues concerning 
the Project s compliance with CEQA, and does not require a response (Citizens forE. Shore 
Parks v. State Lands Comm'n (2011) 202 Cal.App.4th 549 [comments that do not raise a 
significant environmental question need not be responded to].) The Project complies with 
CEQA, federal, state and local regulations

However, in order to clarify any misunderstanding it is important to note, the Air Quality analysis 
in the IS/MND identifies and analyzes Selma Avenue Elementary School as a sensitive receptor 
(see IS/MND, page IV-14). The Project’s air quality impact report and the IS/MND determined 
that construction-related air quality impacts would be iess than significant, and therefore, 
mitigation measures are not warranted as there is not a significant impact to mitigate.
Regarding fugitive dust, the Project would be subject to the best available control measures of 
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Rule 403 for the control of fugitive dust 
throughout the construction phases of development (Page IV-12).

B. Comment 2 on Noise Construction Impacts

Noise created by construction activities may affect the school in proximity to the proposed 
project site These construction activities include grading, earth moving, hauling, and use of 
heavy equipment. The California Environmental Quality Act requires that such impacts be 
quantified, and eliminated or reduced to a level of insignificance.

LAUSD established maximum allowable noise levels to protect students and staff from noise 
impacts generated in terms of Leq. These standards were established based on regulations set 
forth by the California Department of Transportation and the City of Los Angeles. LAUSD's 
exterior noise standard is 67 dBA Leq and the interior noise standard is 45 dBA Lea. A noise 
level increase of 3 dBA or more over ambient noise levels is considered significant for existing 
schools and would require mitigation to achieve levels within 2 oBA of pre-project ambient level 
To ensure that effective mitigation measures are employed to reduce construction related noise 
impacts at Selma Avenue Elementary School, we ask that the following language be included in 
the mitigation measures for noise impacts:

If the proposed mitigation measures do not reduce noise impacts to below the level of 
significance, the project applicant shall develop new and appropriate measures to effectively 
mitigate construction related noise at the affected school. Provisions shall be made to allow the 
school and or designated representative(s) to notify the project applicant when such measures 
are warranted.
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Response 2 Construction Noise Impacts Were Appropriately Evaluated

As an initial issue, this comment does not raise any specific environmental issues concerning 
the Project s compliance with CEQA, and does not require a response. (Citizens for E. Shore 
Parks v. State Lands Comm'n (2011) 202 Cal.App 4th 549 [comments that do not raise a 
significant environmental question need not be responded to]; see also Residents Against 
Specific Plan 380 v County of Riverside (2017) 
for late comments].) The Project complies with CEQA, federal, state and local regulations.

However, in order to clarify any misunderstanding it is important to note, the impacts associated 
with construction-related noise levels are evaluated on Pages IV-71 through IV-74 and Page IV- 
82 of the IS/MND. The analysis includes the identification of noise levels that could occur from 
individual construction equipment as well as composite noise levels during the various phases 
of construction. The analysis concludes that construction activities associated with the 
proposed Project would increase daytime noise levels at the adjacent residential and hotel uses 
by more than 5 decibefs (dBA). However, compliance with the noise regulations under LAMC § 
41 40 would reduce construction noise to the maximum extent feasible. These regulations 
would not permit construction activities to occur during the recognized sleep hours for nearby 
residences Similar to other construction activities throughout the City of Los Angeles, these 
regulations would ensure that construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant. 
Moreover, Selma Avenue Elementary School is approximately 500 feet west from the Project 
site, and noise decibel levels dissipates exponentially with distance from the noise source 
Noise from stationary or point sources is reduced by about 6 dBA to 7.5 dBA for every doubling 
of distance (e g., 25 feet to 50 feet). Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening 
structures, such as those that exist between the school and Project site, from 5 dBA to 10 dBA 
Project construction, therefore, is not expected to exceed LAUSD's exterior noise standard. 
Because impacts were determined to be less than significant in the iS/MND based on the 
Environmental Noise Impact Analysis, mitigation measures are not warranted as there is not a 
significant impact to mitigate. (See Pub. Res. Code §§ 21100(b)(3), 21150; CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4(a)(3); S. County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013) 221 
Cal.App.4th 316. 336 [environmental analysis is not required to evaluate or incorporate 
mitigation measures when impacts are less than significant]; see also Residents Against
Specific Plan 380 v County of Riverside (2017)__ Cal.App 5th__[court determined no
additional mitigation was required when the lead agency was required to comply with mandated 
standards and actions])

Cal.App.5th_[responses are not required

C. Comment 3 on Traffic/Transportation Construction Impacts

LAUSD’s Transportation Branch must be contacted at (213) 580-2950 regarding the potential 
impact upon existing school bus routes. The Project Manager or designee will have to notify the 
LAUSD Transportation Branch of the expected start and ending dates for various portions of the 
project that may affect traffic within nearby school areas. To ensure that effective mitigation 
measures are employed to reduce construction and operation related transportation impacts at 
Selma Avenue Elementary School, we ask that the following language be included in the 
mitigation measures for traffic impacts:
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School buses must have unrestricted access to schools.

During the construction phase, truck traffic and construction vehicles may not cause traffic 
delays for our transported students.

During and after construction changed traffic patterns, lane adjustment, traffic light patterns, and 
altered bus stops may not affect school buses’ on-time performance and passenger safety.

Construction trucks and other vehicles are required to stop when encountering school buses 
using red-flashing-lights must-stop-indicators per the California Vehicle Code.

Contractors must install and maintain appropriate traffic controls (signs and signals) to ensure 
vehicular safety.

Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with LAUSD school administrators, providing 
sufficient notice to forewarn children and parents when existing vehicle routes to school may be 
impacted.

Parents dropping off their children must have access to the passenger loading areas.

Response 3: Project Traffic Study Appropriately Analyzed Potential Traffic Impacts

As an initial issue, this comment does not raise any specific environmental issues concerning 
the Project’s compliance with CEQA, and does not require a response, (Citizens for E. Shore 
Parks v. State Lands Comm'n (2011) 202 Cal.App.4th 549 [comments that do not raise a 
significant environmental question need not be responded to].) The Project complies with 
CEQA, federal, state and local regulations.

However, in order to clarify any misunderstanding it is important to note, the Project’s Traffic 
Impact Study was conducted using the procedures set forth in the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation’s (LADOT) “Traffic Studies Policies and Procedures,” August 
2014. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was approved by LADOT for the study. The 
seven study intersections were evaluated using LADOT’s Critical Movement Analysis (CMA). 
CMA incorporates the traffic volumes, lane configurations, and signal operations. An 
independent count company took the traffic counts. Three full hours of data were collected 
during the morning and evening peak periods with the highest hour incorporated into the 
analysis. By applying the CMA procedures to the intersection data, the volume-to-capacity 
values and the corresponding Level of Service were determined. Data collection worksheets 
are contained in Appendix E to the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix F.1 to the MND). 
Furthermore, the Traffic Impact Study takes into consideration related development projects in 
the area, including those that are not yet operational as part of its future conditions analysis. As 
shown on Tables IV-28 (Existing [2016] + Project Conditions LOS) and IV-30 (Future [2030] + 
Project Conditions LOS), the Project would not result in a significant impact to any of the study 
intersections, and therefore, impacts are less than significant. LADOT issued an assessment 
letter for the Project’s Traffic Impact Study on Decembers, 2016, accepting the findings of the 
study (Appendix F.2 to the MND). Therefore, operation-related impacts would be less than
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significant and no mitigation measures are required. (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21100(b)(3), 21150; 
CEQA Guidelines § 15126 4(a)(3); S. County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada 
(2013) 221 Cal App.4th 316, 336 [environmental analysis is not required to evaluate or 
incorporate mitigation measures when impacts are less than significant].)

During construction, the Project Applicant would be required to submit formal construction 
staging and traffic control plans for review and approval by LADOT prior to the issuance of any 
construction permits. The plan would include a designated haul route, staging area, and traffic 
control procedures to mitigate the traffic impacts during construction, and would also incorporate 
safety measures around the construction site to reduce the risk to pedestrian traffic near the 
work area. Moreover, closure of a sidewalk within the public right-of-way and the closure along 
with pedestrian protection would be required to be approved by the Bureau of Street Services 
and the LADBS pursuant to LAMC Section 62.45 and 91.3306. The Work Area Traffic Control 
Plan would identify all traffic control measures, signs, delineators, and work instructions to be 
implemented by the construction contractor through the duration of demolition and construction 
activity. Thus, adherence to the required Work Area Traffic Control Plan would ensure 
construction-related impact would not result in a significant impact to the performance of the 
circulation system. Therefore, constructed-related impacts would be less than significant and 
no mitigation measures are required. (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21100(b)(3), 21150; CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126 4(a)(3); S. County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013)
221 Cal.App.4th 316, 336 [environmental analysis is not required to evaluate or incorporate 
mitigation measures when impacts are less than significant], see also Ctr. for Biological 
Diversity v. Dept, of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 245 [performance standards 
based on specific objectives that inform the agency "what it is to do and what it must 
accomplish" are sufficient to ensure that potential impacts will be adequately mitigated].)

D. Comment 4 on Pedestrian Safety Construction Impacts:

Construction activities that include street closures, the presence of heavy equipment and 
increased truck trips to haul materials on and off the project site can lead to safety hazards for 
people walking in the vicinity of the construction site To ensure that effective mitigation 
measures are employed to reduce construction and operation related pedestrian safety impacts 
on District sites, we ask that the following language be included in the mitigation measures for 
pedestrian safety impacts'

Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with LAUSD school administrators, providing 
sufficient notice to forewarn children and parents when existing pedestrian routes to school may 
be impacted.

Contractors must maintain safe and convenient pedestrian routes to all nearby schools. The 
District will provide School Pedestrian Route Maps upon your request.

Contractors must install and maintain appropriate traffic controls (signs and signals) to ensure 
pedestrian and vehicular safety

Haul routes are not to pass by any school, except when school is not in session.
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No staging or parking of construction-related vehicles, including worker-transport vehicles, will 
occur on or adjacent to a school property.

Funding for crossing guards at the contractor's expense is required when safety of children may 
be compromised by construction-related activities at impacted school crossings.

Barriers and/or fencing must be installed to secure construction equipment and to minimize 
trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions, and attractive nuisances.

Contractors are required to provide security patrols (at their expense) to minimize trespassing, 
vandalism, and short-cut attractions

Response 4- Current Safety Measures Ensure No Significant Impact

As an initial issue, this comment does not raise any specific environmental issues concerning 
the Project’s compliance with CEQA. and does not require a response (Citizens for E. Shore 
Parks v. State Lands Ccmm'n (2011) 202 Cal.App.4th 549 [comments that do not raise a 
significant environmental question need not be responded to].) The Project complies with 
CEQA, federal, state and local regulations

However, in order to clarify any misunderstanding it is important to note, as is also discussed in 
Response 3, above, during construction, the Project Applicant would be required to submit 
formal construction staging and traffic control plans for review and approval by LADOT prior to 
the issuance of any construction permits. The plan would incorporate safety measures around 
the construction site to reduce the risk to pedestrian traffic near the work area. Moreover, 
closure of a sidewalk within the public right-of-way and the closure along with pedestrian 
protection would be required to be approved by the Bureau of Street Services and the LADBS 
pursuant to LAMC § 62.45 and 91.3306 The Work Area Traffic Control Plan would identify all 
traffic control measures, signs delineators, and work instructions to be implemented by the 
construction contractor through the duration of demolition and construction activity 
Construction equipment and worker cars would generally be contained on-site. At times when 
on-site staging and parking is not available, a secondary staging area would be required. Thus, 
adherence to the required Work Area Traffic Control Plan would ensure construction-related 
impact would not result in a significant impact tc the performance of the circulation system. 
Therefore, constructed-related impacts would be fess than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21100(b)(3), 21150; CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4(a)(3), S. County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013) 221 
Cal.App.4th 316, 336 [environmental analysis is not required to evaluate or incorporate 
mitigation measures when impacts are less than significant]; see also Ctr. for Biological 
Diversity v Dept, of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 245 [performance standards 
based on specific objectives that inform the agency "what it is to do and what it must 
accomplish" are sufficient to ensure that potential impacts will be adequately mitigated].)

Regarding haul routes, while the final decision would be made by LADBS, the likely haul route 
from the Project site would be east on Selma Avenue and north on Cahuenga Boulevard to the
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Hollywood Freeway on-ramps in either the northbound or southbound direction. The haul route 
is not expected to pass by Selma Avenue Elementary School.

Regarding public safety during construction from trespassing, vandalism, and short-cut 
attractions the Project would employ construction safety features including erecting temporary 
fencing along the periphery of the active construction areas to screen as much of the 
construction activity from view at the local street level and to deter trespassing, vandalism, 
short-cut attractions, potential criminal activity, and other nuisances. This provision for on-site 
security to deter criminal activity is a City regulatory compliance measure Therefore, potential 
impacts to police protection services during the construction would be less than significant and 
no mitigation measures are required. (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21100(b)(3), 21150; CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(3); S. County Citizens for Smart Growth v County of Nevada (2013) 
221 Cal.App.4th 316, 336 [environmental analysis is not required to evaluate or incorporate 
mitigation measures when impacts are fess than significant] see also Residents Against 
Specific Plan 380 v. County of Riverside (2017) 
additional mitigation was required when the lead agency was required to comply with mandated 
standards and actions].)

Cal.App 5th__[court determined no

E. Comment 5 on Operational Impacts

As stated earlier, the project is in close proximity to Selma Avenue Elementary School and 
LAUSD is also concerned about the potential impacts the project might have on its staff and 
students once the project is fully functional. These include:

The dispensing of alcoholic beverages, especially when it is served throughout the day, has the 
potential to create a safety hazard for students traveling within the safe routes to school.

Since the said project is set to have a rooftop deck with music, the District would strongly urge 
the organizers of such events to restrict any daytime activities involving loud music to weekends 
only so as not to disrupt the sanctity of the school.

Response 5: No Significant Impact from Request to Serve Alcohol

As an initial issue, this comment does not raise any specific environmental issues concerning 
the Project’s compliance with CEQA, and does not require a response. (Citizens for E. Shore 
Parks v. State Lands Comm'n (2011) 202 Cal.App.4th 549 [comments that do not raise a 
significant environmental question need not be responded to]) The Project complies with 
CEQA, federal, state and local regulations.

However, in order to clarify any misunderstanding it is important to note, the Project’s proposed 
on-site alcohol sale and consumption would be subject to the alcohol-related conditions 
imposed through the Conditional Use Permit pursuant to LAMC § 12.24-W.1. Of these 
conditions, a requirement for a minimum of two licensed security guards on premise. The use 
would also be subject to licensing and regulations of the California Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control.
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Regarding noise from rooftop amenities, the evaluation of operational noise levels is based on 
the characteristics of the Project as proposed and described in the IS/MND. As discussed on 
Pages IV-77 and IV-81 of the IS/MND, the ground-floor and rooftop bar/lounge areas would 
include ambient music. Any other music performed by another source (e.g., DJ) would occur 
indoors on the ground floor or within the enclosed areas on the rooftop, including the enclosed 
areas on the rooftop and event space. In general, ambient music is described as the type that 
is played to provide background sound while not interfering with normal speech communication. 
Normal speech at a distance of one meter is about 65 dBA Leq, and music levels would not be 
much greater than that conversational level. The ground floor outdoor patio area would be 
shielded from the adjacent residential building by the proposed Project building.

As part of the effort to determine potential impacts of rooftop activities, particularly to the 
adjacent residential building, evening and nighttime noise levels were measured at the Project 
site while a rooftop event was occurring at the adjacent Mama Shelter hotel. The event was 
billed as a live DJ set. The rooftop of the Mama Shelter hotel has an open restaurant and bar, 
is used for lounging, exercise, and parties. It is also largely bordered by solid walls and clear 
panels that provide both fall protection and sound attenuation, and would be similar to the 42- 
inch wall and glass guardrail features proposed for the Project. Because the event at the Mama 
Shelter rooftop included a live DJ set, which is not proposed for the outdoor rooftop or ground- 
floor areas of the proposed Project, it was determined that noise levels generated during this 
event would provide representative, although worst-case, noise levels that could occur from 
events on the rooftop of the proposed Project.

The evening and nighttime sound level measurements at the Project site (see Table IV-15) 
showed that sound from the rooftop amenities at the Mama Shelter hotel are relatively low at 
nearby properties. As discerned during the noise measurements taken at the Project site, when 
walking farther away to the west and north of the Project site, the sound from the Mama Shelter 
hotel’s rooftop were not audible above the sound from the roadway traffic on Selma Avenue, 
Schrader Boulevard, and Wilcox Avenue. Based on these observed noise levels, the IS/MND 
determined that operation of the proposed Project would not expose persons to or generate 
noise levels in excess of standards established by the City or substantially increase ambient 
noise levels at the surrounding buildings. Pages IV-75 through IV-77 of the IS/MND also 
identify the sources regulated by the City Noise Ordinance that would be applicable to the 
proposed Project and would ensure that sources of noise at the Project site do not cause 
excessive noise levels at nearby residences, or at other noise-sensitive receptors such as 
Selma Avenue Elementary School. (Residents Against Specific Plan 380 v. County of Riverside 
(2017)
lead agency was required to comply with mandated standards and actions].)

Cal.App.5th__[court determined no additional mitigation was required when the

F. General Comment 6 on Proiect:

The District’s charge is to protect the health and safety of students and staff, and the integrity of 
the learning environment. The comments presented above identify potential environmental and 
other impacts related to the proposed project that must be addressed to ensure the welfare of 
the students attending Selma Avenue Elementary School, their teachers and the staff, as well 
as to assuage the concerns of the parents of these students. Therefore, the measures set forth



SheppardMullin
Honorable Councilmembers 
April 21,2017 
Page 15

in these comments should be adopted as conditions of project approval to offset unmitigated 
impacts on the affected school students and staff.

Response 6: No Additional Mitigation Measures Required

As an initial issue, this comment does not raise any specific environmental issues concerning 
the Project’s compliance with CEQA, and does not require a response. (Citizens for E. Shore 
Parks v. State Lands Comm'n (2011) 202 Cal.App 4th 549 [comments that do not raise a 
significant environmental question need not be resoonded to].) The Project complies with 
CEQA, federal, state and local regulations.

However, in order to clarify any misunderstanding it is important to note, the IS/MND, relying 
upon technical studies, analyzed construction-related impacts to air quality, noise, 
transportation/traffic, pedestrian safety, and operation-related impacts including noise The 
IS/MND identified Selma Avenue Elementary School as a sensitive land use as appropriate. In 
addition the IS/MND determined that the Project would have no potentially significant impacts in 
regards to these above-identified issues, and as such, mitigation measures are not warranted 
as they are not necessary. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21100(b)(3), 21150: CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4(a)(3); S. County Citizens for Smart Grovsth v. County of Nevada (2013) 221 
Cal.App.4th 316, 336; see also Residents Against Specific Plan 380 v. County of Riverside 
(2017)
Cal.App.4th 214, 245.)

Cal.App.5th__; Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. Dept, of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 234

IV. CONCLUSION

The appellants Unite Here and Sunset Landmark, as well as the late commenter have failed to 
demonstrate that the IS/MND or the environmental review process is substantively or 
prccedurally inadequate The appellants have not provided substantial evidence to support 
their claims. Therefore, we respectfully request that the Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee recommend denial of the appeals, adoption of the IS/MND, and approval of the 
Project and its entitlements.

Sincerely,

Alfred Fraijo Jr.
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP

SMRH:482411449.5
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Exhibit 5 - Project Description - Hollywood Community Plan EIR
Exhibit 6 - Metro Service Map
Exhibit 7 - Los Angeles Zoning Code Manual and Commentary, page 66
Exhibit 8 - City Planning Commission Report to Planning and Land Use Management
Committee regarding Ordinance amending LAMC Section 12.22-A.18.
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This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body

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

Regarding Case Number: CPC-2016-270-VZC-HD-CUB-SPR

Project Address 6516-6526 West Selma Avenue

Final Date to Appeal 02/16/2017

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

Type of Appeal

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

/-ck-vJfedrfuCAppellant’s name (print): UNITE HEREI Local 11 

Company: UNITE HERE! Local 11____________

Mailing Address 464 South Lucas Ave, Suite 201

City: Los Angeles___________________________

Telephone: (213) 481-8530_______

Zip: 90017State: CA

E-mail: Ifarmer@unitehere11 org

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

□ Self 0 Other: UNITE HERE! Local 11

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

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company: __________________________

Mailing Address: _____________________

Zip:City: State:

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

0 Entire □ Partis the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? 

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed'5 

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

□ Yes □ No

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

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

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

5. APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true.

Zhs'-AAAppellant Signature: Date

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

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

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

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19 01 B

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

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

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12 26 K are considerec Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7 pay mailing fees 
to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

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

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

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

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

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Base Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): Dale

2^//7itsr.cc
Receipt No: Deemed ComDlete by (Project Planner) Date.

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

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 2 of 2



UNITEHERE! Local 11
464 Lucas Ave., Suite 201 ♦ Los Angeles, California 90017 » (213) 481-8530 « FAX (213) 481-0352

Reasons For Appeal

• The greenhouse gas measurements, assessments, and conclusions drawn from 
them are improperly calculated and are in error. The Discussion of 
insignificance based on service population is not well explained and numbers 
are unclear; the whole service population is thrown off and emissions per 
person may be above GHG significance threshold. As the project as proposed 
is not in compliance with current zoning the conclusion that there is no 
inconsistency with the Air Quality Management Plan, or the rules in use as 
drafted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District is also in error 
and may reach potentially significant impacts if the project is built without 
mitigation measures.

• Greenhouse gas emissions are only assessed against 2020 targets and not the 
2035 emissions targets for reducing the state’s greenhouse gas emissions. 
Greenhouse gas emissions predictions for the construction phase of the project 
are also calculated in error.

• The Letter of Determination and the MND do not adequately list, recognize, 
or assess the multiple potentially significant impacts on sensitive uses 
immediately adjacent to or within 500 feet of the project site, particularly the 
Casa Verde affordable housing development, and the Selma Avenue 
Elementary School

• The zoning (D) Limitations on the project parcel are written into the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code by Ordinance 165,660 (attached). The City Planning 
Commission does not possess the authority to amend the D Limitations on its 
own authority. Amendment to the D Limitation requires action by the CRA 
Successor Board and requires that either Disposition and Development 
Agreement, or an Owner Participation Agreement be executed by the CRA 
Board or Successor Board.

• There is insufficient modeling to assess the potentially significant noise 
impacts of the approved rooftop bar use and insufficient CEQA mitigation 
measures to counteract such impacts. The Study in Appendix E lacks any real 
modeling, especially of the rooftop area at IV-76. IV-71 neglects to identify 
that residential uses are nearby, as noted in II-5. None of the mitigations at IV- 
73 are included as enforceable CEQA mitigation measures.

• Based on the “fair argument” standard applicable to Mitigated Negative 
Declarations 2nd the insufficiency and/or errors this project’s MND and the 
Letter of Determination from City Planning Commission regarding it, this 
project requires a full Environmental Impact Report.



Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and 
Litigation Support for the EnvironmentSWAPE

2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
Santa Monica, CA 90405

Matt Hagemann, P.6, C.Hg.
(949) 887-9013 

mhaeemanmffls wape.com
February 14, 2017

Gideon Kracov 
Attorney at Law 
801 S. Grand Ave., 11th FI. 
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Subject: Comments on the Tommie Hotel Project

Dear Mr. Kracov:

We have reviewed the December 2016 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) and 

associated appendices for the Tommie Hotel Project ("Project"), located in the City of Los Angeles. The 

Project proposes to demolish the existing surface parking lot and construct an 8-story, approximately 

95-foot tall, 79,621-square-foot mixed-use building consisting of a 212 guest-room hotel with guest 

amenities, and ground-floor and rooftop bars/lounges primarily for the use of hotel guests but 

accessible to the public. The proposed gross floor area would result in a floor-to-area ratio of 3.83:1. 

Parking would be provided on site within a four-level subterranean structure providing 205 parking 

stalls, including 140 stalls for the hotel use and 65 stalls for use by the off-site Hollywood Citizen News 

Building. Amenities would include common areas such as bar/lounge, fitness center, and pool/fitness 

area. Landscape and exterior spaces would include ground level courtyard and paseo, patio, and rooftop 

bar, pool deck, and fitness area.

Our review concludes that the IS/MND fails to adequately evaluate the Project's Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

impacts and as a result, the significance determinations made for the proposed Project are incorrect and 

unreliable. Our analysis, as described below, demonstrates that when the Project's GHG emissions are 

estimated correctly, the Project would have a potentially significant GHG impact. Therefore, a Project- 

specific Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should be prepared to adequately assess the potential 

impacts that the Project may have on global climate change.

1



Greenhouse Gas
Unsubstantiated Input Parameters Used to Estimate Project Emissions 
According to the Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis ("Analysis”) provided as an attachment to the 

IS/MND, the California Emissions Estimator Model Version CalEEMod.2016.3.1 ("CalEEMocT J1 2 was used 

to estimate the criteria air pollutant emissions generated during Project construction and operation (p. 

3). CalEEMod provides recommended default values basec on site specific information, such as land use 

type, meteorological data, total lot acreage, project type and typical equipment associated with project 

type. If more specific project information is known, the user can change the default values and input 

project-specific values, but the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that such changes 

be justified by substantia! evidence/ Once all the values are inputted into the model, the Project s 

construction and operational emissions are calculated, and 'output files' are generated. These output 

files, which can be found in Appendix C, disclose to the reader what parameters were utilized in 

calculating the Project's air pollutant emissions, and make known which default values were changed as 

well as provide a justification for the values selected.3

When we reviewed the output files, we found that project-specific information disclosed in the IS/MND 

was omitted from the air model. As a result, the Project's construction and operational emissions are 

underestimated. A Project-specific EIR should be prepared to include an updated GHG analysis that 

adequately evaluates the impacts that the construction and operation of the Project will have on global 

climate change.

Failure to Include AH Land Uses
The proposed Project's CalEEMod output files utilized "Land Uses" inconsistent with information 

disclosed in the IS/MND, and as a result, the Project's construction and operational emissions are 

underestimated.

According to the IS/MND, "the Project proposes the demolition of the existing surface parking lot and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of an 8 story, approximately 95-foot-tall, 79,621 square foot 

mixed use building consisting of a 212-guest-room commercial hotel with guest amenities, and ground- 

floor and rooftop bars/lounges primarily for use by hotel guests but accessible to the public" (p. II 5), 

The IS/MND clarifies that the additional guest amenities "include a swimming pool and deck, raise 

lounge, bar, fitness and wellness area, patio and events space, garden, game zone, and prep kitchen” (p 

(1-5). Table ll-l of the IS/MND summarizes the proposed Project's land uses, demonstrating the square 

footage associated with each land use type (see excerpt below) (p. 11-8).

1 CalEEMod webs;te, ava.iabie at: http://www.caieenrod.com/
2 CalEEMod User's Guide, pp. 14, 15, available at littp://www.caieemod.com/
3 CalEEMod User's Guide, pp. 18. available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ (A key feature of the CalEEMod 
program is the "remarks" feature, where the user explains why a default setting was replaced by a "user defined 
value. These remarks are included in the report.)
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Table Jl-l
Project Development Summary

land Use Quantity
Guest Rooms

JKing Sized 193
Handicap (ADA) 11
Suite 8

212Total Rooms
Guild in g Uti lit y Ar nas.

292 sfGround level
2,090 sfLeue! 2 

levels 3-B 436 sf
Tola! Building Utility Areas 2,818 sf

Common Areas
level 1 - Bar/l.ojnge 3,85r> sf
Level 4 - Fftness 654 sf
Roof- Hool/ritness 3,816 s'

Total Common Areas 8,325 sf
Hotel Support Areas 

Hotel lobby 4,Ula s'

BOH - Ground level 3,159 sf
2,039 sfBOH - level 2

BOH - Roof level 
Restrooms-Ground level

708 sf
423 if

Restrooms - Roof level 5C8 sf
350 sfBike Storage

11,346 sf7otal Hotel Sup port Areas
1 Landstape/Exterior Spaces_

Courtyard-Grour.d Level 4,500 Sf
970 sfPaseo-Ground Level

1,370 sfPatio - level 3I
Planter - level 3 2,100 sf

8,500 sfRooftop Bar/Poo I Ueck/FTncss
Total tandscape/Exterlor 5paees 17,84-3 sfj.

if--square feet
- f>°urcc: Ste-nberg, Nweivbcr 2016.

In an effort to accurately estimate the Project's construction and operational emissions, the land uses 

and associated square foctages, as outlined in Table ll-l above, should have been used within the air 

model. However, after our review of tne Project's CalEEMod output files, located in Appendix C, we 

found that Project emissions were estimated assuming that only a portion of the proposed hotel 

amenities would De constructed (see excerpt below) (Appendix C, pp. 17).
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Tommie Hotel
Loo Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1,0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

I!
*

r PopulationRoar Surface AresLand Uses Lot Acre age

0Hotel 0.43 66,166.00212 00 Room* ■k»
High Tutnover {Sit Down Restaurant) 

Ouaiity Restaurant 

Enclosed Parking with Be valor

■ tOOOsqft

ioobsqit

2,305.00

1174*00

02.31 0.00
i +I 011.15
i

0 00
I •k o205 CO 0.00Space 82,000.00

As demonstrated above, the CalEEMod model only accounts for the hotel rooms, parking, and the 

proposed bars and restaurants servicing the hotel. The model fails to account for the hotel's other 

amenities, including the proposed indoor 3,816-square foot rooftop pool/fitness facility, the 654-square 

foot fitness facility on level 4, and the 8,500-square foot outdoor rooftop bar/pool deck/fitness facility.

This discrepancy in land uses between the IS/MND and the air model provided in Appendix C presents a 

significant issue. As previously stated, the land use type and size features are used throughout 

CalEEMod in determining default variable and emission factors that go into the model's calculations. The 

square footage for a specific land use, for example, is used for calculating such impacts as architectural 

coatings and energy use.a Similarly, the lot acreage assigned to a proposed land use is used to estimate 

housing density and assign construction default data (e.g., grading, site preparation, etc.).5 Therefore, 

by underestimating the Project's proposed land uses within the model, the emissions that would be 

produced during construction and operation of the proposed Project are underestimated. An updated 

CalEEMod model must be prepared in a Project-specific DEI R in order to accurately estimate Project 

emissions.

Use of Incorrect Service Population to Determine Project Significance 
Not only did the IS/MND fail to accurately model the emissions from all of the Project's proposed land 

uses, but it also failed to accurately estimate the Project's per capita GHG emissions. Our analysis, as 

described below, demonstrates that when the Project's per capita emissions are estimated correct y, 

the Project would have a potentially significant GHG impact. As a result, we maintain that the IS/MND is 

flawed and should not be relied upon to determine Project significance.

The iS/MND relies upon a project-level efficiency threshold to determine Project significance.

Specifically, the IS/MND relies upon the South Coast Air Quality Management District's (SCAQ.MD) draft 

tiered thresholds to determine the significance of the Project's GHG emissions. The SCAQMD's efficiency 

targets were established based on the goal of AB 32 to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels 

by 2020. In an effort to meet this 2020 reduction target set forth by AB 32, the SCAQMD set a 2020 

efficiency target of 4.8 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents per service population per year (MT 

COze/sp/year) for project level analyses. Therefore, as stated in the IS/MND, in order for the Project's

A CalEEMoc User's Guide, p. 27, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ 
5 CaiEEMoc User's Guide, p. 29, available at: http.//www.caleemod.com/
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GHG impact to be considered as significant, the Project's GHG emissions would need to exceed this 4.8 

MT C02e/sp/yr threshold (p. IV-39).

The IS/MND estimates that the Project would generate a total of 4,570 MT CC^e/year (p. IV-39}, Using a 

service population of 1,514 people, the IS/MND finds that the Project's unmitigated per capita GHG 

emissions of 3 02 MT C02e/sp/year would be less than the project-level threshold of 4.8 MT 

CCbe/sp/year, resulting in a less than significant GHG impact (p. IV- 39). This significance determination, 

however, is improper, as it is based on an overly conservative service population that overestimates the 

number of residents and employees (collectively referred to as service population) the Project is likely to 

generate. According to the IS/MND, to calculate the Project's service population, the GHG analysis 

' assumes that the service population is everyone that would be served by the proposed hotel use, 

including employees, customers, and vendors" (p. IV-39). The IS/MND states,

In the case of a general development projects, the service population consists of residents, 

employees, customers, vendors, students, etc. In the case of a commercial hotel project, 

employees may be only about two percent of the number of people that visit a site. The vast 

majority of people visiting a hotel project are customers with a smaller number of vendors 

(delivery and sales). It does not make sense to consider only the employees as the service 

population for a project such as the proposed Project" (p. IV-39).

Using this line of reasoning, the IS/MND then estimates the Project's "service population" by dividing 

the number of potential daily vehicle trips generated by the proposed uses by two (p. IV-39) The 

IS/MND states,

"The vehicle trip numbers are divided by two since each service population member would 

make one trip to the site and one trip from the site (one person, two trips)...Prior to any trip 

reductions to account for internal capture or pass-by trips, the proposed Project uses are 

expected to generate approximately 3,028 average daily vehicle trips per weekday..,This number 

is appropriate since it identifies a trip generation estimate for the entire hotel service 

population. Dividing this number bv two identifies a conservative service population of 

approximately 1,514 employees, customers, and vendors" (p. IV 39).

This definition of what constitutes a project's service population, as well as the IS/MND's method of 

determining the Project's service population, however, are entirely incorrect. As stated in the IS/MND, 

"SCAQMD's draft thresholds define the service population as the total residents and employees 

associated with a project" (p. IV 39). Because the IS/MND relies upon the SCAQMD's draft thresholds to 

determine Project significance, the Project's estimated service population should reflect the service 

population defined by the SCAQMD. This definition of what constitutes a project's service population is 

further supported by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). According to 

CAPCOA's CEQA & Climate Change report, in order to measure a project's overall GHG per capita 
efficiency, the following methodology should be used:
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"Divide the total operational GHG emissions by the Service Population (SP) supported bv the 

project (where SP is defined as the sum of the number of residents and the number of jobs 

supported by the project). This value should be compared to that of the projected statewide 

GHG emissions inventory from the applicable end-use sectors (electricity generation, residential, 

commercial/institutional, and mobile source) in 1990 divided by the projected SP for the year 

2020 (i.e. AB 32 requirements), to determine if the project would conflict with legislative 

goals".6

As demonstrated above, both the SCAQMD and CAPCGA define a project's service population as the 

total number of residents and employees generated by the proposed Project. Nowhere in the 

SCAQMD's draft thresholds guidance document does it state that this definition cf a service population 

is only applicable to "regional or community-wide analyses," nor does it provide an alternative service 

population definition for general development projects (p IV-38). Simply because the IS/MND states 

that the Project's service population should consist "of residents, employees, customers, venders, 

students, etc.," does not make this alternative definition correct, nor does it mean that the Project's 

service population should be calculated as such. Even if the proposed Project's employees only account 

tor two percent of the of the total number of people that visit the Project site, as stated in the IS/MND, 

that value, by definition, is the Project's service population. As such, only the Project's total number of 

employees and residents (however, since the Project is a hotel, it would not have any residents) should 

have been used as the Project's service population value, as this is consistent with applicable SCAQMD 

and CAPCQA guidance.

Our analysis demonstrates that the service population relied upon by the IS/MND to determine the 

Project's GHG impact is greatly overestimated. As a result, the Project's per capita GHG emissions are 

greatly underestimated. Until an updated greenhouse gas analysis is prepared in a Project-specific EIR 

that adequately evaluates the Project's GHG impacts using a correct service population, the IS/MND 

should not be relied upon to determine Project significance.

Updated Analysis Indicates Significant Increase in Emissions
In an effort to determine the Project's per capita GHG emissions using a correct, more realistic service 

population, we conducted a simple analysis. As previously stated, the Project does not propose any 

residential land uses. Therefore, the Project's service population would consist of just the Project's 

employees.7 Consistent with the IS/MND (see excerpt below), using the Los Angeles Unified School

6 "CECA & Climate Cnange." & Climate Change." CAPCQA, January 2C08, available at. http://www.capcoa.org/wp- 
content/upio3ds/2012/03/CAPCQA-White-Paper.[:df, p. 71-72.
7 Although this method of determining the Project's service population is correct, vve recognize that a service 
population of 90 employees s relatively low for a pi oject this size, However, even if we were to assume that the 
service population included employees (90 people) arid hotel guests (424 people, assuming an occupancy rate of 2 
people per hotel room), for a total service population cf 514 people, the Project's per capita emissions of 8.9 MT 
CO;e/sp/year (4,570 MTCChe/514 peoole = 8.9 MT CChe/sp/year) would still exceed thresholds. Therefore, 
regardless of whether hotel guests are included in the service population, the Project's per capita emissions would 
still result in a significant impact.

6
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District's March 2014 Level 1- Developer Fee Justification Study employee generation rate of 1.13 

employees per thousand square feet (TSF), we estimated a service population of approximately 90 

employees, which reflects the SCAQMD's definition of a service population and more accurately 

represents the number of people that will be employed at the Project site once operational (p. IV-85),

73,621 square feet k 1.13 employees/1,000 square feet-89,97 (Employee generation rote m/as derived from the 
Las Angeles Unified School District, Level 1 - Developer fee Justification Study, March 2014, Table 12).

According tc the IS/MND and as previously stated, the Project would generate approximately 4,570 

MTC02e/year at buildout, which is the sum of the amortized construction emissions and the operational 

emissions (p. IV-39). Dividing the Project's GHG emissions by the updated service population value of 90 

employees, we find that the Project would emit approximately 50.78 MTC02e/sp/year. As demonstrated 

below, this per capita emission rate greatly exceeds the 4.8 MTC02e/sp/year project-level significance 

threshold for 2020 set forth by the SCAQMD (see table below).

UnitSource Emissions

MTC02e/year 
Residents + Employees

Total Annual Emissions (Unmitigated) 
Service Population

4,570
90

MTCOje/sp/yearPer Capita Annual Emissions 50.78
MTCQ2e/sp/yearSCAQMD 2020 Efficiency Threshold

Exceed?

4.8
Yes

In addition, we also compared the Project's GHG per capita emissions to the SCAQMD's significance 

threshold of 3.0 MT C02e/sp/yr for 2035, something that the IS/MND failed to do. This comparison to 

the 2035 threshold is appropriate, as it is unlikely that the proposed Project would be redeveloped prior 

to 2035. Therefore, an updated GHG analysis should be prepared to include an additional comparison to 

the SCAQMD's 2035 threshold in an effort to demonstrate compliance with reduction targets for future 

years. As demonstrated below, the Project's per capita emissions of 50.78 MTC02e/sp/year would also 

greatly exceed the 3.0 MTC02e/sp/year project-level significance threshold for 2035 set forth by the 

SCAQMD (see table below).

Emissions UnitSource

MTC02e/year 
Residents + Employees

Total Annual Emissions (Unmitigated) 
Service Population

Per Capita Annual Emissions

4,570
90

MTC02e/sp/year50.78

MTCQ2e/sp/yearSCAQMD 2035 Efficiency Threshold 
Exceed?

3.0
Yes

As you can see in the tables above, our analysis demonstrates that when a correct service population is 

used to estimate the Project's per capita emissions, the Project's GHG emissions greatly exceed both the
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project-level significance threshold for 2020 and for 2035, resulting in a substantially more severe and 

significant impact than what was previously identified in the IS/MND. As a result, we require that a 

Project specific EIR be prepared to adequately estimate the Project's per capita GHG emissions and to 

include additional mitigation measures, where necessary, in an effort to reduce the Project's GHG 

emissions to a less than significant level.

Additional Feasible Mitigation Measures Available
Our analysis above demonstrates that the Project's GHG emissions may present a potentially significant 

impact. In an effort to reduce the Project's emissions, we identified several additional mitigation 

measures that are applicable to the Project. Additional mitigation measures that could be implemented 

to reduce operational GHG emissions include, but are not limited to, the following: E

• Use passive solar design, such as:8 9'10

o Orient buildings and incorporate landscaping to maximize passive solar; heating during 

cool seasons, and minimize solar heat gain during hot seasons; and 

o Enhance natural ventilation by taking advantage of prevailing winds.

• Reduce unnecessary' outdoor lighting by utilizing design features such as limiting the hours of 

operation of outdoor lighting.

• Develop and follow a "green streets guide" that requires:

o Use of minimal amounts of concrete and asphalt;

o Installation of permeable pavement to allow for storm water infiltration; and 

o Use of groundcovers rather than pavement to reduce heat reflection.

• Implement Project design features such as:

o Shade HVAC equipment from direct sunlight; 

o Install high-alhedo white thermoplastic polyolefin roof membrane; 

o Install high-efficiency HVAC with hot-gas reheat; 

o Install formaldehyde-free insulation; and 

o Use recycled-content gypsum board.

• Provide education on energy efficiency to residents, customers, and/or tenants. Provide 

information on energy management services for large energy users.

• Meet "reach" goals for building energy efficiency and renewable energy use.

• Require all buildings [both non-residential ana residential) to become "LEED" certified.

• Install solar, wind, and geothermal power systems and solar hot water heaters.

11

8 http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW mitigation measures.pdf
9 Santa Barbara Air Pollution Control District, Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental 
Documents, September 1997.

Butte County Air Quality Management District, Indirect Source Review Guidelines, March 1997.
See Irvine Sustainable Travelways "Green Street" Guidelines; 

www.ci.irvine.ca.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?Blob'D=8934; and Cool Houston Plan; 
www.harc.edu/Proiects/CoolHouston.
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Maximize use of solar energy including solar panels; installing the maximum possible number of 

solar energy arrays on all building roofs and/or on the Project site to generate solar energy for 
the facility.

Limit the use of outdoor lighting to only that needed for safety and security purposes.

Require use of electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters.

Include energy storage where appropriate to optimize renewable energy generation systems 
and avoid peak energy use.

Plant low-vcc emitting shade trees, e.g., in parking lots to reduce evaporative emissions from 
parked vehicles.

Use GARB certified or e'ectric landscaping equ'pment in project and tenant operations; and 

introduce electric lawn, and garden equipment exchange program.

Install an infiltration basin to provide an opportunity for 100% of the storm water to infiltrate 
on-site.

In addition to the measures discussed above, the SCAQMD has previously recommended additional 

mitigation measures for operational NO* emissions that result primarily from truck activity emissions, 

which would also reduce the Project's operational GHG emissions. Since the Project proposes some 

commercial land uses, such as retail, restaurants, and a hotel, these measures would apply and should 

be considered. Measures recommended for the Waterman Logistic Center that are also applicable for 

this Project's commercial uses include:12

• Provide electric vehicle charging stations that are accessible for trucks.

• Provide electrical hookups at the onsite loading docks and at the truck stops for truckers to plug 

in any onboard auxiliary equipment

• Provide minimum buffer zone of 30C meters (approximately 1,000 feet) between truck traffic 

and sensitive receptors.

« Limit the daily number of trucks allowed at the facility.

• Design the site such that any check-in point for trucks is well inside the facility to ensure that 

there are no trucks queuing outside of the facility.

• On site equipment should be alternative fueled.

• Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization

• Have truck routes dearly marked with trailblazer signs, so that trucks will not enter residential 
areas.

• Should the proposed Project generate significant emissions, the Lead Agency should require 

mitigalion that requires accelerated phase-in for non diesel powered trucks. For example, 

natural gas trucks, including Class 8 HHD trucks, are commercially available today. Natural gas 

trucks can provide a substantial reduction in emissions, and may be more financially feasible 

today due to reduced fuel costs compared to diesel. In the Final CEQA document, the Lead

12 SCAQMD Comment Letter in Response to MND for the Waterman Logistic Center, January 2018, available at. 
http //www.aqind gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/comment-letters/2C15/ianu3ry/mndwaterman.pdf
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Agency should require a phase-in schedule for these cleaner operating trucks to reduce project 

impacts.

Furthermore, the Kimball Business Park Project Final Environmental Impact Report includes various 

feas'ble mitigation measures that would reduce on-site area emissions that are applicable to the 

proposed Project's commercial and retail land uses, and include, but are not limited to:13

• Increase in insulation such that heat transfer and thermal bridging is minimized.

• Limit air leakage through the structure and/or within the heating and cooling distribution 

system.

• Use of energy-efficient space heating and cooling equipment.

• Installation of electrical hook-ups at loading dock areas.

• Installation of dual-paned or other energy efficient windows.

• Use of interior and exterior energy efficient lighting that exceeds the California Title 24 Energy 

Efficiency perfor mance standards.

• Installation of automatic devices to turn off lights where they are not needed.

• Application of a paint and surface color palette that emphasizes light and off-white colors that 

reflect heat away from buildings.

• installation cf a phcto-voltaic electrical generation system (PV system) capable cf generating 

565,000 kilowatt hours per year on the roofs of project buildings. The developer(s) may install 

the required PV system in phases on a pro rata square foot basis as each building is completed; 

or if the PV system is to be installed on a single building, all of the PV system necessary to supply 

the PV estimated electrical generation shall be installed within two years (24 months) of the first 

building that does not include a PV system receives a certificate of occupancy.

Finally, additional, feasible mitigation measures can be found in CAPCOA's Quantifying Greenhouse Gas 

Mitigation Measures, which attempt to reduce GHG levels.14 GHG emissions are produced during fuel 

combustion, and are emitted by on road vehicles and by off-road equipment. Therefore, to reduce the 

Project's mobile-source GHG emissions, consideration of the following measures should be made.

• Neighborhood/Site Enhancements
c Providing a pedestrian access network to link areas of the Project site encourages

people to walk instead of drive. This mode shift results in people driving less and thus a 

reduction in VMT. The project should provide a pedestrian access network that 

internally links all uses and connects tc all existing or planned external streets and 

pedestrian facilities contiguous with the project site. The project should minimize 

barriers to pedestrian access and interconnectivity. Physical barriers such as w'alls, 

landscaping, and slopes that impede pedestrian circulation should be eliminated.

13 Mit'gation Monitoring Plan for the Kimball Business Park Project Final Environmental Impact Report, July 2016, 
available at: http://www.cityofchino.orE/home/showdocument? d-13244

http://www.capcoa.ora/ws -content/uplodds/201C/ll'CAFCGA-Guantification-Recort-9-14-Final.pdfi4
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• Incorporate Bike Lane Street Design (On-Site)

o incorporating bicycle lanes, routes; and shared-use paths into street systems, new 

subdivisions, and large developments can reduce VMTs. These improvements can help 

reduce peak-hour vehicle trips by making commuting by bike easier and more 

convenient for more people. In addition, improved bicycle facilities can increase access 

to and from transit hubs, thereby expanding the "catchment area" of the transit stop or 

station and increasing ridership. Bicycle access can also reduce parking pressure on 

heavily-used and/or heavily-subsidized feeder bus lines and auto-oriented park-and-ride 

facilities.

• Limit Parking Supply

o This mitigation measure will change parking requirements and types of supply within 

the Project site to encourage "smart growth" development and alternative 

transportation choices by project residents and employees. This can be accomplished in 

a multi-faceted strategy:
■ Elimination (or reduction) of minimum parking requirements

■ Creation of maximum parking requirements

■ Provision of shared parking

• Unbundle Parking Costs from Property Cost

o Unbundling separates parking from property costs, requiring those who wish to 

purchase parking spaces to do so at an additional cost from the property cost. This 

removes the burden from those who do not wish to utilize a parking space. Parking 

should be priced separately from home rents/purchase prices or office leases.

• Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program- Voluntary or Required
o Implementation of a Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) program with employers will 

discourage single-occupancy vehicle trips and encourage alternative modes of 

transportation such as carpooling, taking transit, walking, and biking. The main 

difference between a voluntary and a required program is:

■ Monitoring and reporting is not required

■ No established performance standards (i.e. no trip reduction requirements)

o The CTR program should provide employees with assistance in using alternative modes 

of travel, and provide both "carrots" and "sticks" to encourage employees. The CTR 

program should include all of the following to apply the effectiveness reported by the 

literature:

Carpooling encouragement 

Ride-matching assistance 

Preferential carpool parking 

Flexible work schedules for carpools 

Halftime transportation coordinator 

Vanpool assistance

Bicycle end-trip facilities (parking, showers and lockers)

• Provide Ride-Sharing Programs
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o Increasing the vehicle occupancy by ride sharing will result in fewer cars driving the 

same trip, and thus a decrease in VMT. The project should include a ride-sharing 

program as well as a permanent transportation management association membership 

and funding requirement. The project can promote ride-sharing programs through a 

multi-faceted approach such as

■ Designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for ride sharing vehicles

■ Designating adequate passenger loading and unloading and waiting areas for 

ride-sharing vehicles

■ Providing a web site or message board for coordinating rides

• Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program

o This project can provide subsidized/discounted daily or monthly public transit passes to 

incentivize the use of public transport. The project may also provide free transfers 

Detween all shuttles and transit to participants. These passes can be partially or wholly 

subsidized by the employer, school, or development. Many entities use revenue from 

parking to offset the cost of such a project.

• Provide End cf Trip Facilities

o Non-residential projects can provide "end -of-trip' facilities for bicycle riders including 

showers, secure bicycle lockers, and changing spaces. End-of-trip facilities encourage 

the use of bicycling as a viable form of travel to destinations, especially to work. End of- 

trip facilities provide the added convenience and security needed to encourage bicycle 
commuting.

• Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative Work Schedules

o Encouraging telecommuting and alternative work schedules reduces the number of 

commute trips and therefore VMT traveled by employees. Alternative work schedules 

could take the form of staggered starting times, flexible schedules, or compressed work 

weeks.

• Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing

o The project can implement marketing strategies to reduce commute trips. Information 

sharing and marketing are important components to successful commute trip reduction 

strategies. Implementing commute trip reduction strategies without a complementary 

marketing strategy will result in lower VMT reductions. Marketing strategies may 

include:

■ New' employee orientat-on of trip reduction and alternative mode options 

* Event promotions

■ Publications

• implement Preferential Parking Permit Program

o The project can provide preferential parking in convenient locations (such as near public 

transportation or building front doors) in terms of free or reduced parking fees, priority 

parking, or reserved parking fer commuters who carpool, vanpool, ride-share or use 

alternatively fueled vehicles. The project should provide wide parking spaces to 

accommodate vanpool vehicles.
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• Implement Car-Sharing Program

o This project should implement a car-sharing project to allow people to have on-demand 

access to a shared fleet of vehicles on an as-needed basis. User costs are typically 

determined through mileage or hourly rates, with deposits and/or annual membership 

fees. The car-sharing program could be created through a local partnership or through 

one of many existing car-share companies. Car-sharing programs may be grouped into 

three general categories: residential- or citywide-based, employer-based, and transit 

station-based. Transit station-based programs focus on providing the "last-mile" 

solution and link transit with commuters' final destinations. Residential-based programs 

work to substitute entire household based trips. Employer-based programs provide a 

means for business/day trips for alternative mode commuters and provide a guaranteed 

ride home option.

• Provide Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle

o This project can implement an employer-sponsored vanpool or shuttle. A vanpool will 

usually service employees' commute to work while a shuttle will service nearby transit 

stations and surrounding commercial centers. Employer-sponsored vanpool programs 

entail an employer purchasing or leasing vans for employee use, and often subsidizing 

the cost of at least program administration, if not more. The driver usually receives 

personal use of the van, often for a mileage fee. Scheduling is within the employer's 

purview, and rider charges are normally set on the basis of vehicle and operating cost.

• implement Bike-Sharing Program

o This project can establish a bike-sharing program to reduce VMTs. Stations should be at 

regular intervals throughout the project site. The number of bike-share kiosks 
throughout the project area should vary depending on the density of the project and 

surrounding area. Paris' bikeshare program places a station every few blocks throughout 

the city (approximately 28 bike stations/square mile). Bike-station density should 

increase around commercial and transit hubs.

• Price Workplace Parking

o The project should implement workplace parking pricing at its employment centers. This 

may include: explicitly charging for parking for its employees, implementing above 

market rate pricing, validating parking only for invited guests, not providing employee 

parking and transportation allowances, and educating employees about available 

alternatives.

o Though similar to the Employee Parking "Cash-Out" strategy, this strategy focuses on 

implementing market rate and above market rate pricing to provide a price signal for 

employees to consider alternative modes for their work commute.

• Implement Employee Parking "Cash-Out"

o The project can require employers to offer employee parking "cash-out." The term 

"cash-out" is used to describe the employer providing employees with a choice of 

forgoing their current subsidized/free parking for a cash payment equivalent to the cost 

of the parking space to the employer.
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When combined together, these measures offer a cost-effective, feasible way to incorporate lower- 

emitting design features into the proposed Project, which subsequently, reduces GHG emissions 

released during Project construction and operation. A Project-specific EIR must be prepared to include 

additional mitigation measures, as well as include an updated GHG analysis to ensure that the necessary 

mitigation measures are implemented to reduce operational GHG emissions to below thresholds. The 

Project Applicant also needs to demonstrate commitment to the implementation of these measures 

pr'or to Project approval, to ensure that the Project's operational GHG emissions arc reduced to the 

maximum extent possible.

Sincerely,
. /

"7u

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg.

s
'

Jessie jaeger
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SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE
2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
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Fax: (310) 452-5550 
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EDUCATION
JUNE 2014UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES B.S. CONSERVATION BIOLOGY & ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES

PROJECT EXPERIENCE
SANTA MONICA, CASOIL WA TER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE

AIR QUALITY SPECIALIST 

SENIOR ANALYST: CEQA ANALYSIS & MODELING

• Calculated roadway, stationary source, and cumulative impacts for risk and hazard analyses at proposed land use projects.
• Quantified criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions released during construction and operational activities of 

proposed land use projects using CalEEMod and EMFAC2011 emission factors.
• Utilized AERSCREEN, a screening dispersion model, to determine the ambient air concentrations at sensitive receptor locations.
• Organized presentations containing figures and tables comparing results of particulate matter analyses to CEQA thresholds.
• Prepared reports that discuss results of the health risk analyses conducted for several land use redevelopment projects.

SENIOR ANALYST: GREENHOUSE GAS MODELING AND DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE

• Quantified greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of a "business as usual" scenario for proposed land use projects using CalEEMod.
• Determined compliance of proposed projects with AES 32 GHG reduction targets, with measures described in CARB's Scoping Plan 

for each land use sector, and with GHG significance thresholds recommended by various Air Quality Management Districts in 
California,

• Produced tables and figures that compare the results of the GHG analyses to applicable CEQA thresholds and reduction targets.

PROJECT MANAGER: OFF-GASSING OF FORMALDEHYDE FROM FLOORING PRODUCTS

« Determined the appropriate standard test methods to effectively measure formaldehyde emissions from flooring products.
• Compiled and analyzed laboratory testing data. Produced tables, charts, and graphs to exhibit emission levels.
• Compared finalized testing data to Proposition 65 No Significant Risk Level (NSRl.) and to CARB’s Phase 2 Standard.
• Prepared a final analytical report and organized supporting data for use as Expert testimony in environmental litigation.
• Participated in meetings with clients to discuss project strategy and identify solutions to achieve short and long term goals.

PROJECT ANALYST: EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT OF CONTAMINANTS EMITTED BY INCINERATOR

• Reviewed and organized sampling data, and determined the maximum levels of arsenic, dioxin, and lead in soil samples.
• Determined cumulative and hourly particulate deposition of incinerator and modeled particle dispersion locations using GIS and 

AERMOD.
• Conducted risk assessment using guidance set forth by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).
• Utilized LeadSpread8 to evaluate exposure, and the potential adverse health effects from exposure, to lead in the environment.
• Compared final results of assessment to the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Regional Screening Levels (RSLs).

ACCOMPLISHMENTS
SEPT 2010-JUNE 2014 
SEPT2013-JUNE2014 
SEPT 2013-JUNE 2014 
SEPT 2012-JUNE 2013

• Recipient, Bruins Advantage Scholarship, University of California, Los Angeles
• Academic Honoree, Dean's List, University of California, Los Angeles
• Academic Wellness Director, UCLA Undergraduate Students Associated Council
• Student Groups Support Committee Member, UCLA Undergraduate Students Associated Council
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1640 5"' St., Suite 204 Santa 
Santa Monica, California 90401 

Tel: (949) 887-9013 
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Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP
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Education:
M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984. 
E.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Areata, CA, 1982,
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California Professional Geologist 
California Certified Hydrogeologist 
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Piotessional Experience:
Matt has 25 years of experience in environmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent lime 
years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund programs and served as EI’A's Senior Science 
Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from 
perchlorate and MTBE While with EPA. Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of 
the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure He led numerous enforcement 
actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working 
with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characteiization and water quality monitoring.

Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the 
application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt 
has tiained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of 
Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques,

Positions Mart has held include:
• Founding Partner, Soil/Watcr/Air Protection Enteiprise (SWAPE) (2003 - present);
• Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 2014;
• Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex 1120 Science, Inc. (2000 -- 2003),



Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 -2004);
Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989
1998};
Hydrogeologisi, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998-2000);
Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 - 
1998),
Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 - 1995);
Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 - 1998); and 
Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 - 1986).

Senior Regulatory and litigation Support Analyst:
With SWAPE, Matt's responsibilities have included;

• Lead analyst and test.fying expert in the review of over 100 environmental impact reports 
since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regaid to hazardous waste, water 
resources, water quality, air quality, Valley Fever, greenhouse gas emissions, and geologic 
hazards. Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead agencies at the 
local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks and 
implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from toxins 
and Valley Fever.

• Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities.
• Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a community adjacent to a former 

Naval shipyard under a grant from the U-S. EPA
• Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.
• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications 

for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission.
• Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S.
• Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination m 

Southern California drinking water wells.
• Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the 

review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas 
stations throughout California.

• Expert witness on two cases involving MT3E litigation,
• Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school.
• Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant.

With Komex FI20 Science Inc., Matt's duties included the following;
• Senior author ot a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony 

by the former L.S. EPA Administrator and Genera! Counsel.
• Sen.ur researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 

ofMTBEuse, research, and regulation.
• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 

of perchlorate use, research, and regulation.
• Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking 

water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony 
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies.

• Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by 
MTBE in California and New York.
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• Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi.
• Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating sdiool in Los 

Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines.
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• Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with 
clients and regulators.

Executive Director:
As Executive Director with Orange. Coast Watch, Matt led efforis to restore water quality at Orange 
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of 
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange 
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection 
of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the 
development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the 
discharge of wastewater, Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including 
Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with business 
institutions including the Orange County Business Council.

Hydrogeology:
As a Senior Hydiogeologist with tire U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to 
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station. Moffett Field, Mather Army 
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows:

• Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of 
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and 
groundwater.

• Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory 
analysis at military bases.

• Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation 
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum.

At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of 
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to 
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and 
County of Maui.

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities included 
the following:

• Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for 
the protection of drinking water.

« Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities 
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports, 
conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very 
concerned about the impact of designation.



• Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments, 
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water 
transfer.

Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows:
• Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance 

with Subtitle C requirements.
• Reviewed and wrote "part B ' permits for the disposal of hazardous waste,
• Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed 

the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S 
EPA legal counsel.

• Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor's investigations of waste sites.

With the National Park Service, Mott directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to 
prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks:

• Applied pertinent law's and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NR3A, and the 
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants.

• Conducted watershed-scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and 
Olympic National Park.

» Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico 
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA.

• Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a 
national workgroup.

• Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while 
serving on a national workgroup.

• Co-authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal 
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation
wide policy on tire use of these vehicles in National Parks.

• Contributed to the Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water 
Action Plan.

Policy:
Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following:

• Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the 
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking 
water supplies.

• Shaped EPA's national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing 
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication. Oxygenates in 
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs.

• Improved the technical training of EPA’s scientific and engineering staff,
• Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region's 300 scientists and engineers in 

negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific 
principles into the policy-making process.

• Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents.
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Geology:
With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for 
timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows:

• Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical 
models to determine slope stability.

• Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource 
protection.

• Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the 
city of Medford, Oregon.

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later 
listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern 
Oregon. Duties included the following:

• Supervised year-long effort for soil and groundwater sampling.
• Conducted aquifer tests.
• Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal.

Teaching:
From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university 
levels:

At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in 
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hyd rogeology, and groundwater 
contamination.
Served as a committee membei for graduate and undergraduate students.
Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin.

Matt taught physical geology (lecture and lab and introductory geology at Golden West College in 
Huntington Beach, California from 2010 to 2014.

Invited Testimony. Reports. Papers and Presentations:
Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public 
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon.

Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S. 
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California.

Hagemann, M.F., 2005. Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and 
Public Participation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao.

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las 
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at 
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles.
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Brown, A., Farrow,}., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE 
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. 
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater 
Association

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, 
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy 
of Sciences, Irvine, CA.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water 
Supplies. Invited presentation to the Inter-Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant. 
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003 A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination Invited 
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of 
the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F, 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Presentation to a 
meeting of the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address 
Impacts to Groundwater. Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental 
Journalists.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater 
(and Who Will Pay). Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association,

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage 
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and 
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers.

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE irt Groundwater. Unpublished 
report.
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water- 
Unpublished report.

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage 
Tanks. Unpublished report.

Hagemann, M.F., and VanMouwerik, M., 1999. Potential W a t e r Quality Concerns Related 
to Snowmobile Usage. Waier Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft 
Usage, Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

Hagemann, M.F., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution m National Parks? The George Wright 
Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina.

Hagemann, M.F., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Hagemann, M.F., and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air 
Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City,

Flagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic 
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui, 
October 1996.

Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu,
Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air 
and Waste Management Association Publication VIP 61.

Hagemann, M.F., 1994. Groundwater Characterization and Cleanup at Closing Military Bases 
in California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993, Role of the U.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater 
Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennia! Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of 
Groundwater.

Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL- 
cpntaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting,
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Hagemann, M.F, 1992 Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of 
Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35.

Other Experience:
Selected as subject matter expeit for the California Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2C09- 
2011.
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This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Cede (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

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

Regarding Case Number: CPC-20T6-27C-VZC-HD-CUB-SPR 

Project Address: 6516-6526 West Seima Avenue__________

Final Date to Appeal: 02/16/2017

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

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant's name (print): The Sunset Landmark Investment. LLC

Company The Sunset Landmark liT'/i-stmcnt, L,_C_______ ____

Mailing Address: 215 North Marengo Avenue. 3rd Floor ____ _

City: Pasadena__________

Telephone: (626) 449-4200

Zip: 91101State: CA

E-mail, dan@robertsilversteinlaw.com

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

□ Other:___________________________ _______________________0 Self

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

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): Daniel Wright

Company I he Sijyerstgin aw Firm, APC_____________

Mailing Address: 215 N. Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor

City Pasadena_____ _____

Telephone: (626) 449-4200

State: CA Zip: 91101

E-mail: dan@robertsilverstelnlaw.com

Page 1 of 2CP-7765 appeal (revised 5/25/2016)
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4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

Is the entire decision, cr only parts of it being appealed? 

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

!f Yes list the condition numbers) here:___________

0 Entire □ Part

□ Yes 0 No

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

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

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

5. APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements contained in tbjs application aye complete and true:

AT 3o/S~iAppellant Signature Date:

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

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

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

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

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

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

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12 26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submt a copy of receipt.

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

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

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

A CEQA document can only bo appealed if a non-e!ected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable, [CA Public Resources Code 1 21151 (cjj.

«

This Section for City Planr.lrn Staff Use On(^ 
Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner):

Deemed Comroto oy (Project Planner):

Base Fes- Date:

$8rT ©o

Date.Receipt No:

'jA Delerm nation authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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The Silverstein Law Firm 215 North Marengo Avenirs, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, California 91101-1504

PHONE: (626) 449-4200 Fax. (626) 4494205

Dan^RopertSe versteinLaw.com 
www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com

A Professional Corporation

February 15, 2017

Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee
Los Angeles City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N, Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Objections to the Site Plan Review, Zone Change, District Change, Conditional 
Use Permit, Mitigated Negative Declaration and all other entitlements for the 
Tommie Hotel Project located at 6516-6526 W. Selma Avenue, Los Angeles; 
CPC-2016-270-VZC-HD-CUB-SPR: ENV-2016-4313-MNP

Re:

Honorable Council Members:

This firm and the undersigned represent The Sunset Landmark Investments, LLC 
(hereinafter “Sunset Landmark”). Please keep this office on the list of interested persons to 
receive timely notice of all hearings and determinations related to the proposed approval of an 
nine-story mixed-use building at 6516-6526 W. Selma Avenue, commonly known as the 
Tommie Hotel Project (“Project”). Sunset Landmark adopts and incorporates by reference all 
Project objections raised by themselves and all others during the environmental review and land 
use entitlement processes for this Project.

Sunset Landmark attaches hereto a copy of its January 25, 2017 objection letter to the 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission without the voluminous 4 exhibits already submitted to 
the administrative record before the Planning Commission. The January 25, 2017 letter provides 
a detailed analysis of the unlawful actions proposed by the applicant and approved by the 
Planning Commission without serious inquiry. Sunset Landmark incorporates by reference the 4 
exhibits attached to the January 25, 2017 letter, and suggests that the City Council carefully 
review the detailed history of the Zoning Administrator Interpretation, the Hollywood General 
Plan/Zoning Consistency Program, including the ordinance from that Program imposing 
development limits on this subject site, that the ordinance that makes the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan a law of the City.

For the benefit of City Councilmembers, we list here a summary of four of the major 
reasons why the Tommie Hotel Project proposal is unlawful: •

• CRA/LA is mandated to be the lead agency for environmental review of this proiect- 
LAMC Section 16.05 G.2 imposes a mandatory duty upon the City Planning Director to 
forward an application for site plan review for all projects in an adopted redevelopment 
area to the CRA to act as the lead agency. Under current law, the CRA/LA, the successor

http://www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com


Los Angeles City Council
February 15, 2017
Page 2 of3

agency to the former CRA, exercises all land use powers of the former redevelopment 
agency. The City Planning Director and CPC will violate the mandatory lead agency 
review requirement by considering the MND prepared by the City Planning Department 
as lead agency.

* The City Has No Legislative Authority to Change Zoning Imposed As A Mitigation 
Measure of the Hollywood General Plan Consistency Program. Unless Or Until It 
Accounts For The Densitv/FAR Limits Imposed For Entire Community Plan Area in 
Compliance With Government Code Section 65860(d). In 1986-1988, the City re
circulated the EIRs for the Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. Those EIRs concluded that unless properties throughout the plan 
area were reduced in authorized density and FAR, unmitigated negative environmental 
impacts would occur. Accordingly, properties, including the properties here, were 
limited by permanent “D” limitations on FAR of 2:1 as part of a comprehensive 
community wide general plan consistency program to comply with Government Code 
Section 65860(d). The City’s purported enactment of Ordinance 180309 to increase the 
permitted FAR and height without doing so on a community-wide basis violated Section 
65860(dj and the City’s mitigation measure imposed with the original permanent D 
limitations. As such, Ordinance 180309 was void ab initio. The D Limitations imposed 
as part of the Hollywood General Plan Consistency Program therefore still apply to 
Subarea 90 of the Plan area, and may only be lifted by complying with those 
requirements, or the City accounting for changes in authorized density and height via a 
comprehensive community planning process or reducing density on other land in 
conjunction with permitted the increase in density in this case (a Transfer of FAR 
program) For these reasons, the proposed action is unlawful. •

• The Residential Density Is Limited to 104 Hotel Rooms. The lot size in this case is
20,735 sf and the C2 and C4 zoning code provisions specify that the maximum number of 
rooms permissible in those zones is 1 unit per 200 sf of lot size. Simple math shows; 
20,735/200 = 103.68 or 104 units. The project unlawfully proposes 212 rooms. Without 
mentioning it in the Staff Recommendation Report or the MND land use analysis, we 
presume the staff is once again relying on a bogus Zoning Administrator Interpretation 
that purports to authorize R5 residential density in a Regional Commercial Center 
property. The City has already been sued over this interpretation which is injecting 
parcel by parcel double the residential density authorized by law In this case, R5 rules 
are silent as to residential room density. The City Planner at the City Planning 
Commission made the remarkable claim that because the R5 municipal code section was 
silent, the developer is allowed to build unlimited number of hotel rooms. This claim is 
facially invalid. The Planning Department may only authorize 212 units if the municipal 
code authorizes it - the Department has no authority to claim silence authorizes 
“unlimited.” Even if all of this was true, no explanation of the City’s theory of how 
unlimited residential density is permitted was included in the MND which precluded the 
public from even knowing that the City’ is basing the 212 units on a theory is easily 
challenged - if the City had disclosed it. We cannot have City Planners acting without



Los Angeles City Council
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specific code authority. The property is zoned C4. In the C4 zone, the residential unit 
limit is 100 square feet of lot size per unit. Thus, the failure of the MND and the City 
Staff Report to explain how 212 units is lawful is a failure to proceed in accordance with 
law.

• The MND Land Use Analysis Fails to Truthfully Analyze the Current Status of the Land 
Use Authorized Or The City’s Logic On How The Project Is In Any Wav Lawful. The 
MND fails to describe the 1988 Hollywood General Plan Consistency Program or 
disclose the fact that the D Limitation imposed on the Property in Ordinance 165660 was 
a mitigation measure of the Consistency Program. This is an undisclosed significant 
negative impact. The MND also fails to disclose the required Transportation Plan that 
CRA and the City has never developed. Die MND also fails to disclose that the 
residential density permitted on the lot is 104 units, and fails to show how under any 
theoiy, 212 units is allowed.

Additionally, the MND fails to properly analyze numerous issues including the project 
description, air quality, noise, cultural resources, land use, and other important issues. Sunset 
Landmark’s investigation continues and will be supplemented if warranted.

Very truly yours,

0
DANIEL WRIGHT

FOR
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM, APC

DEWivr
Attachment January 25, 2017 to City Planning Commission

Clientcc:



The Silverstein Law Firm 215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, California 91101-1504

PHONE.- (626) 4494200 FAX; (626) 4494205

Dan@RobertSh.versteinIaw.com
www.RobertSilverstein1aw.com

A Professional Corporation

RECEIVED
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

JAN 2 6 2017

a°

January 25, 2017

City Planning Commission 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

ITEM No. 8

Objections to the Site Plan Review, Zone Change, District Change, 
Conditional Use Permit, Mitigated Negative Declaration and all other 
entitlements for the Tommie Hotel Project located at 6516-6526 W. Selma 
Avenue, Los Angeles; CPC-2016-270-VZC-HD-CUB-SPR; ENV-2016- 
4313-MND

Re:

Honorable Commissioners:

I. INTRODUCTION.

This firm and the undersigned represent The Sunset Landmark Investments, LLC 
(hereinafter “Sunset Landmark”). Please keep this office on the list of interested persons 
to receive timely notice of all hearings and determinations related to the proposed 
approval of an eight-story mixed-use building at 6516-6526 W. Selma Avenue, 
commonly known as the Tommie Hotel Project (“Project”). Sunset Landmark adopts and 
incorporates by reference all Project objections raised by themselves and all others during 
the environmental review and land use entitlement processes.

H. THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MUST DENY ALL
APPLICATIONS FOR TOMMIE HOTEL BECAUSE THE PROJECT AS
PROPOSED IS UNLAWFUL.

Sunset Landmark Investments respectfully submits this letter and accompanying 
exhibits, demanding that the City Planning Commission deny all above-referenced 
applications submitted by the owner/applicant for construction of a hotel at 6516-6526 
W. Selma Avenue (“Project”) for the following reasons:

mailto:Dan@RobertSh.versteinIaw.com
http://www.RobertSilverstein1aw.com
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0) The City appears to rely upon a facially invalid Zoning Administrator 
Interpretation of LAMC 12.22 A18 (Exhibit 1 [Summary of Zoning 
Administrator Interpretation dated May 18, 2000]) to claim the authorized 
number of hotel rooms is 212. Thus, the Project as proposed is unlawful 
because it proposes a project more than 104 hotel rooms which is the 
undisclosed lawful number of permitted rooms.

(2) The Project as proposed is inconsistent with the permanent “D” 
Development Limitation of 2:1 Floor Area Ratio (“FAR”) imposed on the 
site as part of the General Plan Consistency Case 86-835-GPC and 
applicable City ordinances (Exhibit 2 [Hollywood General Plan 
Consistency Proceedings]). Having imposed this 2:1 FAR limit in 1988 to 
protect the Hollywood community from negative environmental impacts as 
part of an extensive General Plan Consistency process (Exhibit 3 
[Ordinance 165660]), the City has no authority under Government Code 
Section 65860(d) to remove the permanent “D” Development Limitation 
until:

The City demonstrates that the negative impacts of overdense 
development on Hollywood's deficient infrastructure have been 
mitigated to the maximum extent feasible as part of a lawful 
comprehensive community planning process (and then 
comprehensively adjust the 1988 General Plan Consistency Program 
density restrictions in accordance with the comprehensive review);

a.

or

h. Hie City reduces density on other land in the Community Plan area 
on a 1 to 1 basis for each parcel of land it purports to increase 
density (in order to maintain the density limit imposed in the 1988 
Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood General Plan 
Consistency Program); or

The City demonstrates compliance with the required enactment of 
the Transportation Plan identified in the 1988 Hollywood 
Community Plan Revision process and the 1986/2003 Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan process to provide a substitute mitigation to the 
density restrictions imposed on this parcel in 1988.

c.
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Because the City proposes to erase the FAR density limit without 
complying with any of these requirements so as to avoid cumulative 
negative impacts in raising density without protecting the Hollywood 
community with equally effective mitigation measures, its action is 
unlawful and cannot be approved.

(3) The former redevelopment agency, its lawful successor CRALA, and the 
Los Angeles City Council have violated their duties imposed by the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan in failing to adopt the mandatoiy 
Transportation Plan that must be in place before the CRALA has legal 
authority to authorize any increase on this property above 2:1 FAR. We 
have confirmed with CRALA that it never completed and the City Council 
never enacted the Transportation Plan required by the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan before increases in density would be allowed. 
Because the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan was adopted by City 
Ordinance Nos. 161202 and 175236, any project approved without the 
mandatoiy Transportation Plan violates City Ordinances 161202 and 
175236. (Exhibit 4 [Ordinances Incorporating Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan as City Law].) Therefore, this Project as proposed, is unlawful.

IH. RELEVANT FACTS AND BACKGROUND.

The Project site sits within a portion of the Hollywood Community Plan 
specifically planned and zoned in the 1980s to comply with the mandate of Government 
Code Section 65860, subdivision (d) (“AB 283”). AB 283 required the City to make its 
zoning consistent with its General Plan land use designations.

The land use densities adopted in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan were less 
dense than the land use densities allowed in the 1973 Hollywood Community Plan, To 
make its zoning consistent with the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan, the City Council 
adopted numerous ordinances, including Ordinance No. 165660, to limit density and 
height because the area was so distant from high capacity transit. (Exhibit 3.) The City 
Planning Recommendation Report misunderstands or ignores the 2:1 FAR limitation 
placed on the Project site (via the 1990 Ordinance No. 165660 to restrict these parcels 
using a “D” Development Limitation), which was specifically imposed to avoid City- 
acknowledged area wide significant environmental impacts if development was allowed 
to proceed at the densities under the City’s 1946 Zoning ordinance and its 1973 
Hollywood Community Plan.
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Under the City’s Hollywood General Plan Consistency Program, the widespread 
use of “D” Development Conditions like the one imposed on the Tommie Hotel parcel 
were determined by tire City Council to be necessary to bring the City’s 1988 Hollywood 
Community Plan and zoning into conformity, as mandated by Government Code Section 
65860(d) and the settlement agreement in litigation brought to enforce the City’s 
mandatory duty to make its zoning consistent with its General Plan. The City made 
express findings that the “D” Development limitations were imposed to avoid 
environmental impacts - thus, the mitigation of impacts was incorporated into the City’s 
zoning rules in order to make the mitigation measure legally enforceable.

IV. THE LAWFUL NUMBER OF HOTEL ROOMS IS SET BY THE 
MUNICIPAL CODE AT 200 SQUARE FEET PER LOT AREA WHICH 
WORKS OUT TO NOT MORE THAN 104 ROOMS.

The number of hotel rooms permitted by the express language of the municipal 
code is rounded up to no more than 104. The math is simple: Divide the lot size of 
20,736 square feet by 200 sf per unit - 103.68. These facts are verifiable.

Nowhere in the environmental review documents or the Planning 
Recommendation report is there a complete, honest, and open explanation of the staffs 
“logic” and math showing how it determined that 212 hotel rooms was permissible. The 
Planning staff’s obscuring of the basis telegraphs that even City staff lack confidence in 
the legality of a May 18,2000 Zoning Administrator Interpretation of the zoning code. 
As summarized at page 222 of the LADBS Zoning Manual, the Zoning Administrator 
claims without any credible basis that a reference in LAMC 12.22-A.18 to R5 land uses 
are permissible. Closer examination of this “interpretation” reveals that it is a 
fabrication. The ZAI is unlawful because the Zoning Administrator has undertaken to re
write the Municipal Code, which is a power only held by the City Council.

The plain language of Section 12.22-A,18 does not authorize R5 residential 
density for a mixed use project in the regional center commercial land use designation. 
The first portion of LAMC Section 12.22-A, 18 provides:

“18. Developments Combining Residential 
and Commercial Uses. Except where the provisions of 
Section 12.24.1 of this Code apply, notwithstanding 
any other provision of this chapter to the contrary, the 
following uses shall be permitted in the following
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zones subject to the following limitations: (Amended 
by Ord. No. 163,679, Eff. 7/18/88.)

(a) Any use permitted in the R5 Zone on any 
lot in the CR, Cl, Cl .5, C2, C4 or C5 Zones provided 
that such lot is located within the Central City 
Community Plan Area or within an area designated on 
an adopted community plan as “Regional Center” or 
“Regional Commercial”. Any combination of R5 uses 
and the uses permitted in the underlying commercial 
zone shall also be permitted on such lot.” (Emphasis 
added.)

The express language applies only to permitted uses, not to permitted residential 
dwelling unit density expressed in lot area regulation. It is silent as to residential 
dwelling unit density. Thus, the “theory” that LAMC Section 12.22-A,18 “allows” R5 
residential dwelling unit density is incorrect, and omission of any reference to it by City 
staff has the effect of misleading the public.

The undisclosed Zoning Administrator Interpretation of LAMC Section 12.22- 
A,18 is void as contrary to the plain language of the law. If the City Planner is relying on 
a May 18, 2000 Zoning Administrator Interpretation of LAMC 12.22-A as the basis to 
allow a doubling of residential dwelling unit density in the Tommie fiotel, that reliance is 
unlawful. The Interpretation reads as follows:

“One question related to density that arises is whether to 
apply R5 lot. area requirements or R3 / R4 lot area 
requirements as referenced in the lot area requirements of C 
zones. In the enforcement of this section, the Zoning 
Administrator has determined that the lot area requirements 
of the R5 zone are to be applied to projects subject to this 
section. Although it is not explicitly stated in the section, 
the last sentence of the section implies applying area 
requirements of R5 zone, not R3 or R4 zone. This 
interpretation has been confirmed by the Office of Zoning 
Administrator who reviewed the original staff report for die 
ordinance.” (Emphasis added.)



Los Angeles City Planning Commission
January 26, 2016
Page 6 of 18

While the Zoning Administrator may possess the authority to clarify an ambiguity 
in a municipal code provision, he or she has no authority to re-write a City ordinance. 
Only the City Council has that authority.

The City Planning staff appears to have relied upon this improper Zoning 
Administrator Interpretation as a pretense to double the residential dwelling unit density 
for the Tommie Hotel than that authorized in the LAMC Sections 12.14 and 12.16. The 
May 18, 2000 Zoning Administrator Interpretation is void because it violates the plain 
language of LAMC Section 12.22. which only addresses authorized uses on 
commercially zoned lots when they include a residential component. While the Zoning 
Administrator may have authority to make reasonable interpretations of language used by 
the City Council, he or she has no authority to devise “interpretations,” untethered to any 
fair reading of a municipal code provision. If this is not tme, then the Zoning 
Administrator just became a Los Angeles super legislature to re-write City Council laws. 
Of course, this is not lawful behavior.

For the foregoing reasons, the City has failed to proceed in accordance with law, 
and cannot approve the Tommie Hotel to allow 212 hotel rooms when only 104 are 
permissible under the LAMC.

THE CURRENT ZONING OF THE TOMMIE HOTEL WAS ENACTEDV.
UNDER THE COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY
PROGRAM AS A DOWNZONING MITIGATION MEASURE AND 
THEREFORE SUCH MITIGATION MEASURE CANNOT BE MODIFIED
BY SIMPLE REPEAL, AS THE CITY HAS DONE.

Since 1971, the Legislature has required in Government Code Section 65860(a) 
that all general law cities and counties make their zoning consistent with the adopted 
general plan. In this way, the Legislature sought to ensure that real planning occurred for 
the future development of cities and counties, and that the zoning actually implemented
it.

Although this law did not apply to charter cities, most of them voluntarily 
undertook to make their zoning consistent with their general plan - except one. Los 
Angeles’ 1946 zoning code had densities far in excess of the capability of the City’s 
infrastructure to hold it - 10 million people. The City’s first community plans concluded 
after environmental review that the infrastructure could only support between 4 and 5 
million residents.
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The City Council refused to downzone to make its zoning law consistent with the 
density its community plans said could realistically be accommodated. Thus, the City 
Council during the mid- and late-1970s continued to allow developers to construct 
projects consistent with the 1946 zoning, but grossly inconsistent with the general plans 
of the City.

A. The Legislature In 1979 Mandated That Los Angeles Make Its Zoning 
Ordinances (Codes) Consistent With Its General Plans.

Responding to calls for intervention, die State Legislature in Assembly Bill 283 
(“AB 283”) amended Government Code section 65860 to add subdivision (d) that applied 
to the City of Los Angeles:

“(a) County or city zoning ordinances shall 
be consistent with the general plan of the county or 
city by January 1, 1974. A zoning ordinance shall be 
consistent with a city or county general plan only if: (i) 
The city or county has officially adopted such a plan, 
and (ii) The various land uses authorized by the 
ordinance are compatible with the objectives, policies, 
general land uses, and programs specified in such a 
plan.

* * *

(d) Notwithstanding Section 65803, this 
section shall apply in a charter city of 2,000,000 or 
more population to a zoning ordinance adopted 
prior to January 1,1979, which zoning ordinance 
shall be consistent with the general plan of such city 
by July 1,1982.” (Emphasis added)

Subdivision (d) required the City to make all of its zoning ordinances (municipal 
code provisions) and zoning maps consistent with its adopted general plan no later than 
1981, and then after amendment, 1982. The City instead sued the State of California 
claiming that the act was unconstitutional.

After the City won in the trial court, the State prevailed in the Court of Appeal and 
the California Supreme Court denied review. Thus, the Court of Appeal’s decision in
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Citv of Los Angeles v. State of California (1.982) 138 Cal.App.3d 526 made the 
consistency requirement between general plans and zoning ordinances a mandatoiy duty 
of the City,

B. Center For Law In The Public Interest Sues To Force Citv To Coin pi s 
With The State Consistency Requirement Of AB 283 (Government 
Code $ 65860fdY).

Because the Court of Appeal decision did not order the City to comply with state 
law, the City continued to drag its feet in commencing proceedings to downzone 
properties to make all zoning ordinances and maps conform with City general plans. The 
Center for Law In The Public Interest then initiated litigation seeking a writ of mandate 
to force the City to comply with the state law. In Federation of Hillside and Canyon 
Associations et al. v. City of Los Angeles (C 526616), the Superior Court quickly issued 
a writ ordering the City to make its zoning code consistent within 120 days. For reasons 
not relevant to the issues in this case, the City ultimately entered into a stipulated 
judgment with the Federation and other plaintiffs to take longer to complete the project 
under a court'appointed monitor to oversee the consistency process and report back to the 
Court — a process which ended up taking more than a decade.

C. The Hollywood Community Plan Zoning Map Was Made Consistent 
With The Hollywood Community Plan In Case Numbers 83-368 and
86-835-GPC And Supported With Recirculation Of The Original 
Hollywood Community Plan EIR (EIR No. CPC-107Q-GP/ZC) and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan EIR (SCH No. 850529031.

As the City carried out the AB 283 consistency process under the supervision of a 
court monitor, it complied with CEQA by recirculating the Hollywood Community Plan 
EIR in May 1988 and the January 1986 Hollywood Redevelopment Plan EIR in May 
1988. The General Plan Consistency Program, as explained under oath by the City’s 
former Planning Director, was necessary to significantly reduce the City’s zoning density 
to conform with its 35 community plans. (Exhibit 2 [Hollywood General Plan 
Consistency Proceedings; Declaration of Cal Hamilton].) From spring of 1988 to early 
1990, the City carried out the Hollywood General Plan Consistency Program to bring 
itself in compliance with Government Code Section 65680(d) and the Hillside Federation 
settlement agreement. (Exhibit 2.) The down zoning of the Hollywood Community Plan, 
in the form of changes to the Community Plan and imposition of permanent “D” 
Development and “Q” Qualified Conditions, were expressly required as a mitigation 
measure to avoid infrastructure failures across the Hollywood Community Plan area -
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until the CRA and City implemented a Transportation Plan. (JdJ Documents of the City 
and CRA acknowledge that these reductions in density were required until such time as 
the Transportation Plan was enacted. (Exhibit 2.)

A similar process was carried out for every community plan across the City until 
200,000 lots were downzoned to protect the City’s residents from serious negative 
impacts of deficient public services infrastructure to support the overly-intense City 
zoning map densities dating back to 1946.

1’he subject properties for the Tommie Hotel (SubArea 90) were expressly down 
zoned as to FAR to 2:1, as set in Ordinance 165,660. (Exhibit 3.) In downzoning these 
lots, the City was made findings relied upon by the public and the monitoring court in the 
Hillside Federation litigation that it would enforce the mitigation measure of downzoning 
by incorporating the changes into zoning, including the zoning changes now in place on 
the Project Site for the Tommie Hotel. These limits of density' remain in place and 
binding today because, incredibly, 30 years later neither the fonner CRA, nor its 
successor agency, nor the City, ever enacted the promised Transportation Plan to provide 
the required planning framework and infrastructure to enable increases in authorized 
density. The record in this case is devoid of any evidence the Transportation Plan was 
ever enacted, and it fact we have verified with CRA/LA it was never enacted.

Our Court of Appeal, in a case against the City of Los Angeles over its General 
Plan Framework, made quite dear that when the City adopts mitigation measures to 
implement a general plan, it has a duty to make sure they are carried out:

“CEQA requires the agency to find, based on 
substantial evidence, that the mitigation measures are 
‘required in, or incorporated into, the project’... 
([Public Resources Code] § 21081; [CEQA] 
Guidelines, § 15901, subd. (b).) In addition, the 
agency ‘shall provide that measures to mitigate or 
avoid significant effects on the environment are fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or 
other measures.’ ([Public Resources Code] § 21081,6, 
subd (b))(fii.4) and must adopt a monitoring program 
to ensure that the mitigation measures are 
implemented. ([Public Resources Code] § 21081.6, 
subd. (a)). The purpose of these requirements is to 
ensure that feasible mitigation measures will actually
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be implemented as a condition of development, and not 
merely adopted and then neglected or disregarded.
(See [Public Resources Code § 21002.1, subd. (b).)(fn.
5)'

[Footnote 4 by the Court]: “A public agency 
shall provide that measures to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment are fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or 
other measures. Conditions of project approval may 
be set forth in referenced documents which address 
required mitigation measures or, in the case of the 
adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other public 
project, incorporating the mitigation measures into the 
plan, policy, regulation, or project design.” (§
21081.6, subd. (b).) In the context of this statute, to 
incorporate mitigation measures into a project 
means to amend the project so that the mitigation 
measures necessarily will be implemented, such as 
by reducing the scope of the project or requiring 
that mitigation measures be implemented as a 
condition of the project. (See Guidelines, § 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(1)(A), and former § 15126, subd. (c), both 
distinguishing mitigation measures proposed by the 
project proponent fiom those ‘required as conditions of 
approving the project.’)”

[Footnote 5 by the Court]: ‘“Each public 
agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects 
on the environment of projects that it carries out or 
approves whenever it is feasible to do so,’ (§ 21002.1, 
subd. (b).)” Federation of Hillside and Canyon 
Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 
Cal.App.4th 1252, 1260-1261 (italic emphasis by the 
Court, bold and underline emphasis added.)

Based upon this precedent, there can be no serious claim by the City that it does 
not have a legal duty to assure full implementation of the Hollywood Community Plan 
General Plan Consistency Program in order to protect the health, safety and



I os Angeles City Planning Commission
January 26,2016
Page 11 of 18

environmental welfare of the community. That includes maintaining the permanent D 
Limitation until alternative mitigation measures are comprehensively evaluated and 
imposed to protect the Hollywood conununity.

1). Because The FAR Restrictions Were Adopted Environmental 
Mitigation Measures To Avoid Significant Impacts, The City Council 
May Not Amend Or Delete These Mitigation Measure Enactments 
Without Full Disclosure And Analysis In An EIR, As Well As A 
Comprehensive Planning Process That Accounts For The Potential 
Cumulative Negative Impacts Qf Ignoring General Plan Consistency
Program Measures.

This case, like many cases in Hollywood recently, poses the question of whether 
the City may bring its Hollywood Community Plan and zoning into consistency with the 
density projections underlying the Plan for a moment in time (1988), and then begin an 
incremental parcel by parcel removal of the density limits imposed as a mitigation 
measure to comply with the Community Plan’s density limits. The answer is obvious: 
such modification of community-wide mitigation may not be removed or changed 
without a new comprehensive general plan and zoning consistency process such as what 
occurs in association with amendment of an entire community plan. Nor, of course, has 
any proper or adequate level of disclosuie and analysis of this type been provided in the 
instant MND, further rendering it deficient and in violation of CEQA.

This conclusion is supported by two important limitations on tbs City Council’s 
authority. First, parcel-based general plan amendments were prohibited as part of the 
1969 City Charter amendments to the Planning Department provisions. These critical 
Charter amendments were enacted by the People to: (1) enforce the comprehensive 
planning goals of the People in having a meaningful General Plan, atid (2) eliminate the 
very parcel-based rezoning scam that led to the conviction of a City Councilmember for 
bribery.

Second, the adoption of the City’s General Plan Consistency recommendations for 
Hollywood was a comprehensive set of recommended reductions in permitted FAR, 
height, and uses intended to enforce the density planned for in the 1988 Hollywood 
Community Plan. These critical reductions in density, collectively brought Hollywood’s 
zoning density into consistency with its general plan density.

Tt is still unclear how quickly after the City certified to the Court in the Hillside 
Federation case that the City’s general plan consistency was “complete” that it began to
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quietly allow developers to apply for general plan amendments and zoning changes to 
change that reduced density zoning without maintaining the protective effect of the 
density limits until alternative plans, like the Transportation Plan of the CRA, were in 
place..

Parcel-by-parcel, the City is asserting it has the authority to simply rezone every 
parcel in the City without regard to whether the present zoning, FAR limits, permanent 
“D” or “Q” conditions were imposed as a mitigation measure of the City’s General Plan 
Consistency Program. The Palladium Project, die Columbia Square Project, 5901 Sunset 
Project, the Wilcox Hotel (the same applicant as the Tommie Hotel) and many other 
projects within a short distance from the Tommie Hotel all include rezoning that 
purported to lawfully wipe out General Plan Consistency mitigation measures imposed 
on those lots. Incredible density increases are being authorized, including as proposed in 
this Project, without disclosure in the MND or the Staff Recommendation Report to the 
public or analysis of the potential negative cumulative impact on the Hollywood General 
Plan Consistency Program.

In essence, the City has embarked on a giant expansion of density in Hollywood 
without even bothering to lawfully complete a Hollywood Community Plan Update that 
analyzed it and justified changes to the current limitations imposed on many parcels of 
land in the Hollywood Community Plan area.

In recent years, the City undertook to revise and update the Hollywood 
Community Plan. Unfortunately, the City Planning Department’s environmental review 
and planning process for that comprehensive planning activity went off the rails. The 
trial court, the Hon. Allan Goodman, found the City’s planning and environmental review 
process for the Hollywood Community Plan Update (“HCPU”) was “fatally flawed”. 
Multiple groups sued the City over the HCPU because it used demonstrably false and 
inflated population projections to try to justify massive increases in density.
Additionally, the City failed to properly conduct environmental analysis related to the 
HCPU.

Accordingly, neither in the F.IR for the now rescinded HCPU, nor in the EIR or 
MND for individual projects where the City proposes to wipe out protective mitigation 
measures of the General Plan Consistency Program, including the MND in this case, has 
the City ever analyzed and accounted for its incremental increases in density without 
regard to the potential negative impacts on the community. The City has simply 
presumed it can do it because no one has previously objected to it.
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Appellant here, and the community represented by this appeal, strenuously object. 
The City could only remove General Plan Consistency Program mitigation down zoning 
as part of the next comprehensive update of its Hollywood Community Plan, and only if 
it does so in full compliance with CEQA. That clearly has not yet happened. In the 
alternative, assuming that a parcel-based general plan amendment is lawful, which it is 
not, then any rezoning that upzones parcel(s) in the Hollywood Community Plan area 
could only be lawful if the City Council downzones other parcels) to maintain the 
cumulative protective balance of the General Plan Consistency Program. With each 
unmitigated parcel-by-parcel removal of a General Plan Consistency Program mitigation 
zoning provision, the City has engaged in an extremely serious and unaccounted for 
densification of the Hollywood Community Plan area that is inconsistent with the density 
for which it is currently planned.

YT. THE FORMER REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY’S FAILURE TO PREPARE
A TRANSPORTATION PLAN MEANS THAT NO INCREASES IN 
DEVELOPMENT DENSITY CAN BE GRANTED UNDER THE “D”
DEVELOPMENT LIMITATION.

Even if the “D” Development Limitation remained in place on the Tommie Hotel 
property, its density could not be properly increased because the former redevelopment 
agency and the Los Angeles City Council have failed for 30 years to prepare a 
transportation plan. As written in plain language and as explained in a letter from CRA 
in August 1988, the intent of all the reductions in density adopted as part of the 
Consistency Program was to keep them in place until the Transportation Plan was 
completed. Thus, the program intent was expressly acknowledged by the CRA itself.

Since 1986, when the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan was first approved, the 
former redevelopment agency committed to developing and adopting a Transportation 
Plan. This critical plan has never been completed. Nonetheless, the former 
redevelopment agency, and now the CRA/LA, have begun approving development 
permits in the Redevelopment Plan area without knowing whether or not the cumulative 
impact of development has reach critical thresholds. The Redevelopment Plan EIR 
specifically concluded that Hollywood would have unacceptable levels of traffic service 
when average FAR for the entire Plan area reached 2:1. We now possess evidence that 
the City has reached the 2:1 density which obligates CRA/LA to immediately commence 
a plan to reduce the impacts on the infrastructure of Hollywood. CRA/LA refuses to 
acknowledge that the 2:1 threshold has been reached and is shirking its duties under the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan that would entitle any owner to access to land use 
benefits of the Plan.
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Under the Plan, the former redevelopment agency, and now the CRA/LA, are 
required to prepare a plan for how to constrain and protect Hollywood’s transportation 
infrastructure if average FAR reached 2:1. Recently, Barron McCoy of the CRA/LA 
gave a letter to the City of Los Angeles claiming that development activity has not yet 
reached 2:1, but his letter was unsupported with any evidence. It was bold assertion with 
no supporting evidence, substantial or otherwise, behind it. If the CRA/LA cannot show 
its math, it has no credible evidence to support proceeding to approve any more increases 
in development such as the Tommie Hotel, until such time as it proves it.

We understand that the former redevelopment agency, and the CRA/LA, have not 
submitted any of the required transportation monitoring reports to the City for years, In 
the absence of an adopted and enforceable Transportation Plan, and ongoing 
noncompliance with monitoring commitments of the former redevelopment agency, there 
would be no valid basis for the CRA/LA allow any increase in density, or even to clear an 
otherwise by right building permit.

By approving Land Use Entitlements for the Tommie Hotel project, the City 
would violate the General Plan Consistency limitation placed on the property because the 
Project cannot be approved without a completed CRA/LA Transportation Plan. 1’he 
permanent “D” Development Limitation cannot be removed from this parcel of land 
without the City and CRA/LA satisfying all of its requirements, including a completed 
Transportation Plan. Since 1986, the former redevelopment agency had failed to 
complete and enact the Transportation Specific Plan to avoid significant impacts from 
increased density development - an ongoing violation being carried forward by the 
CRA/LA - the Tommie Hotel site may only be developed to a density of 2:1. Having 
approved the Project with a density nearly two times the authorized density, the City 
Planning Commission would violate law if it approved this Project.

VII. THE MND IS NOT AN APPROPRIATE ENVIRONMENTAL
CLEARANCE DOCUMENT TO SUPPORT PROJECT APPROVAL 
BECAUSE IT IS DEFICIENT ON NUMEROUS GROUNDS.

The City proposes to use a deficient mitigated negative declaration (“MND”) for 
its environmental clearance document to approve the Tommie Hotel Project (“Project”).

In City Planning Case No. 86-835 GPC [General Plan Consistency], the City 
prepared and/or recirculated an EIR for the Hollywood Community Plan in support of the 
consistency program. (Exhibit 2.) At various times in 1988-1990, the City approved 
resolutions and enacted ordinances to impose PERMANENT “D” Development
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Limitations of Subarea Map parcels throughout the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Redevelopment Plan area.

In Ordinance 165,660 dated May 6,1990, as part of AB 283 compliance under 
City Planning Case 86-835- GPC, the City enacted the ordinance that imposed the 
permanent “D" Development Limitation on the Tommie Hotel property, which was 
located within Subarea 90 on the General Plan Consistency map. (Exhibit 2.) LAMC 
Section 12.32 regarding D Development conditions expressly provides that “D” 
Development Limitations are permanent.

The City’s supporting EIR for these actions (Hollywood Plan Revision 
Environmental Impact Report (SCI! NO. 87-112504)) concluded that without reductions 
in authorized density to mitigate or avoid significant environmental impacts, the City’s 
infrastructure in Hollywood would suffer overwhelming impacts that endangered public 
health and safety (including police and fire response times). The imposition of the AB 
283 “D” Development Limitation on the Tommie Hotel site, and many parcels in 
Hollywood, was intended to avoid environmental impacts from over-dense development, 
unless and until the CRA completed a Transportation Plan to avoid those significant 
impacts. That the former redevelopment agency would be responsible for balancing the 
infrastructure issues through the Transportation Plan was summarized in a Next Steps 
Hollywood Community Plan Revision memo made public in the midst of the planning 
process. This memo explains that it was necessary to limit development by right to 
reduced densities which the CRA called ‘'practical buildout”, or 36 million square feet of 
development, instead of the “theoretical buildout” of the zoning from the City’s 1946 
zoning code, which would have allowed 88 million square feet.

Hollywood Heritage’s testimony on the MND in this case placed the City on 
notice that it could not remove the permanent “D” Development Limitation until such 
time as the CRA/LA (successor agency to the former redevelopment agency) prepared 
the Transportation Plan it committed to complete in the 1986 Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, and supported it with new environmental analysis showing that the adopted 
Transportation Plan solved the risks of environmental harm that had justified imposition 
of the permanent “D” Development Limitation in the first place.

Accordingly, the “D” Development Limitation cannot be removed by the City 
Council as it purported to do in this case, and substituted with a new CONDITIONAL 
“Q” condition. The permanent “D” Development Limitation, given that it was imposed 
to avoid significant environmental harm from over-dense development, and that it was 
required to be imposed in order to bring the City into compliance with Government Code
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Section 65680(d) under a legal settlement, means that it cannot be removed until the 
CRA/LA completes and adopts a Transportation Plan that eliminates the potential 
environmental harm from development at a FAR greater than the 2:1 imposed on this 
parcel.

None of this critical land use history was included in either the Project Description 
or the Land Use analysis of the MND materials. In fact, due to its complexity, and 
because the Project as proposed grossly violates the 2:1 FAR limit imposed by the “D” 
Development Limitation under the General Plan Consistency program, the City, and now 
CRA/LA, must prepare an EIR to explain these complexities and provide the public an 
opportunity for participation in the CEQA process.

Accordingly, the MND fails to properly disclose and analyze the proper Project 
description or disclose, analyze and mitigate the land use impacts of the proposed Project, 
which nearly doubles the authorized FAR, and more than doubles the authorized number 
of hotel rooms.

An additional reason the MND is not a sufficient environmental clearance 
document foi the Project is construction noise. The MND engaged in an untenable claim 
that construction activity noise and vibration, which will occur a few feet from residential 
apartment and office buildings abutting the Project site, would not be significant. On 
projects much smaller than this proposed 9-story hotel building, frill EIRs are routinely 
required because there is no way construction noise can be feasibly reduced beneath the 
threshold of significance. If theie is a fair argument, supported by expert opinion, that 
there may be a significant impact, countervailing evidence of the City or developer 
cannot overcome the requirement to prepare an EIR. The City, and now the CRA/LA, 
will fail to proceed in accordance with law if the CRA/LA approves the Tommie Hotel 
OPA without first complying with CEQA by preparing or requiring preparation of an EIR 
prior to considerat ion of any approvals for the Project.

A strong presumption in favor of requiring preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report (“EIR”) is built into the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). 
This presumption is reflected in what is known as the “fair argument” standard, under 
which an agency must prepare an EIR whenever substantial evidence in the record 
supports a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. 
Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the Ilniv. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 
1112, 1123: No Oil. Inc, v. Citv of Los Angeles 11974) 13 Cal.3d68,75.
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Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, if a project may cause a significant effect 
on the environment, then the lead agency must prepare an EIR. Pub, Res. Code §§
21100,21151. A proj ect “may” have a significant effect on the environment if there is a 
“reasonable probability” that it will result in a significant impact. Mo Oil, Inc, v. Citv of 
Los Angeles, supra, 13 Cal.3d at 83 n. 16. If any aspect of the project may result in a 
significant impact on the environment, an EIR must be prepared even if the overall effect 
of the project is beneficial. CEQA Guidelines § 15063(b)(1).

The fair argument test is a “low threshold” test for requiring the preparation of an 
EIR, No Oil., supra, 13 Cal.3d at 84. This standard reflects a preference for requiring an 
EIR to be prepared, and a preference for resolving doubts in favor of environmental 
review. Meiia v. Citv of Los Angeles (2005) 130 CaI.App.4th 322, 332.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15384(a) defines “substantial evidence” as “enough 
relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument 
can be made to support a conclusion, .even though other conclusions might also be 
reached. ...” (Emphasis added.) Under Pub. Res. Code Sections 21080(e), 21082.2(c), 
and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(f)(5) and 15384, facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated on facts, and expert opinions supported by facts can constitute substantial 
evidence.

An agency must prepare an EIR whenever it can be fairly argued on the basis of 
substantial evidence that a project may have a significant environmental impact. If there 
is substantial evidence both for and against preparing an EIR, then the agency must 
prepare the EIR.

Another reason the MND is not a sufficient environmental clearance document for 
the Project is operational noise. The Project includes a massive outdoor party space 
around its rooftop swimming pool, including a restaurant area with walls that retract to 
open the restaurant, bars, and party spaces to the open air. The proximity of the rooftop 
area to residential properties abutting the Project site subjects the adjoining sensitive 
receptors to constant noise intrusion into their apartments. The MND failed to fully 
disclose and analyze the potential impacts of noise from large outdoor eating and 
drinking areas. There is a fair argument that operational noise will impose significant 
noise impacts on the adjoining residential properties, thus again, requiring preparation of 
an EIR.
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vm. CONCLUSION,

For the reasons set forth herein and in the attached exhibits the Tommie Hotel 
Project as proposed is unlawful and cannot be approved today.

Very truly yours,

DANIEL WRIGHT
FOR

THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM, APC
DEW:jr

Clientcc:
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SUBJECT: PROJECT NAME: T'ommie Hotel
PROJECT LOCATION; 6516-6526 W. Selma Avenue
CEQA CASE NUMBER: ENV-2016-4313-MND

Presented below are comments submitted on behalf of the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) 
regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the subject project. The proposed project site would be 
located approximately 500 feet west of Selma Avenue Elementary School, a safe school zone. LAUSD is 
concerned about the potential negative impacts of the 212 room hotel project on our students, staff and 
parents traveling to and from the referenced campus.

Based on the extent/location of the proposed development it is our opinion that the project has tire potential 
to result in added impacts on LAUSD schools and hence, mitigation measures designed to help reduce or 
eliminate such impacts are included in this response.

Construction Impacts

Air Quality
District students and school staff should be considered sensitive receptors to air pollution impacts. 
Construction activities for the proposed project w'ould result in short term impacts on ambient air quality in 
the area resulting from equipment emissions and fugitive dust, To ensure that effective mitigation is applied 
to reduce construction air pollutant impacts on the school, we ask that the following language be included 
as a mitigation measure for air quality impacts:

• If the proposed mitigation measures do not reduce air quality impacts to a level of insignificance, 
the project applicant shall develop new and appropriate measures to effectively mitigate construction 
related air emissions at the affected school. Provisions shall be made to allow the school and or 
designated rcpresentative(s) to notify the project applicant when such measures are warranted.

Noise
Noise created by construction activities may affect the school in proximity to the proposed project site. 
These construction activities include grading, earth moving, hauling, and use of heavy equipment. The 
California Environmental Quality Act requires that such impacts be quantified, and eliminated or reduced to 
a level of insignificance.

LAUSD established maximum allowable noise levels to protect students and staff from noise impacts 
generated in terms of Leq. These standards were established based on regulations set forth by the California 
Department of Transportation and the City of Los Angeles. LAUSD’s exterior noise standard is 67 dBA

333 South Beaudry Avenue, 7V Floor. Los Angeles. CA 900)7 • Telephone (2)3) 241-3)99 • Fa* (2)3) 241-6816

Our Mission: To ensure a safe and healthy environment for students to learn, teachers to teach, and employees to work. 
Our Vision: To eliminate all environmental, health, and safety risks at schools.
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Leq and the interior noise standard is 45 dBA Leq. A noise level increase of 3 dBA or more over ambient 
noise levels is considered significant for existing schools and would require mitigation to achieve levels 
within 2 dBA of pre-project ambient level. To ensure that effective mitigation measures are employed to 
reduce construction related noise impacts at Selma Avenue Elementary School, we ask that the following 
language be included in the mitigation measures for noise impacts:

• If the proposed mitigation measures do not reduce noise impacts to helow the level of significance, 
the project applicant shall develop new and appropriate measures to effectively mitigate construction 
related noise at the affected school. Provisions shall be made to allow the school and or designated 
representative(s) to notify the project applicant when such measures are warranted.

Traffic/T ransportation
LA USD's Transportation Branch must be contacted at (213) 58C-2950 regarding the potential impact upon 
existing school bus routes. The Project Manager or designee will have to notify the LAUSD Transportation 
Branch of the expected start and ending dates for various portions of the project that may affect traffic 
within nearby school areas. To ensure that effective mitigation measures are employed to reduce 
construction and operation related transportation impacts at Selma Avenue Elementary School, we ask that 
the following language be included in the mitigation measures for traffic impacts:

School buses must have unrestricted access to schools.

During the construction phase, truck traffic and construction vehicles may not cause traffic delays 
for our transported students.

During and after construction changed traffic patterns, lane adjustment, traffic light patterns, and 
altered bus stops may not affect school buses’ on-time performance and passenger safety.

Construction trucks arid other vehicles are required to stop when encountering school buses using 
red-Hashing-] ights must-stop-indicators per the California Vehicle Code.

Contractors must install and maintain appropriate traffic controls (signs and signals) to ensure 
vehicular safety.

Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with LAUSD school administrators, providing 
sufficient notice to forewarn children and parents when existing vehicle routes to school may be 
impacted.

Parents dropping off their children must have access to the passenger loading areas.

Pedestrian Safety
Construction activities that include street closures, the presence of heavy equipment and increased truck 
trips to haul materials on and off the project site can lead to safety hazards for people walking in the vicinity 
of the construction site. To ensure that effective mitigation measures are employed to reduce construction 
and operation related pedestrian safety impacts on District sites, we ask that the following language be 
included in the mitigation measures for pedestrian safety impacts: •

• Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with LAUSD school administrators, providing 
sufficient notice to forewarn children and parents when existing pedestrian routes to school may be 
impacted.
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Contractors must maintain safe and convenient pedestrian routes to all nearby schools. The District 
will provide School Pedestrian Route Maps upon your request.

Contractors must install and maintain appropriate traffic controls (signs and signals) to ensure 
pedestrian and vehicular safety.

Haul routes are not to pass by any school, except when school is not in session.

No staging or parking of construction-related vehicles, including worker-transport vehicles, will 
occur on or adjacent to a school property.

Funding for crossing guards at the contractor's expense is required when safety of children may be 
compromised by construction-related activities at impacted school crossings.

Barriers and/or fencing must be installed to secure construction equipment and to minimize 
trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions, and attractive nuisances.

Contractors are required to provide security patrols (at their expense) to minimize trespassing, 
vandalism, and short-cut attractions.

Operational Imnacts

As stated earlier, the project is in close proximity to Selma Avenue Elementary School and LAUSD is also 
concerned about the potential impacts the project might have on its staff and students once the project is 
fully functional.

These include:

• The dispensing of alcoholic beverages, especially when it is served throughout the day, has the 
potential to create a safety hazard for students traveling within the safe routes to school.

• Since the said project is set to have a rooftop deck with music, the District would strongly urge the 
organizers of such events to restrict any daytime activities involving loud music to weekends only 
so as not to disrupt the sanctity of the school.

The District’s charge is to protect the health and safety of students and staff, and the integrity of the learning 
environment. The comments presented above identify potential environmental and other impacts related to 
the proposed project that must be addressed to ensure the welfare of the students attending Selma Avenue 
Elementary School, their teachers and the staff, as well as to assuage the concerns of the parents of these 
students. Therefore, the measures set forth in these comments should be adopted as conditions of project 
approval to offset unmitigated impacts on the affected school students and staff.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you need additional information please contact me at (213) 
241-4210.

Regards,

Alisha Chandran
Environmental Specialist/Research Associate/Contract Professional
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c: Glendy Marin, Principal. Selma Avenue Elementary School 
Gwenn Godek, CEQA Advisor, LAUSD
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Memorandum
May Sirinopwongsagon, City Planner
Los Angeles Department of City Planning

To:

From: Brad Perrine, Senior Environmental Planner
EcoTierra Consulting

Date: April 21, 2017

Response to CPC Appeal Letters for Tommie Hotel (ENV-2016-4313-MND, CPC-2016-270-VZC-HD- 
CUB-SPR, and VTT-74735)

Re:

EcoTierra is in receipt of the two appeal letters that have been filed against the City Planning 
Commission's approval of the Tommie Hotel project at the January 26, 2016, hearing. The first letter 
was submitted by Lauren Farmer with UNITE HERE! Local 11 (the "Unite Letter"), and the second letter 
was submitted by the Silverstein Law Firm on behalf of Sunset Landmark Investment (the "Silverstein 
Letter"). The following are responses to the comments made against the Project's CEQA-compliant 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) environmental analysis dated that was circulated 
for public comment from December 22, 2016, to January 11, 2017.

UNITE LETTER

Comments on Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions

The Unite Letter raises issues with the GHG analysis for the Project stating the GHG report and IS/MND 
are erroneous due to improper calculations, use of service population and 2020 emission targets instead 
of 2035 emission targets. The letter also states the construction phase GHG emissions are calculated in 
error. The letter also includes comments provided by SWAPE on the Project's GHG report. The SWAPE 
letter states that the Project's GHG report failed to include all proposed land uses, relied on an incorrect 
use of service population, that an updated analysis indicates a significant increase in GHG emissions, and 
additional feasible mitigation measures are available.

Response:

Failure to Include all Land Uses

The letter states that some Project-specific information disclosed in the IS/MND was omitted from the 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) in the calculation of construction-related and 
operational GHG emissions. Unite Here states that the land uses and square-footages identified in Table 
ll-l of the IS/MND should have been used within the air model.

All of these uses were included in the CalEEMod analysis, but they were not input separately. The 
primary source of GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project would be motor vehicles as 
shown in Table IV-6 of the IS/MND. These vehicles would be generated by three of the uses associated 
with the Project building; with these being the hotel space, the cafe (high turnover restaurant) space, 
and the lounge/bar (quality restaurant) space. The traffic generated by these three uses is identified in 
the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the proposed Project and was used as the modeling base for the 
Project in CalEEMod.

555 W. 5th Street, 31st Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90013 
213.235.4770 | EcoTierraConsult ng.com



As discussed on page U-5, the proposed Project consists cf a 79,621-square-foot mixed-use building 
consisting of a 212-guest-room commercial hotel with guest amenities, and ground-floor and rooftop 
bars/lounges primarily for use by hotel guests but accessible to the public. The analysis assumes that 
there would be 2,308 square feet of cafe and preparation area, and 11,148 square feet of ground level 
and rooftop lounge and bar areas. The remaining 66,165 square feet of building area would consist of 
the guest rooms, building utility areas, common areas (including the fitness and pool areas), and hotel 
support areas that are included in the "Hotel" land use identified in CalEEMod. Page 4 of the letter 
shows the 66,165 square feet of hotel building area, 2,308 of cafe and preparation (high turnover/sit 
down restaurant) area, and 11,148 square feet of lounge and bar (quality restaurant) areas. The land 
use assumptions in the CalEEMod sheets also show the 82,000 square feet of area for the subterranean 
parking garage. The remaining ground level area of the Project Site is included in the 0.48-acre lot 
acreage for the hotel use. Therefore, all uses associated with the proposed Project have been evaluated 
in the CalEEMod sheets.

Memo to May Sirinopwongsagon
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Use of Incorrect Service Population

The tiered thresholds of significance utilized to evaluate GHG impacts in the IS/MND are based upon the 
most recent proposal issued by the South Coast Air Quality Management District's (SCAQMD) GHG CEQA 
Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group meeting of September 28, 2010. As stated on page 
IV-38 of the IS/MND, the September 28, 2010 draft thresholds defines the service population as the 
total residents and employees associated with a project.

The service population concept was developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) as part of their 2010 Air Quality Guidelines. However, these guidelines were set aside by the 
Alameda County Superior Court in 2012 The specific definition of service population has never been 
adopted or approved by the Governing Board of SCAQMD.

It does not make sense to consider only the employees or sleeping guests as the service population for a 
project such as the proposed Project. The employees are at a site to serve the needs of their customers. 
The service population for the proposed Project is everyone that would be served by the proposed hotel 
use, including employees, customers, and vendors. Because the number of employees and customers 
for the Project are not known, the total service population can be roughly estimated by dividing the 
number of potential daily vehicle trips generated by the proposed uses by two. The vehicle trip 
numbers are divided by two since each service population member would make one trip to the site and 
one trip from the site (one person, two trips). This assumption is conservative since each vehicle is 
assumed to accommodate only one person, whereas, many of the vehicles would accommodate more 
than one person, especially for hotel guest rooms.

Using this methodology, the IS/MND concludes that the GHG emissions per service population would be 
substantially loss than SCAQMD's draft threshold of 4.8 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
(MTC02e) per service population Therefore, the GHG emissions generated in association with the 
proposed Project would not have a significant impact on the environment. Impacts would be less than 
significant.

The analysis and conclusion of the IS/MND was based on a comparison of the Project GHG emissions 
with the draft threshold of significance for year 2020. The Unite Here letter also references the 3.0 
MTCG2e per service population draft threshold of significance for the year 2035. However, Unite Here 
mistakenly compares the emissions of the Project in its buildout year (2019) to the year 2035 threshold.
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Emissions associated with the Project would be much lower in the future due to planned reductions in 
motor vehicle emissions. These reductions are programmed into CalEEMod, so the emissions for the 
Project have been calculated for year 2035 and are shown in the following table.

Estimated Project-Related Annual GHG Emissions - Year 2035
Emissions Source Category MTCO,e/yr

Construction2 19.9
Operation
Area Sources <0.1
Energy Sou ices 1,Q78.Q
Mobile Sources 2,468.0
Waste Disposal 38.7
W2ter and Wastewater 65.3
Total Emissions 3,669.9
Service Population 1514
Emissions per Service Population 2.42
SCAQMD Year 2035 Threshold 3.0
Exceeds Threshold? No
0 Construction emissions arc amortized over 30 years in accordance with SCAQMD 

guidance (597.6 MTCC2e/30 years).
Output sheets attached. __ _______________________________________

Dividing the Project's 3,669.9 MTC02e year 2035 annual GHG emissions by the 1,514 service population 
yields an efficiency of 2.42 MTC02e of GHGs per service population member. This result demonstrates 
that the GHG emissions per service population would be substantially less than SCACtMD's year 2035 
draft threshold of 3.0 MTC02e per service population Therefore, the GHG emissions generated in 
association with the proposed Project would not have a significant impact on the environment. Impacts 
would continue to be less than significant.

Additional Feasible Mitigation Measures Available

Unite Here identifies additional mitigation measures to reduce the GHG emissions associated with the 
proposed Project. Some of these measures are applicable to mixed-use developments, but some of 
them, such as the measures listed for the Waterman Logistics Center and the Kimball Business Park, are 
only applicable to large warehouse and business park uses, which are not the types of uses proposed for 
the Project Site. In any case, the analysis provided in the IS/MND and the above responses demonstrate 
that the GHG impacts associated with the proposed Project would be less than significant. As such, no 
mitigation for GHG impacts is required for the Project under CEQA

Comments on Air Quality

The Unite Here letter states the Project is not in compliance with the current Air Quality Management 
Plan (AQMP) because the Project is not in compliance with the underlying zoning, or SCAQMD rules in 
use.

Response:

A project's consistency with the AQMP is not based on zoning designations for a project site as the 
comment erroneously states. Instead, it is based on consistency of a project with General Plan land use 
designations or regional population and employment projections. As discussed in the IS/MND's Air



Quality analysis (See IS/MND, page IV-11), the proposed hotel use is allowed under the City's existing 
land use designation for the site. Therefore, the Project would not exceed the growth projections of the 
AQMP. The impact of the Project would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

As to the SCAQMD rules, it is unclear to which the commenter is directly referring. Even so, the Project is 
subject to all applicable rules and regulations of SCAQMD and compliance is required; the Project 
Applicant is not requesting any exemptions from the currently adopted or proposed rules (See IS/MND, 
pages IV-11 and IV-56). Specifically, as with all construction projects less than five acres in size, the 
proposed Project would be subject to the best available control measures of SCAQMD Rule 403 for the 
control of fugitive dust throughout the construction phases of development (See IS/MND, page IV-12). 
As determined in the Project's air quality impact report and IS/MND, impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required.

Comments on Sensitive Land Uses
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The Unite Here letter states that the IS/MND does not identify or analyze sensitive land uses 
immediately adjacent to or within 500 feet of the Project Site, particularly the Casa Verde Apartments 
and Selma Avenue Elementary School.

Response:

The letter is erroneous in its statement that the IS/MND did not identify or analyze sensitive land uses in 
its proximity. The IS/MND identifies both the multi-family residential use immediately to the west of the 
Project site (Casa Verde Apartments} and Selma Avenue Elementary School, and considers these uses in 
the Project impact analysis (e.g., air quality, noise, hazards, etc.). The IS/MND also identifies other 
sensitive land uses as appropriate to the analysis (e.g., historic resources near the Project Site). The 
IS/MND determined that the Project would have less-than-significant impacts on the sensitive land uses.

Comments on Operational Noise

The Unite Here letter states there is insufficient noise modeling to assess the impacts of the rooftop bar 
use or mitigation measures to counteract impacts. The letter also states the adjacent multi-family 
residential use is not identified in the noise analysis and measures listed on Page IV-73 are not included 
as enforceable mitigation measures.

Response:

As stated in the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis and the IS/MND, potential sound levels from the 
rooftop area are based upon measured sound levels from the adjacent Mama Shelter building, which has 
similar rooftop amenities to the proposed rooftop area Additionally, nighttime noise measurements 
were taken at the Project Site during a live music event at the rooftop of Mama Shelter, which was billed 
as a live DJ set. The ground-fioor and rooftop bar/lounge areas of the proposed Project would include 
ambient music. Any other music performed by another source (e.g, DJ) would occur indoors on the 
ground floor or within the enclosed areas on the rooftop. Based on the results of the sound level 
measurements, the proposed Project would not expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of 
standards established by the City. No other modeling for rooftop noise levels is required.

The Project's Environmental Noise Impact Analysis and the IS/MND identify the immediately adjacent 
multi-family residential building (Casa Verde Apartments) as a noise-sensitive land use (See IS/MND, 
pages IV-71 and IV-72) in the analysis. The evaluation of construction-related noise impact focuses on



this building. The potential noise impacts of the proposed Project were determined to be less than 
significant and, as such, no mitigation measures are required. Page IV-73 does not identify any mitigation 
measures for noise impacts In the event the commenter is referring to Pages IV-75 through IV-77, these 
pages do not list mitigation, it is a list of the Los Angeles Noise Ordinance's mandatory requirements that 
are applicable to the Project.
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SILVERSTEIN LETTER

The Silverstein Letter is comprised of two separate letters dated February 15, 2017, January 25/26, 
2017. The former provides a summary of the comments raised in the latter.

Comments on Noise

The Silverstein Letter states that construction noise and vibration and operation noise from the rooftop 
amenities would be a significant impact at the adjacent multi-family residential use (Casa Verde 
Apartments), and that the IS/MND does not fully analyze these impacts.

Response:

Impacts associated with construction-related noise levels are evaluated on Pages IV-71 through IV-74 and 
Page IV-82 of the IS/MND. The analysis includes the identification of noise levels that could occur from 
individual construction equipment as well as composite noise levels during the various phases of 
construction. The analysis concludes that construction activities associated with the proposed Project 
would increase daytime noise levels at nearby residential and hotel uses by more than 5 decibels (dBA). 
However, compliance with the noise regulations under Section 41.40 of the LAMC would reduce 
construction noise to the maximum extent feasible. These regulations would not permit construction 
activities to occur during the recognized sleep hours for nearby residences. Similar to other construction 
activities throughout the City of Los Angeles, these regulations would ensure that construction-related 
noise impacts would be less than significant

The impacts associated with construction-related ground-borne vibration are evaluated on Pages IV-78 and 
IV-79 of the IS/MND. The analysis shows that the vibration levels for the construction equipment expected 
to operate at the Project Site would not exceed the identified thresholds of significance for both potential 
building damage and human annoyance. Therefore, the potential impacts associated with construction 
vibration would be less than significant

Sunset Landmark has not provided any fair argument based on "expert opinion" that the analysis in the 
IS/MND that there may be a significant impact regarding construction-related noise and ground borne 
vibration.

The evaluation of operational noise levels is based on the characteristics of the Project as proposed and 
described in the IS/MND. As discussed on Pages IV-77 and IV-81 of the iS/MND. the ground-floor and 
rooftop bar/lounge areas would include ambient music. Any other music performed by another source 
(e.g., DJ) would cccur indoors on the ground floor or within the enclosed areas on the rooftop, including 
the enclosed areas on the rooftop and event space, In general, ambient music is described as the type that 
is played to provide background sound while not interfering with normal speech communication Normal 
speech at a distance of one meter is about 65 dBA Leq, and music levels would not be much greater than 
that conversational level. The ground floor outdoor patio area would be shielded from the adjacent 
residential building by the proposed Project building



As part of the effort to determine potential impacts of rooftop activities to the adjacent residential 
building, evening and nighttime noise levels were measured at the Project Site while a rooftop event was 
occurring at the adjacent Mama Shelter hotel. The event was billed as a live DJ set. The rooftop of the 
Mama Shelter hotel has an open restaurant and bar, is used for lounging, exercise, and parties. It is also 
largely bordered by solid walls and clear panels that provide both fall protection and sound attenuation, 
and would be similar to the 42-inch wall and glass guardrail features proposed for the Project. Because the 
event at the Mama Shelter rooftop included a live DJ set, which is not proposed for the outdoor rooftop or 
ground-floor areas of the proposed Project, it was determined that noise levels generated during this event 
would provide representative, although worst-case, noise levels that could occur from events on the 
rooftop of the proposed Project.

The evening and nighttime sound level measurements at the Project Site (see Table IV-15) showed that 
sound from the rooftop amenities at the Mama Shelter hotel are relatively low at nearby properties. As 
discerned during the noise measurements taken at the Project Site, when walking farther away to the west 
and north of the Project Site, the sound from the Mama Shelter hotel's rooftop were not audible above the 
sound from the roadway traffic on Selma Avenue, Schrader Boulevard, and Wilcox Avenue. Based on these 
observed noise levels, the IS/MND determined that operation of the proposed Project would not expose 
persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established by the City or substantially increase 
ambient noise levels at the surrounding buildings. Pages IV-75 through IV-77 of the IS/MND also identify 
the sources regulated by the City Noise Ordinance that would be applicable to the proposed Project and 
would ensure that sources of noise at the Project Site do not cause excessive noise levels at nearby 
residences.
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As stated previously, evaluation of operational noise levels is based on the characteristics of the Project as 
proposed and described in the IS/MND. Providing an analysis of noise-generating events that are not 
proposed for the Project and that would generate higher noise levels that those measured from the 
Tommie Hotel would be speculative and are beyond required scope of study for the proposed Project in the 
IS/MND.



EXHIBIT 3



Attachment A

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,

I



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:

The Recitals set forth above are true and correct.1.

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 Genera! 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.

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.

3.

ADOPTED: June 21. 2012

Rising, Semcken, McOskerAYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

0
0

2
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<213) 485*5452&ev-
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<213) 485-6370
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Writer's Direct Dial

^os .Angeles, (Ealtfcrrnm Niimf(P^1) 4S4-S44,"
JAMES K. HAHN

CITY ATTORNEY FAX-(213) 4S5-R899

R97 0034REPORT NO.

JAN 3 0 1997
REPORT RE;

FEDERATION OP HILLSIDE AND CANYON ASSOCIATIONS. INC. V. 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES. SUPERIOR COURT CASE NO. C 526.616

The Honorable City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
Room 395, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012

Honorable Members:

In Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations. Inc, v. City of 
Los Angeles. Superior Court Case No. C-526616, homeowner groups sought a judicial 
order requiring the City to make its zoning consistent with its General Plan. Pursuant to a 
settlement in the case and after a long, monitored effort to achieve consistency, the 
plaintiffs finally agreed that the consistency program had been substantially completed 
and agreed to end the monitoring of the City’s progress. A final order has now been 
entered, ending the Court’s continued overview of the process.

The plaintiffs filed a motion for costs and attorneys fees in the amount of 
$358,608.71. As authorized, we attempted to negotiate a settlement of the amount with 
the plaintiffs but were unsuccessful. After a hearing before the court, at which we 
opposed their motion, the court issued an order that the City pay fees and costs in the 
amount of $350,849.61. Attached is a copy of the court order.

In order to comply with this order, this office hereby requests that you 
appropriate and authorize the funds necessary to pay the amount and instruct the 
Controller to immediately draw a demand in the sum of $350,849.61

pi*. % (£ 
if tVK

GEB «3 8*
AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLO 

EIGHTEENTH FLOOR CITY HALL EAST • 200 N. MAIN STREET • LOS ANGELES CA 90012-413 <75ftecydsWe and made from recycled waste



The Honorable City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
Page 2

Attorney Liability Claims Account No. 9770, Department 59, Fund 100, payable to the 
Center for Law in the Public Interest. Please instruct the Controller to transmit this 
demand to the City Attorney without further notice or request so that the City may 
comply with the court order.

Very truly yours,

JAMES K. HAHN, City Attorney

4By
'ANTHONY SA0LALP; 

Assistant City Attorney

ASA:rp
Attachment (37296)
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

8

9

10

CASE NO. C-526616FEDERATION OF HILLSIDE AND 
CANYON ASSOCIATIONS, INC., a 
non-profit California corporation, et al.,

Petitioners and Plaintiffs,

11

12 FBiffiEasaa>] order for
AWARD OF ATTORNEYS' 
FEES AND OUT OF POCKET 
DISBURSEMENTS

Date: December 12,1996
Time: 9:30 a.m.
Dept: 86

13

14 v.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES, et al.,

Respondents and Defendant.

15

16

17
Petitioners' and Plaintiffs' Motion for Award of Attorneys Fees and Out-of-Pocket 

Expenses filed pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5, came on regularly for hearing on 

December 12, 1996, at 9:30 a.m., Honorable Diane Wayne, Judge presiding, Edward P. Howard 

of the Center for Law in the Public Interest and Carlyle W. Hall, Jr. of Hall & Associates 

appearing on behalf of Petitioners/Plaintiffs, and Anthony Saul Alperin, Assistant City Attorney, 

appearing on behalf of Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles and Gerald Knapton also on

behalf of the City.
Having read and considered all the evidence and testimony presented in connection with 

this motion, and GOOD CAUSE BEING SHOWN THEREFOR,

The Court finds as follows:

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

DOCUMENT PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



. I

i
1

Petitioners and Plaintiffs satisfy the requirements for fees pursuant to California1.
2

Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5; ■ •

Counsel's hourly rates and the hourly rates of paralegals and clerks are reasonable 

and fees are awarded at the rates set forth in Petitioners' fee motion;

The amount of time expended by Petitioners' counsel was reasonable;

Word processing should be absorbed as a part of overhead, rather than as an out- 

of-pocket expense, and the identified cost in Petitioners' fee motion for word processing is 

disallowed; and

3
2.

4

5
3.

6
4.

7

8

9
The Court overrules Petitioners’ and Plaintiffs' objection to the declaration of5.

10
Gerald Knapton.

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Petitioners’ and Plaintiffs' Motion 

for Award of Attorneys’ Fees and Out-of-Pocket Disbursements is hereby GRANTED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendant and Respondent City of Los Angeles 

shall pay to the Center for Law in the Public Interest (CUPI), which has provided counsel for 

Petitioners and Plaintiffs during the past eleven years, the sum of $342,635.00 as Court awarded 

attorneys' fees and the sum of $8,214.61 as out-of-pocket expenses in this matter for a total of 

$350,849.61. Payment in said amount to be made to CLIPI within 60 days.

i a m 0 7 Wl ' .

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18
Dated:

19
DIANE WAYNE

The Hon. Diane Wayne 
Judge, Los Angeles Superior Court

20

21

22

23 Presented by:

24

25
_ tf P. Howard 

Center for Law in the Public Interest

Attorneys for Petitioners and Plaintiffs

26

27

28
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PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES:

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. I am over the age of 18 
and not a party to the within action. My business address and place of employment is 10951 W. 
Pico Boulevard, Third Floor, Los Angeles, California 90064.

On December 20, 1996, I served the within document exactly titled [PROPOSED] 
ORDER FOR AWARD OF ATTORNEYS' FEES AND OUT-OF-POCKET 
DISBURSEMENTS on the parties herein as follows:

by placing a true copy of said document in a sealed envelope addressed as follows:

Anthony S. Alperin, Esq.
Assistant City Attorney 
200 North Main Street, Room 1700 
Los Angeles, California 90012

(BY MAIL, STATE OR FEDERAL, OFFICE) I am readily familiar with my employer's 
practice of collection and processing of correspondence for mailing. Under that practice, 
in the ordinary course of business, mail placed in the finrfs mail collection box would, on 
the same day, be deposited with the U.S. Postal Service, with postage thereon fully 
prepaid, at Los Angeles, California. Following said practice, on the date stated above, I 
placed the envelopes containing copies of the above-referenced document and addressed 

stated above into this office's mail collection box at my above address, for collection 
and mailing.

(STATE) I declare, under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this 20th day of December, 1996, at Los Angeles, California.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7 [X]

8

9

10
[X]

11

12
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14

15 [X]

16

17

18
le Martin

19

20
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3,0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION*

3.1 LOCATION AND BOUNDARIES

The Hollywood Community Plan area Is located west of Pasadena and downtown Los 
Angcl.es, arid south o / Glendale and Burbank (see Figure 1). The Plan 
irregular in shape and is
Hyperion Avenue and Golden State Freeway on the 
Forest Lawn Drive and Ventura Freeway on the 
bordered by Cahuenga Boulevard,
line running at a southwest tangent from Laurel Canyon Boulevard.

area is
generally bounded by Melrose Avenue on the south,

east, and Barhao Boulevard, 
north. Or the west,, it is 

HulhoHand Drive, Laurel Canyon Boulevard and &

3.2 PURPOSE CF THE COMMUNITY PLAN

In the City of Las Angeles, the lano use element of the General Plan is divided 
into 35 community or district plans. Each community or district plan area is 
about the size of a medium or large city. The Hollywood Community Plan area 
has a population of almost 200,000 people, making it bigger than most cities in 
California. *

State law (Government Code Section 65B6C(d)l requires that the General Plan and 
zoning in the City of Los Angeles be consistent. To comply with this law, the 
City now requires that what the Plan says about.genera iized use, density and 
intensity for an area be the same as the zoning assigned to each parcel in that 

As a result of this law, there are two things that the Community Plan 
1) the general type of use, and 2) the residential

area.
regulates definitively: 
density Inuaoer of units) or commercial Intensity (square feet of floor space) 
permitted in a particular area.

Everything else in the Community Plan Is considered to be a recommendation and 
is taken into consideration whenever a "discretionary action" (for example, a

The Community Plan can recommend "programs" for 
For example, it can recommend that the Circulation

zone change) is requested, 
implementing the Plan.
Element be revised and that a "Transportation Specific Plan" be adopted to make 
sure that transportation improvements will be cade in coordination with 
development permitted by the Community Plan. It can recommend that a series of 
development standards . be Included in the Zoning Code to address specific uses, 
parking requirements, landscaping, height and other design considerations for 
each land use category. It can also recommend that historic surveys be 

•undertaken and Specific Plans be prepared for areas within the Community Plan 
Area that need special attention.

i

This chapter summarizes the key elements of the Plan revision proposal, 
prepared by Gruen Associates. For additional details please refer to the 
Hollywood Community Plan Revision Background Report available from the 
Department of City Planning, City Hali.JJoom 5C5.
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This Proposed Plan revision contains 
needed to make the zoning consistent 
general land use. density and Intensity, 
a particular 
the icning will not be changed at this time, 
considered and may be

the corresponding zoning designations 
with the Proposed Plan with respect to 

If the Proposed Plan designation for 
area would make the zoning "less restrictive** than it Is today,

instead, a
granted upon request by the property owner, 

changes necessary to bring about compliance with State lav are being processed 
through CPC No. 8S-831-GPC.

zone change will be 
The zone

Land use designatione/regulatlons In other element* of the Genera) Plan which ■ 
are applicable to Hollywood are also included in the Plan, 
include: circulation, fire . protection, -safety,
libraries, bicycles, conservation, open space, scenic highways, 
recreation, major equestrian and hiking trails 
transmission rights-of-way facilities.

Other elements 
seismic safety, noise, 

pub 1ic
and City-owned poweri

3.3 BASIS FOR REVISING THE HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN

There are four primary reasons for revising the Hollywood Community Plan at 
this time!

Land use plans are typically prepared to accommodate 20 years of growth 
and are updated every 5 years to respond to unanticipated changes in 
conditions.

1.

The Current Plan wa* prepared in the late 1960’s with a 1990
time horizon; however, its capacity greatly exceeds growth projections for 
the next 20 years. Moreover, until the recently adopted Beverly Hills 
Freeway Deletion Area and HIghland-Cahuenga Area Plan amendments, the Plan 
had not been updated. Until now, no comprehensive update was undertaken.

is under a court order to bring its General Plan and zoning intoThe City 
conformance by March 1988.

2.

' For example, if the current 2onfng on a lot -is residential and the 
Proposed Plan designation is commercial, or If the current zoning permits a 
duplex and the plan permits a fourplex , the zoning is not changed. This means 
that, if the property owner wants to build a commercial use permitted by the 
plan in the first example or a fourplex instead of a duplex in the second 
example, he or she oust request a zone change. The zone change will generally 
be permitted because it Is consistent with the Community Plan, but the request 

zone change gives the City the opportunity to impose developmentfor
standards which are recommended by the Plan but which are not currently ' in the 
Zoning Cede. Other conditions may be imposed based on need to mitigate adverse 
environmental iepacts of the proposed pr-o-ject.

16
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Therefore, It is recommended that the following step* be undertaken in order to 
mitigate transportation inpacts associated with buildout of the Hollywood 
Community and Redevelopment Plans:

« As the . next step in the Hollywood Community Plan process, the City of Los 
Angeles should initiate preparation of a Transportation Specific Plan 
(TSPJ for the entire Community Plan area. The TSP would be similar in 
nature to TSPs recently completed or currently being prepared for such 
areas as the Coastal Corridor, the Hollywood Redevelopment Area, and the 
Ventura/Cahuenga Corridor. The purpose of the TSP would be to fully 
identify transportation Improvement options and costs for the Community 
Plan area, prepare a .specific implementation .plan for improvements, and . 
develop a mechanism with which to fund the plan.

• TSM/TDM plans should be developed and implemented for large scale
commercial developments and employers in the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Redevelopment Plan areas. The recently-approved Regulation XV of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District iAQMDI requires that, by mid- 
1990, all existing and future employers with aore than 100 employee* will 
have prepared and submitted ridesharing plans to the AQND, with the intent 
of increasing the regional average automobile occupancy for employee trips 
front 1.13 to 1.5 (an increase of about 33*) . This requirement should be 
supplemented through the development and 1eplementation of specific plans 
not only for larger employers, but also, to the degree possible, for small 
employers acting together.

« Future land use densities in the Community Plan area should be limited 
through tha implementation of development standards similar in scope to 
those contained in the Proposed Plan.
Redevelopment Plan area should be 
contained in the 20-Year Market-Based forecasts, at'least until steps are 
taken to implement major street system improvements in excess of the 
conceptual improvements feasible within existing r ights-of-way.

future office development in the 
limited to a level similar to that

i

t
e

V?



EXHIBIT 6



Aj.m-.i Pi Wt»fM
HOLLYWOOD H O Universal Studios/City Walk 

B John Anson Fort Theater 
B Hollywood Bowl 
B TCL Chinese Theatre 
B Hollywood & Highland
□ El Capitan Theater 
El Pantages Theater
□ BamsdaUPark
B Kaiser LA Medical Center-Hollywood 
ED Children's Hospital ot Los Angelas 
ED Queen of the Angels Hollywood 

Presbyterian Medical Center 
EB Los Angeles City College 
ED Braille Institute 
ED Wiltern Theetre 
ED Lafayette Park 
ED MacAthurPark 
(B Good Samaritan Hospital 
ED Los Angeles Convention Canter 
ED Staples Center 
S3 Music Center 
ED Los Angeles City Hall 
ED El Pueblo de Los Angeles 
S3 Patsaoura Transit Plaza 
E3 Japanese American National Museum
□ Disney Concert HaU
□ Museum of Contemporary Art [MOCAj 
ED LA County Main Jail

HuraBadUne 
Metro Pfcrpit Line 

O Macro BaiLSiahuH 

iiajiit Metro HI .in 4 Ins 

Melnj CJolfl Line 
Metro Oni^g Urt* 

iW’HMiH MiimLint/AiwaK
D m»b nce*i

T1
VAlLEY YILLAjE > ■In a

I-]' fmfe ■IwiMiDr TOLUCA LAKE4iMoorpark St ^____j j a
a

UNIVERSAL CITYV«j; " ft; i 4 Freeway

STUDIO
CITY

Uh5 FE1.I7

□ HOLLYWOOD:

O 4HOLLYWOOD
HILLS S., 5 friiiifl^

HoJyncod 91 

Stinaet Bl
T

D

13
ji!

>n]|,|j*M«a.PL

1tin mu* Aw

■ 14* i

Ti
WtSTLAKEu-i-iA■Snarly 8t CHNAFCWNr

DOWNTOWN
LOS ANGELES

Ath St

Ml Si * Ur
KOHElAI rtors Ax

^TAjfJSl

W&k
•ft

■l|!

1
iftriV.



EXHIBIT 7



Section 12.12C4 Minimum Lot Area for Guest Rooms in R5 Zone.

Q- Under this code section, minimum lot area in the R5 zone are not defined for guest 
rooms as in the R3 and R4 zones, but guest rooms are a permitted use in the R5 Zone. Is 
there a minimum lot area per guest room in the R5 zone even though it does not specify 
such?

A- The R5 zone has no lot area regulation for the guest rooms. The only lot area 
provision for the R5 zone is that the minimum lot area unit shall be 200 sq ft. This is not an 
error by omission since the guest rooms are a permitted use in the R5 zone.

Height district limitations on total floor area in the building prevent an unlimited number of 
guest rooms.

(From Memo by Zoning Engineer Nick Trotta on 2/10/2009)

pg. 66
Zoning Manual
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TRANSMITTAL TO CITY COUNCIL
; -vi: ■ Jg ■Case Nb.;s) Planning Staff Nafnefc. nd Contact No. C.0. No....

CPC-2010-961-CA
GABRIELE JUAREZ 213-978-1337 ALL

Items Appealable to Council WEI '■■■■■::: m ' .. Last Pay to Appeal: Appealed

Yes □ NoD
■■■

N/A N/A

Location of Project (Include project titles, if any.) —n—n___ _ J i: .■ _

CITYWIDE

—Narne(s) Applicant / Representative, Address and Phone Number. ' If
_____ _L

CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Name{s), Appellant / Representative, Address, and Phone Numbei i:

Final Project DescriptibrTfDescriptidir-is for consideration by Comrr.itU.e/Council, and for Use on agendas and official public notices. If a 
General Plan Amend lent and If .-Zone Change case .elude the prior land use designation arid zone,- as well as the proposed ian< use 
designation and cone change (i.e. “from Very Low Density Residential land cse designation to Low Density land use designation and 
concurrent zone change from RA-1-K to (T)(Q)R1-1-K). In addition, fo. a ' cases appealed in the Council, pi-ase include in the description only 
those items which are appealable to Council'.) - ■. ■■ ' O : ..i '-.-/nv. -'L'' • ■ . ■ ' . ,'■■■ ■ :

A proposed ordinance to continue to allow developments that combine residential and 
commercial uses as a mixed use exception by removing references to redevelopment project 
areas, many of which are expiring. In addition, the proposed ordinance addresses related 
technical corrections.

7
Environmental1 No. Commission Vote:..;-t_VFiscal Impact Statement :_____

Yes □ No‘Determination states administrative costs 
are recovered through fees. EN V-2010-962-ND 6-0

*y :1 rn ; \ t~- ■ u <??

JAMiSWLUAMI msion Executive Assistant 1 Date

PLANNING & LAND 
USE MANAGEMENTC:\Docu\lcois fd Settings\jwilliam\Desktop\COUNC!L TRANSMITTAL FORM 09^2567 doc
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DATE : JUL % S 2010

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Council of the City of Los Angeles 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

ATTN: Patrice Lattimore, Legislative Assistant

CITY PLAN CASE NO. 2010-961-CA

Transmitted herewith is a proposed ordinance to continue to allow developments that combine 
residential and commercial uses as a mixed use exception by removing references to 
redevelopment project areas, many of which are expiring In addition, the proposed ordinance 
addresses related technical corrections.

On June 24, 2010, following a public hearing, the City Planning Commission approved the 
proposed ordinance, attached.

This action was taken by the following vote:

Moved:
Seconded:
Ayes:
Absent.
Vacant:

Freer
Orozco
Cardoso, Kezios, Romero, Roschen
Burton, Woo
One

Vote: 6-0

illiams, Commission Executive Assistant I 
City Planning Commission

ames

Attachments. Findings, Proposed Ordinance
Amy Brothers, Michael Bostrom, Deputy City Attorneys, Land Use Division 

City Planning Staff: Tanner Blackman
cc:

http://www.planning.lacity.org


APPENDIX A

ORDINANCE NO.

A proposed ordinance amending Sections 12.22 and 12.24 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code to redefine eligible zones for developments combining residential and 
commercial uses, remove outdated subsections, and make minor technical corrections.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

HWMWW'

of Subsection A ofSection 1. Paragraphs (a) and (b) of Subdiviai|
Section 12.22 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are ...

(a) Any use permitted in the R5 Zoj|Pon any lot in tftijCR, C1, C1.5, 
C2, C4 or C5 Zones provided that such IqMpfbcated within an areardesiqnated 
on an adopted community plan as "ReaicThll Center'-Lor “Regional Commercial”

approved-fey-the-Gity Council within the CecfeLCltYCemmunity Plan Area. Any 
combination of R5 uses and the^uses permitfe|||i the underlying commercial 
zone shall also be permitted drejaebJot

(b) Any use permittedjjLthe .5,^2, C4 or C5 Zones on any
lot in the R5 Zone provided that thi^fot-islibcateWwithin a the Centra! City

combination of these commercial and residentialCommunity Plan __ _ ___
uses shall also hemermiftlcfeon theTflL Commercial uses or any combination of 
commercial an'eLresidentiairuses

i-.

permitted on any lot in the R5 Zone by
conditional US||piirsuantStl'Cecti.on 12114W15 in other redevelopment project
araas^peroveBtHyJheiClfrCdrBS&OBtside the Central City Community Plan « » .............—    ■ *— “  ~   -— - “ — —+■ 
Area.

~SSIBivisi0fe.15 of Subsection W of Section 12.24 of the Los 
AngefeMunicipal Codecs amended to read:

15-^5Developm6Wts Combining Residential and Commercial Uses in the 
R5 Zone w~heBLlocated=o:atside in-a redevelopment-projeet -area-approved-by the City 
Council other-fh:aB„-.a,,pidject area-within the Central City Community Plan Area. Any use 
or combination ofjpses in the CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, C5, or R5 Zones may be 
authorized. (For mixed used developments permitted by right, see Section 12.22 A.18. 
of this Code.)

Sec. 3. The City Clerk shall certify...
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ATTACHMENT 1

LAND USE FINDINGS

The City Planning Department recommends that the City Planning Commission, in accordance 
with Charter Section 556 and 558, find:

In accordance with Charter Section 556 the proposed ordinance (Appendix A) is in 
substantial conformance with the purposes, intent, and provisions of the City’s Genera! 
Plan in that it furthers:

1.

Goaf 3N of the Framework Element of the General Plan which states, “[mjixed-use, 
multi-family residential and commercial areas that enhance the quality of life for the 
City's existing and future residents and businesses.”, specifically addressing:

- Objective 3.13 which states "[pjrovide opportunities for the development of mixed-
use boulevards where existing or planned major transit facilities are located and 
which are characterized by low-intensity or marginally viable commercial uses 
with commercial development and structures thatintegrate commercial, housing, 
and/or public service uses.”

- Policy 3.13.1 of the Framework Element, which states “[ejncourage the
development of commercial uses and structures that integrate housing units with 
commercial uses in areas designated as “Boulevard-Mixed Use”... The range 
and density/intensity of uses permitted in any area shall be identified in the 
community plans."

- Policy 3.13.2 which states that the City must "[ajiiow boulevards designated for
mixed uses to be differentiated into sub-areas that may individually 
accommodate: (1) sites developed exclusively for commercial uses, (2) 
structures that integrate housing with commercial uses, (3) sites that contain a 
mix of free-standing commerciai and housing, and (4) sites developed exclusively 
for multi-family housing.”

- Objective 3.18 states '“[pjrovide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family
residential, mixed-use, and/or commercial areas of the City ...”

in accordance with Charter Section 558 (b)(2), the proposed ordinance (Appendix A) will 
be in conformity with the public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good 
zoning practice in that it furthers:

2.

Policy 1.1.4 by expanding “location options for residential development, particularly 
in designated Centers, Transit Oriented Districts and along Mixed-Use Boulevards,” 
and Policy 1.1.6 by facilitating "innovative models that reduce land, materials and 
labor costs”, specifically addressing:

Item 1 of the City Planning Commission policy, “Do Real Planning”, to "demand 
walkable city” whereby commercial uses are co-located with residences’.”
Tne Walkability Checklist that encourages enhancing the pedestrian experience.
The Downtown Design Guide principle of locating “[sjhops and services within 
walking distance.”



CPC-2010-961 -C A

ENVIRONMENTAL FINDING

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Negative 
Declaration (Attachment 2) was published on April 22, 2010- On all measures the 
proposed ordinance (Appendix A) will have either no or a less than significant effect on 
the environment. The proposed ordinance makes no changes to existing zoning, any 
specific plans or other land use regulations that affect the physical environment.
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ENV-2010-962-ND 
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June 10, 2010 
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Room 1010- 10th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012
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COUNCIL DISTRICT: All
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All

PUBLIC HEARING REQUIRED

REQUEST: Amendments to Sections 12.22 A. 18, and 12.24 W. 15 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC). .

SUMMARY: A proposed ordinance (Appendix A) to continue to allow developments that combine 
residential and commercial uses as a mixed use exception by removing references to 
redevelopment project areas, many of which are expiring. In addition, the proposed ordinance 
addresses related technical corrections.

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:
1. Adopt the staff report as its report on the subject.
2. Adopt the findings in Attachment 1.
3. Adopt the attached Negative Declaration as the CEQA clearance on the subject in Attachment 2.
4. Approve the proposed ordinance (Appendix A) and recommend its adoption by the City Council.

S. GAIL GOLDBERG, AICP
Director of Planning

MICHAEL LOG^AND'E
Chief Zoning Administrator

ALAN BELL, AICP
Senior City Planner, Office of the Zoning Administrator

k

THOMAS ROTH MANN1'
City Planner, Code Studies

AlIE LA,
City Plannin^Associate, Code Studies 
Telephone: (213) 978-1337
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ADVICE TO PUBLIC: Tne exact time this resort will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other 
Items on the agenda. Written communication may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, 200 Norto Main Street, Room 532, Los 
Angeles CA 9CC12 (Phone No. 213/978-1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial 
packets are sent a week prior to the Commission’s meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may he limited to 
raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters 
delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of 
Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal 
access to these programs, services, and activities. Si.qn language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or 
othe,r services may be provided upon request Tc ensure availability of services, please make your request no later than three working days 
(72 hours) prior to the meeting by calling the Commission Secretariat at 213/978-13C3.
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SUMMARY

Mixed use development improves the quality of life for the City's residents by encouraging 
development to locate jobs and retail near housing which is a more sustainable urban 
development pattern. City policies encourage mixed use development in these areas 
irrespective of the redevelopment project areas. The proposed ordinance (Appendix A) will 
maintain the incentivized higher residential density in the “Regional Center" and "Regional 
Commercial” land use designations in the Central City Community Plan Area and also removes 
the references to the expiring redevelopment project areas and the “High Intensity Commercial’' 
land use designation. As such, removing the references to the redevelopment project area and 
to the "High Intensity Commercial" iand use designation will not change the policies set forth in 
the General Plan. The proposed ordinance maintains the previously adopted incentive to allow 
higher residential density in commercial zones planned for higher density development. Lastly, 
the proposed ordinance allows commercial uses on any R5 zoned lot outside of the Central 
City Community Plan Area throughout the City through the Conditional Use Permit discretionary 
process by removing the reference to redevelopment project areas.

STAFF REPORT

INITIATION

Pursuant to Charter Section 558 and Section 12.32 A of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 
Director of Planning has initiated the attached, proposed ordinance (Appendix A).

BACKGROUND

In 1982, the Los Angeles City Council adopted Ordinance No. 156,681, which provided the 
incentive of a higher residential density for commercially zoned developments in the 
“Residential Center," “Regional Commercial” or “High Intensity Commercial” land use 
designations or within any approved redevelopment project area within the Central City 
Community Plan Area. Additionally, this ordinance permitted commercial uses or any 
combination of commercial and residential uses in the R5 zone in adopted redevelopment 
project areas within the Central City Community Plan Area, Commercial uses or any 
combination of commercial and residential uses may be considered through the Conditional 
Use Permit process outside of the Central City Community Plan Area, but only if located in 
other adopted redevelopment project areas.

The adopted ordinance enabled and incentivized mixed use developments in areas in the city 
that the General Plan had identified for a higher and more intense level of development. Mixed 
use development fosters the concept of smart growth, which combines residential and 
commercial uses in relatively close proximity. City policies encourage development that can 
accommodate housing, jobs and retail near each other. Such a development pattern 
encourages a more walkable environment that makes the City less car dependant and more 
sustainable overall.

3
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DISCUSSION

L. A. M. C. Section 12.22 A. 18

Currently, the adapted ordinance permits R5 density in the CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4 or C5 zones, 
provided that these lots are located in the “Regional Center,” “Regional Commercial” or “High 
Intensity Commercial” land use designations citywide or in any adopted redevelopment project 
area within the Central City Community Plan Area. This is an exception to the Citywide zoning 
code, which only allows R4 density in the CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4 or C5 zones. The adapted 
ordinance provided the incentive of the higher residential density permitted in the R5 zone for 
commercially zoned developments in order to encourage mixed use.

The proposed ordinance removes the reference to the “High Intensity Commercial” iand use 
designation because it has been phased out. Since there is no application or corresponding 
usage of this land use designation in any of the Department’s policies or maps, there is no 
need to keep the reference in the zoning code.

Additionally, the proposed ordinance removes the reference to redevelopment project areas. 
The 1,549-acre Central Business District Redevelopment Project was adopted on July 18, 
1975. The Centra! Business District had shown signs of deterioration and blight since the 
195G’s and was first studied for possible redevelopment during the 196G's. During the life of 
the Redevelopment Project, several projects were accomplished with the assistance of 
essential tools such as zoning regulations that allowed for developments that combined 
residential and commercial uses. As a result, the goal of reaching the $750,000,000 tax 
increment cap was reached in November 2000. Subsequently in May 2002, the City Council 
and Community Redevelopment Agency Board of Commissioners amended the Central 
Business District Project Area detaching those areas which continue to evidence blight, which 
include the Civic Center, Financiaf District and the Los Angeles Convention Center The 
remainder of the original Redevelopment Area is being phased out through expiration over 
time. The Central Business District redevelopment project area will be expiring in July 2010 
and the Bunker Hill redevelopment project area will expire in 2011.

City policies encourage mixed use development in these areas irrespective of the 
redevelopment project areas. As such, removing the references to the redevelopment project 
area and to the “High Intensity Commercial” land use designatipn will not change the policies 
set forth in the General Plan. The proposed ordinance maintains the previously adopted 
incentive to allow higher residential density in commercial zones planned for higher density 
development.

L. A. M. C. Section 12.24 W, 15

The adopted ordinance currently permits commercial uses in the R5 zone by-right in the 
Central City Community Plan Area. Commercial uses are also permitted in the R5 zone 
throughout the City through the Conditional Use Permit discretionary process with the Zoning 
Administrator as the decision-maker, but only in approved redevelopment project areas, This 
regulation is an exception to the zoning code because the R5 zone does not allow commercial 
uses. In effect, this exception results in making the R5 zone a mixed use zone in the Central 
City Community Plan Area by-right and elsewhere in the City through the Conditional Use 
Permit discretionary process.

4
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The proposed ordinance removes the reference to redevelopment project areas. Removing 
this reference allows commercial uses on any R5 zoned lot outside of the Central City 
Community Plan and throughout the City through the Conditional Use Permit discretionary 
process. There are no changes to the provisions regarding commercial uses on R5 zoned lots 
in the Central City Community Plan Area.

The impact of the proposed ordinance is minimal. There are few R5 zoned lots outside of the 
Central City Community Plan Area. The Westlake Community Plan Area contains 
approximately 64 net acres abutting its core Regional Commercial land use designation area. 
The Westwood Community Plan Area contains approximately 48 net acres located along tine 
Wilshire Corridor east of Westwood Boulevard and west of Club View, and also on the east 
side of Hilgard Avenue south of Sunset Boulevard and north of Le Conte. Lastly, the Hollywood 
Community Plan Area has approximately 117 gross acres, which include the one-half of the 
abutting streets, located primarily in the center of Hollywood along Sunset and Hollywood 
Boulevards east of Western Avenue and sporadically west of La Cienega Boulevard. The 
proposed ordinance fosters mixed used development where appropriate by maintaining the 
incentive of allowing commercial uses in R5 zones through discretionary review.

CONCLUSION

The proposed ordinance amends the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) to maintain 
consistency v/ith the General Plan and other City policies that encourage mixed use 
development in the Regional Centers or Regional Commercial land use designations, maintains 
the previously adopted incentive to allow higher residential density in commercial zones 
planned for higher density development, and deletes references to expiring redevelopment 
areas and obsolete land use designations. The proposed ordinance coincides with the land 
use and future growth policies outlined in the General Plan as well as the Department’s 
Strategic Plan that prioritizes “Dofingj Real Planning.” Mixed use development improves the 
quality of life by locating jobs and retail near housing and promoting a more sustainable 
environment for the City’s overall longevity.

5
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ATTACHMENT 1

LAND USE FINDINGS

The City Planning Department recommends that the City Planning Commission, in accordance 
with Charter Section 556 and 558, find:

In accordance with Charter Section 556 the proposed ordinance (Appendix A) is in 
substantial conformance with the purposes, intent, and provisions of the City's General 
Plan in that it furthers:

1.

Goal 3N of the Framework Element of the General Plan which states, “[mjixed-use, 
multi-family residential and commercial areas that enhance the quality of life for the 
City’s existing and future residents and businesses.”, specifically addressing:

- Objective 3.13 which states “[pjrovide opportunities for the development of mixed-
use boulevards where existing or planned major transit facilities are located and 
which are characterized by low-intensity or marginally viable commercial uses 
with commercial development and structures that integrate commercial, housing, 
and/or public service uses."

- Policy 3.13.1 of the Framework Element, which states “[ejncourage the
development of commercial uses and structures that integrate housing units with 
commercial uses in areas designated as “Boulevard-Mixed Use”... The range 
and density/intensity of uses permitted in any area shall be identified in the 
community plans.”

- Policy 3.13.2 which states that the City must “[ajllow boulevards designated for
mixed uses to be differentiated into sub-areas that may individually 
accommodate: (1) sites developed exclusively for commercial uses, (2) 
structures that integrate housing with commercial uses, (3) sites that contain a 
mix of free-standing commercial and housing, and (4) sites developed exclusively 
for multi-family housing.”

- Objective 3.18 states “[pjrovide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family
residential, mixed-use, and/or commercial areas of the City ..."

in accordance with Charter Section 558 (b)(2), the proposed ordinance (Appendix A) will 
be in conformity with the public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good 
zoning practice in that it furthers:

2.

Policy 1.1.4 by expanding “location options for residential development, particularly 
in designated Centers, Transit Oriented Districts and along Mixed-Use Boulevards,” 
and Policy 1.1.6 by facilitating “innovative models that reduce land, materials and 
labor costs”, specifically addressing:

Item 1 of the City Planning Commission policy, “Do Real Planning”, to “demand 
walkable city" whereby commercial uses are co-located with residences’."
The Walkability Checklist that encourages enhancing the pedestrian experience.
The Downtown Design Guide principle of locating "[sjhops and services within 
walking distance.”

6
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ENVIRONMENTAL FINDING

In accordance with the California Environmenta! Quality Act (CEQA), a Negative 
Declaration (Attachment 2) was published on April 22, 2010. On all measures the 
proposed ordinance (Appendix A) will have either no or a less than significant effect on 
the environment. The proposed ordinance makes no changes to existing zoning, any 
specific plans or other land use regulations that affect the physical environment.

7
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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 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

COUNCIL DISTRICT 
CITYW

.LEAD CITY AGENCY 
City of Los Angeles

PROJECT TITLE 
ENV-2010-9S2-ND

CASE NO. 
CPC-2010-961-CA

PROJECT LOCATION 
CITYWIDE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
,A proposed ordinance (a technical correction) to Sections 12.22 A 1-3 and 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code to continue 
jallowing developments that combine residential and commercial uses. This is necessary because of the expiring City Redevelopment 
Areas that incentivized mixed use development in Downtown.

No development is proposed as part of the project. No change in iand use, density, or intensity is proposed as part of this project.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N Spring St. Rm 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

FINDING:
The City Planning Department of the City of Los Angeles has Proposed that a negative declaration be adopted for this project. 
The Initial Study indicates that no significant impacts are apparent which might result from this project's implementation. This 
action is based on the project description above.

rr its
SBl m

ills
..M■ ;if

Mill
Any written comments received during the public review period are attached together with tire response of the Lead City 
Agency, The project decision-make may adopt this 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

GABRIELA JUAREZ (213) 978-1337City Planning Associate

ADDRESS SIGNATURE (Official) DATE

VS
200 N. SPRING STREET, 7th FLOOR 
LOS ANGELES CA.90012 2c? / o

ATTACHMENT 2
ENV-2010-962-ND Page 1 of40
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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
(CEQA Guidelines SecLon 15063)

LEAD CITY AGENCY:
City of Los Angeles

COUNCIL DISTRICT: DATE:
CITYW

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES' Department of City Planning

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE:
ENV-2C10 962-ND

RELATED CASES: 
CPC-201 G-961-CA

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO.: □ Does have significant changes from previous actions.
Does NOT have significant changes from previous actions.Y'

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
AMENDMENTTO SECTIONS 12.22 A 18 AND 12.24 FOR THE LOS ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE
ENV PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
A proposed ordinance (a technical correction) to Sections 12.22 A 18 and 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code to continue 
allowing developments that combine residential and commercial uses. This is necessary because of the expiring City Redevelopment 
Areas that incentivized mixed use development in Downtown.

No development is proposed as part of tho project. No change in land use, density, or intensity is proposed as part of this project

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS:
Tho City of Los Angeles is the second largest city in the United States by population with an estimated 4 million residents. The city's 
boundaries cover a total area of 498.3 square rr.iies (1,291 km2), comprising 469.1 square miles (1,214.9 km2) of land and 29.2 square 
miles (75.7 km2) of water, reflecting a diverse terrain of urbanized areas, beaches, mountains, and valleys. The City of Los Angefes is 

■ divided into 15 City Council districts and 35 Community Plan Areas.

PROJECT LOCATION:
CITYWIDE

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA:
CITYWIDE
STATUS:

AREA PLANNING COMMISSION:
CITYWIDE

CERTIFIED NEIGHBORHOOD 
COUNCIL:
CITYWiDE

V" Does Conform to Plan 

□ Does NOT Conform to Plan

MAX. DENSITY/INTENSITY 
ALLOWED BY ZONING:
Various

EXISTING ZONING;
Various

MAX. DENSITY/INTENSITY 
ALLOWED BY PLAN 
DESIGNATION:
Various

LA River Adjacent:GENERAL PLAN LAND USE:
Various NO

PROPOSED PROJECT DENSITY:
Various

ENV-2010-962TND Page 2 of 40



Determination (To Be Completed By Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation: •

i find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a 
significant effect in this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project 
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT is required.

I find the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless mitigated" 
impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document 
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier 
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must 
analyze onty the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because aii potentially 
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant fo 
applicable standards, and (b) have been'avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing 
further is required.

V"

□
□

□

jQ City Planning Associate (213) 978-1337

Title Phoneignature
t“r-:

Evaluation Of Environmental Impacts:
1. A brief explanation is required for ail answers except "No impact" answers that are adequately supported by the information 

sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the 
referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project 
falls outside a fault rupture zone), A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as 
well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants based on a project-specific 
screening analysis).

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as 
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate 
whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant 
impact" Is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially 
Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of a mitigation 
measure has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must 
describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation 
measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR, or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should 
identify the following:
a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and adequately 
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by 
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated," describe the 
mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address 
site-specific conditions for the project.

b.

ENV-2010-962-ND Page 3 of 40



c c
Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e g., 
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, 
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be 
cited in the discussion.
This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally 
address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 
The explanation of each issue should identify;
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

6.

7.

8.

9.

ENV-2010-962-ND Page 4 of 40



Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a 
"Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

□ POPULATION AND HOUSING
□ PUBLIC SERVICES
□ RECREATION
□ TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Q MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE

□ GREEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
□ HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 

MATERIALS
□ HYDROLOGY AND WATER 

QUALITY
□ LAND USE AND PLANNING
□ MINERAL RESOURCES
□ NOISE

□ AESTHETICS 
P AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 

RESOURCES 
P AIR QUALITY 
P BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
P CULTURAL RESOURCES 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency}

Background 

PROPONENT NAME:
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
APPLICANT ADDRESS:
200 N Spring St. Rm 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST;
Department of City Planning
PROPOSAL NAME (if Applicable): ____ ____

PHONE NUMBER:
(213) 978-1337

DATE SUBMITTED:
04/15/2010

Page 5 of 40ENV-2010-962-ND
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■ Potentially 

. significant 
unless

c (
Less than
significant

impact

Potentially
significant mitigation

impact | incorporated No impact

I. AESTHETICS
a. \ Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? V'_
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, 

I rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
.

c. 1 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
1 surroundings?

/

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 
_ day or nighttime viewsjn the area?

V"
-—

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to nonagricultural use?

V'a.

Conflict with existing zoning to' agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?b.
“Vc. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined 

in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timbeland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), ortimberfand zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?
Result in the toss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

V*"

4d.

involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to ncri-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

e.

HI. AIR QUALITY
V"Conflict with or obstruct implementation of toe applicable air quality plan?a.

h.1 Violate any air qualify standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
i projected air qualify violation?

c. Result to a cumu latively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (incltidrng releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
Exposesansitiw receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? /d.

e. | Create objectionahfn odors affecting a substansfol number of people? V"
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Have a substantial adverse effect, either d rectiy or through habitat 
modifications, on any spades Icfenltfad as a candidate, sensitive, or spec,'*1 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, ui by the 
California Department of Fish and Gama or U 6- f sh ar.d Wildlife Service?

3.

—

b. have a substanfip adverse affect on any riparian habitat or ether sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or 
by ihe California Department of Fish end Game or US Fish and Wildlife 
Service?

-Have a substantial adverse effect on federally prelected wetlands as de timid 
by Section 404 of toe Clean Wafer Act (includng, but net limited to, marsh, 
vernal poet, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, tilting, hydra logical 
interruption, nr other means?

e.

i Interfere substantially with the movement o'"any native resident or migratory 
fish or wile life species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 

j oornoom. o: impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

d.

Conflict-with any local pol des or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such its a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

e.

f- j Confirm with tha prov.s.ons of an adopted Haril -t Conservation pio- Natural 
i Community Qonse vetion Plan, or ether approved local, regiona[, or State 
i habitat conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
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a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in § •'5064,5?

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to § 15054.5?

M.ip-

yrDirectly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature?

t.

. Disturb any human remains, Including these interred outside of formal 

. cemeteries?
d. ✓
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS .................. _ . . .........................
a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 

the risk of toss, injury, or death involving' Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most recent Aiquist- Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Strong seismic ground shaking?

b. V'
Fxpose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving. Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?

c.

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
: the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Landslides? .

d.
_

Result in substantial soil erosion or the toss of topsoil? yTo.
- -

Be located on a g eologic unit cr soil that is unstable, or that would become 
. unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or offsite 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

f.

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- 1-R of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?
W*at«NMtiUUW fifeecriib ■ -i'wt"—‘"-t n ■ ■■ .im  1 ii m. f->- *r—ZC.-J.-.K. —m ira-a i tfr* ■-•hT.-.-it. i ■ i—• I'riiiinrnivini^iri
Have sorts incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available tor 
the disposal of waste water?

g.

h.

VII. GREEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
ha ve a significant impact on the environment? ■

* *■', ■■ '« iwmin.hi'f -ii r t iii i , ■ r n t rxju- .Jin - -fc— t i • ■ -- ' > >" ■ -i i ■ i-rr-i-r

b, Conflict with an applicable plan, poficy cr regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

VIII, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ' ' ' "

V'

/

TCreate a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

■J.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment?

b.

,

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school?

c.

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,

! would it create a significant hazard to the publtoor the environment?

a. For a project located within an airport iand use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area9

f, i For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in 
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

J ■■ wmL«wi . ■iji i.i ■ i h’v-m- *.r:i i  r-^rtr -.-i.-.v.' -- —bu 11*1 z:.-- ■-  _=*.—:—.».r. i .

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

V

v"Q-
hbh s
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11. ^Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
'■involving Wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 

■ areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

V"

IX* HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
a. ! Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

b, | Substantial deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
. groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume 
ora lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g,, the production rate of 
preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

z

5n- S ubstantialiy alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

o.

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or off-site?

z

V"'■ Create or contribute runoff water which woufd exceed the capacity of existing 
: or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff?

e.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?f.

V'Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary cr Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map?

3-

-■L
Y--------Place within a 100-year food hazard area structures which would impede or 

.redirect flood flaws?
h.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a fevee or 
dam?

Y
] V. .

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? I1
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Physically divide an established community? V'a.

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to tire genera! plan,

| specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

-= - I" fcl'.-. ---i.1 I i |j, ir,Li' l_-i ■' ■■ ■ ■ ■-■iWi. ' !■! ijrirrn:a# ■ r.m i..«- I >
e.; Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 

I conservation plan?
XL MINERAL RESOURCES ~“ “
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of : 

value to the region and the residents of the state?

V'

+—\ “b. Result In the Igss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery sfle delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan?

■H_-—-XIL U0J3E
TExposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 

established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies?
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?

t- A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
| vicinity above levels existing without the project?

dTj A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
■ project vicinity above levels existing without the project? _____

b.

-r

yf
J.
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ie. For a project located within art airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 

■ airport, would the project expose people residing cr working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels?

V"

-

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in tho project area to excessive noise levels?

f.
i

Xilf. POPULATION AND HOUSING

V"Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

a.

/b.

*• -
c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere?
XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 

j new or physically altered governmental tacilitres the construction cf which 
j could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
! service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: Fire protection?
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated, 

j with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
: new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
coufd cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times cr other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: Police protection? ........_____ ___

V'a.

b.

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
■ with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need far 
[ new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: Schools?

c.

V"! Would the project resuif in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
I with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
■ new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for ary of the 
public services: Parks?

d.

..

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
now or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which, 
could cause significant environmental impacts, iff order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 

ij public services: Other public facilites?
XWRECREA1TON^_^ 1. ~
a. (Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

j parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
i deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

e.

s
■ Jr:.

b. IDoes the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreations! facilities which might have an adverse physical 

! effect on tho environment?
XVI. TRANSPORTATiONJTRAFRC

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account 
all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel 
and relevant components cf the circulation system, including bul not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, 
and mass transit?

3.

J
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b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but 
not limited to level at service standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways?

U-■ ail IMlV l • —WJ—■—IIM   « ■ - . I.-.- ~~ - _* I. ‘ . . I ’ -M_______

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

I -ii-Jma.-- -V—i.w,—r.—if—ii>—wn —   —-—4—■

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e g., farm equipment)?

c.

d.

■
Ye. Result in inadequate emergency access?

J,
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Yf.

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Ya. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Reg ionaf Water 
Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the construction cf new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could 

! cause significant environmental effects?
yrRequire or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 

j expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
“significant environmental effects?

c.

d. j Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
i entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? V"
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to sewe the project's 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

e.

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the" 
:praject's solid waste disposal needs?
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste?

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Ya- Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
1 substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 3 fish or 
J wild life 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 enesangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 

, periods of California history or prehistory?
Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (’’Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental 

| effects of a project are considerable when viewed In connection with tho 
I effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)?__

j Doss the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial 
i adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

V"b.

Yc.
Jl

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083, 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference; Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections 21080, 
21C83.Q5, 21095, Pub. Resources Code; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect 
the Histone Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Caf.App.4th at 1109: San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown 
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.
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DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

The Environmental Impact Assessment includes the use of official City of Los Angeles and other government source reference 
materials related to various environmental impact categories (e.g., Hydrology, Air Quality, Biology, Cultural Resources, etc.). The State 
of California, Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology - Seismic Hazard Maps and reports, are used to identify 
potential future significant seismic events; including probable magnitudes, liquefaction, and landslide hazards. Based on applicant 
information provided in the Master Land Use Application and Environmental Assessment Form, impact evaluations were based on 
stated facts contained therein, including but not limited to, reference materials indicated above, field investigation of the project site, 
and any other reliable reference materials known at the time.

Project specific impacts were evaluated based on all relevant facts indicated in the Environmental Assessment Form and expressed 
through the applicant's project description and supportive materials. Both the Initial Stuay Checklist and Checklist Explanations, in 
conjunction with the City of Los Angeles's Adopted Thresholds Guide and CEQA Guidelines, were used to reach reasonable 
conclusions on environmental impacts as mandated under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The project as identified in the project description will not cause potentially significant impacts on the environment. Therefore, this 
environmental analysis concludes that a Negative Declaration shall be issued for the environmental case file known asENV-201Q-962-NC 
ENV-2010-962-NDand the associated case(s), CPC-2010-961-CA .

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
All supporting documents and references are contained in the Environmental Case File referenced above and may be viewed in the 
EIR Unit, Room 763, City Hall.
For City information, addresses and phone numbers: visit the City's website at http://www.Iacity.org ; City Planning - and Zoning 
Information Mapping Automated System (Zl MAS) cityplanning.lacity.org/ or EIR Unit, City Hall, 200 N Spring Street, Room 763. 
Seismic Hazard Maps - http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/
Engineering/Infrastructure/Topographic Maps/Parcel Information - http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us/indexOl.htm or 
City's main website under the heading "Navigate LA".

TELEPHONE NO.: DATE:PREPARED BY: TITLE:

04/15/2010(213) 978-1337GABRIELA JUAREZ City Planning Associate
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~r Mitigation
Measures( (Impact? Explanation

APPENDIX A: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS EXPLANATION TABLE

I. AESTHETICS
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 

remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. The code amendment project 
itself does not include any specific 
physical development. The proposed 
code amendment would not change 
existing City regulations governing 
building heights, nor would it change 
alfowed land uses or development 
intensity within the City of Los Angeles. 
Implementation of the proposed 
regulations through future development 
projects would not represent any change 
in how future development would affect 
scenic vistas. No adverse impact would 
result

a.

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Scenic resources including trees 
(inclusive of street trees and other 
landscape trees) and historic buildings are 
found throughout the City of Los Angeles. 
However, the proposed code amendment 
project itself does not include any specific 
physical development that would affect 
these resources, and the proposed 
regulations would not encourage tree 
removal, damage to historic structures, or 
any increase in development intensity or 
distribution in the project area. No 
adverse impact would result.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. The code amendment project 
itself does not include any specific 
physical development. No adverse impact 
would result.

c.

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Future development approved within the 
City of Los Angeles has the potential to 
create new sources of substantial light or 
glare that could adversely affect day or 
nighttime views. However, this proposed 
code amendment project does not include 
any specific development and does not 
encourage more lighting or
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glare-generating architeclural features 
than are allowed under existing 
regulations. Impacts would be less than 
significant

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES
The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are ailcwed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. This specific mixed use of 
development may only occur by right in C 
and R5 zones within the Centra! City 
Community Plan Area. Further, the 
proposed regulations themselves do not 
include any specific development and do 
not encourage convers:on of agricultural 
iand to nan-agricultural uses or impacts to 
land under Williamson Act contract. No 
impacts to agriculhiral resources would 
occur.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTa.

The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. This specific mixed use of 
development may only occur by right in C 
and R5 zones within the Central City 
Community Plan Area. Further, the 
Dioposed regulations themselves do not 
include any specific development and do 
not encourage conversion of agricultural 
land to non-agricultural uses or impacts to 
land under Wllsamson Act contract. No 
impacts to agricultural resources would 
occur.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. This specific mixed use of 
development may only occur by right in C 
and R5 zones within the Central City 
Community Plan Area. Further, the 
Droposed regulations themselves do not 
include any specific development and do 
not encourage conversion of agricultural 
land fo non-agricultural uses or impacts to 
land under Williamson Act contract. No 
impacts to agricultural resources would 
occur.

c.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTd. The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
"12.22 A.18. This specific mixed use of 
development may only occur by right in C 
and R5 zones within the Central City 
Community Plan Area. Further the 
proposed regulations themselves do not 
include any specific development and do 
not encourage conversion of agricultural 
land to non-agricultural uses or impacts to 
land under Williamson Act contract. No 
impacts to agricultural resources would 
occur.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City cf Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. This specific mixed use of 
development may only occur by right in C 
and R5 2ones within the Central City 
Community Plan Area. Further, the 
proposed regulations themselves do not 
include any specific development and do 
not encourage conversion of agricultural 
land to non-agricultural uses or impacts to 
land under Wlliamson Act contract No 
impacts to agricultural resources would 
occur

e.

[II. AIR QUALITY
Implementation of the code amendment 
project would not increase population 
levels or net density in the City of Los 
Angeles. As the project would not 
contribute to population growth in excess 
of that forecasted in the AQMP, no impact 
would occur.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTa.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as pari of or 
would be facilitated by the code 
amendment project, and no increases in 
land use density, intensity, or distribution 
are proposed. Thus, no impact is 
anticipated fiom new stationary sources 
of pollutants, such as generators or 
household uses (staves, heaters, 
fireplaces etc). As no construction is 
proposed, impacts from construction 
emissions would not be increased. Thus, 
overall air quality would be unaffected by 
project implementation. The proposed 
code amendment would remove the

b.
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reference to the redevelopment area 
where developments combining 
residential and commercial uses in 
specific zones are allowed by right within 
the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 12.22 
A.1B. The code amendment project itself 
does not include any specific physical 
development. No adverse impacts would 
occur.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of or 
would be facilitated by the cade 
amendment project, and no increases in 
land use density, intensity, or distribution 
are proposed. Thus, no impact is 
anticipated from new stationary sources 
of pollutants, such as generators or 
household uses (stoves, heaters, 
fireplaces etc). As rrc construction is 
proposed, impacts from construction 
emissions would not be increased. Thus, 
overall air quality would be unaffected by 
project implementation. The proposed 
code amendment would remove the 
reference to the redevelopment area 
where developments combining 
residential and commercial uses in 
specific zones are allowed by right within 
the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 12.22 
A. 13. The code amendment project itself 
does not include any specific physical 
development. No adverse impacts would 
occur,

c.

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Commercial and industrial uses of the 
type that would result in substantial 
pollutant concentrations Dr objectionable 
odors would not be facilitated by the 
proposed code amendment project. No 
changes in land use designations or 
allowed uses are proposed, and no 
development would be directly approved 
by the project. No adverse impacts would 
occur.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Commercial and industrial uses of the 
type that would result in substantial 
pollutant concentrations or objectionable 
odors would not be facilitated by the 
proposed code amendment project. No 
changes in land use designations or 
allowed uses are proposed, and no 
development would be directly approved 
by the project. No adverse impacts would 
occur.

e.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Biological resources may be found 
throughout the City of Los Angeles. 
However, the proposed code amendment 
project itself does not include any physical 
development that would affect these 
resources, and the proposed regulations 
would not encourage tree removal, 
damage to identified species, riparian 
communities, or sensitive natural 
habitats, or any increase in development 
intensity or distribution in the project area. 
Implementation of the proposed 
regulations through future development 
projects would not represent any change 
in how future development would affect 
scenic vistas. No adverse impacts to 
biological resources, including identified 
species, riparian communities or sensitive 
natural communities, wetlands, protected 
trees, and habitats, are anticipated from 
the proposed code amendment.

a

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Biological resources may be found 
throughout the City of Los Angeles. 
However, the proposed code amendment 
project itself does not include any physical 
development that would affect these 
resources, and the proposed regulations 
would not encourage tree removal, 
damage to identified species, riparian 
communities, or sensitive natural 
habitats, or any increase in development 
intensity or distribution in the project area. 
Implementation of the proposed 
regulations through future development 
projects would not represent any change 
in huw future development would affect 
scenic vistas. No adveise impacts to 
biological resources, including identified 
species, riparian communities or sensitive 
natural communities, wetlands, pretested 
trees, and habitats, are anticipated from 
the proposed code amendment.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Biological resources may be found 
throughout the City of Los Angeles 
However, the proposed cede amendment 
project itself does not include any physical 
development that would affect these 
resources, and the proposed regulations 
would not encourage tree removal, 
damage to identified species, riparian 
communities, or sensitive natural 
habitats, or any increase in development 
intensity or distribution in the project area. 
Implementation of the proposed 
regulations through future development 
projects would not represent any change 
in how future development would affect

C.'
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scenic vistas. No adverse impacts to 
biological resources, including identified 
species, riparian communities or sensitive 
natural communities, wetlands, protected 
trees, and habitats, are anticipated from 
the proposed code amendment.

d, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Biological resources may be found 
throughout the City of Los Angeles. 
However, the proposed code amendment 
project itself does not include any physical 
development that would affect these 
resources, and the proposed regulations 
would not encourage tree removal, 
damage to identified species, riparian 
communities, or sensitive natural 
habitats, or any increase in development 
intensity or distribution in the project area. 
Implementation of the proposed 
regulations through future development 
projects would not represent any change 
in how future development would affect 
scenic vistas. No adverse impacts to 
biological resources, including identified 
species, riparian communities or sensitive 
natural communities, wetlands, protected 
trees, and habitats, are anticipated from 
iths proposed code amendment.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Biological resources may be found 
throughout the City of Los Angeles. 
However, the proposed code amendment 
project itself does not include any physical 
development that would affect these 
resources, and the proposed regulations 
would not encourage tree removal, 
damage to identified species, riparian 
communilies, or sensitive natural 
habitats, or any increase in development 
intensity or distribution in the project area. 
Implementation of the proposed 
regulations through future development 
projects would not represent any change 
in how future development would affect 
scenic vistas. No adverse impacts to 
Dialogical resources, including identified 
species, riparian communities or sensitive 
natural communities, wetlands, protected 
trees, and habitats, are anticipated from 
the proposed code amendment.

e.

f. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Biological resources may be found 
throughout the City of Los Angeles 
However, the proposed code amendment 
project itself does not include any physical 
development that would affect these 
resources, and the proposed regulations 
would not encourage tree removal, 
damage to identified species, riparian 
communities, or sensitive natural
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habitats, or any increase in development 
intensity or distribution in the project area. 
Implementation of the proposed 
regulations through future development 
projects would not represent any change 
in how future development would affect 
scenic vistas. No adverse impacts to 
biological resources, including identified 
species, riparian communities or sensitive 
natural communities, wetlands, protected 
trees, and habitats, are anticipated from 
the proposed code amendment.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed project involves regulatory 

changes and does not include any 
specific physical development. The 
proposed standards would not facilitate 
nor encourage new development projects. 
Because no construction or physical 
changes to existing buildings is proposed 
as part of the project and because of the 
existing regulations and protections in 
place, including required CEQA review for 
projects with potential impacts to historic 
resources, adoption of the proposed code 
amendment is not anticipated to have any 
adverse impacts to historic resources.

a.

The proposed project involves regulatory 
changes and does not include any 
specific physical development. In 
addition, California Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 et seq. require that 
if human remains are discovered the 
Coroner shall be contacted and an 
investigation undertaken. If the coroner 
recognizes the human remains to be 
those of a Native American, or has reason 
to believe that they are those of a Native 
American, he or she must contact the 
Native American Heritage Commission.
No adverse impacts to archaeological or 
paleontological resources associated with 
implementation of the proposed code 
amendment are anticipated. Thus, the 
impact, if any, would be less than 
significant._________________________ __

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb.

The proposed project involves regulatory 
changes and does not include any 
specific physical development. In 
addition, California Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 et seq. require that 
if human remains are discovered the 
Coroner shall bo contacted and an 
investigation undertaken. If the coroner 
recognizes the human remains to be 
those of a Nat've American, or has reason

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTc
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to believe that they are those of a Native 
American, he or she must contact the 
Native American Heritage Commission. 
No adverse impacts to archaeological or 
paleontological resources associated with 
implementation of the proposed code 
amendment are anticipated. Thus, the 
impact, if any, would be less than 
significant. ___________________

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed project involves regulatory 
chanyes and does not include any 
specific physical development, in 
addition, California Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 et seq. require that 
if human remains are discovered the 
Coroner shall be contacted and an 
investigation undertaken, if the coroner 
recognizes the human remains to be 
those of a Native American, or has reason 
to believe that they are those of a Native 
American, he or she must contact the 
Native American Heritage Commission.
No adverse impacts to archaeological or 
paleontological resources associated with 
implementation of the proposed code 
amendment are anticipated. Thus, the 
impact, if any, would be less than 
significant.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Los Angeles County, like most of 
Southern California, is a region of high 
seismic activity and is therefore subject to 
risk and hazards associated with 
earthquakes. Several active faults within 
the region are considered capable of 
affecting property throughout the City of 
Los Angelos. The proposed project 
involves regulatory changes and does not 
include any specific phys'cal 
development. No increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. No specific development is 
proposed and no development would be 
specifically approved by adoption of the 
project, Individual future development 
projects, to which the proposed 
regulations would be applicable, would be 
subject to the requirements of the 
international Building Code and the 
California Building Code, which would 
ensure that the design and construction of 
new structures are engineered to 
withstand the expected ground 
acceleration, liquefaction, or other 
hazards that may occur on-site. Because 
no new development is proposed and due 
to required compliance with applicable

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTa.
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building codes, no impacts related to 
seismic hazards are anticipated.

Los Angeles County, like most of 
Southern California, is a region of high 
seismic activity and is therefore subject to 
risk and hazards associated with 
earthquakes. Several active faults within 
the region aro considered capable of 
affecting property throughout the City of 
Los Angeles, The proposed project 
involves regulatory changes and dees not 
include any specific physical 
development. No increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. No specific development is 
proposed and no development would be 
specifically approved by adoption of the 
project. Individual future development 
projects, to which the proposed 
regulations would be applicable, would be 
subject to the requirements of the 
International Building Code and the 
California Building Code, which would 
ensure that the design and construction of 
new structures are engineered to 
withstand the expected ground 
acceleration, liquefaction, or other 
hazards that may occur on-site. Because 
no new development is proposed and due 
to required compliance with applicable 
building codes, no impacts related to 
seismic hazards are anticipated._________

LESS T HAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb.

Los Angeles County, like most of 
Southern California, is a region of high 
seismic activity and is therefore subject to 
risk and hazards associated with 
earthquakes. Several active faults within 
the region are considered capable of 
affecting property throughout the City of 
Los Angeles. The proposed project 
involves regulatory changes and does not 
include any specific physical 
development. No increases in (and use 
density, intensify, or distribution are 
proposed. No specific development is 
proposed and no development would be 
specifically approved by adoption cf the 
project. Individual future development 
projects, to which the proposed 
regulations would be applicable, would be 
subject to the requirements of the 
international Building Code and the 
California Building Code, which would 
ensure that the design and construction of 
new structures are engineered to 
withstand the expected ground 
acceleration, liquefaction, or other

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTc.
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tiazards that may occur on-site. Because 
no new development is proposed and due 
to required compliance with applicable 
building codes, no impacts related to 
seismic hazards are anticipated.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTd. Landslides are often triggered by 
earthquakes or torrential rainstorms. As 
noted throughout this document, no 
specific development is proposed as part 
of nor would any individual development 
be approved by the project, and nc 
increases in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed No landslide 
impacts are anticipated.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Erosion potential from site preparation for 
larger projects would be largely 
addressed through standard emsion 
control BMPs that are typically required 
during project construction; far example, 
projects with greater than one acre of 
ground disturbance require State Water 
Resoulces Control Board Storm Watet 
Pollution Prevention Plans. In addition, no 
specific development is proposed as part 
of this code amendment project, no 
individual development would be 
approved by the code amendment, and no 
increases in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. No impacts 
resulting from soil erosion or loss of 
topsoil are anticipated._________________

e.

f. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Nc specific development is proposed as 
part of the code amendment project, nc 
individual development would be 
approved by the code amendment, and no 
increases in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. In addition, 
compliance with California Building Code 
standards for safe construction generally 
ensures that no impacts related to 
expansive soils would occur.____________

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No specific development is proposed as 
part of the code amendment project, no 
individual development would be 
approved by the code amendment, and no 
increases in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. In addition, 
compliance with California Building Code 
standards for safe construction generally 
ensures that no impacts related to 
expansive soils would occur.

g-
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTh. No specific development is proposed as 
part of the code amendment project, no 
individual development would be 
approved by the code amendment, and no 
increases in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. No impacts 
would occur related to septic capability.

VII. GREEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of or 

would be facilitated by the code 
amendment project, and no increases in 
land use density, intensity, or distribution 
are proposed Thus, no impact is 
anticipated, directly or indirectly, 
regarding generation of greenhouse gas 
emissions As no construction is 
proposed, impacts from construction 
emissions would not be increased. The 
proposed code amendment would remove 
the reference to the redevelopment area 
where developments combining 
residential and commercial uses in 
specific zones are allowed by right within 
the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 12.22 
A.18 The code amendment project itself 
does not include any specific physical 
development. No adverse impacts would 
occur.

a.

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of or 
would be facilitated by the code 
amendment project, and no increases in 
land use density, intensity, or distribution 
are proposed. Thus, adoption of the code 
amendment is not anticipated to conflict 
with applicable plans, policies, or 
regulations adopted for the purpose of 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. As 
no construction is proposed, impacts from 
construction emissions would not be 
increased. The proposed code 
amendment would remove the reference 
to the redevelopment area where 
developments combining residential and 
commercial uses in specific zones are 
allowed by right within the City of Los 
Angeles, per LAMC 12.22 A.18. The code 
amendment project itself does not include 
any specific physical development. No 
adverse impacts would occur.

V|[|. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Individual future development projects 

that may be proposed and developed as 
outlined in LAMC 12.22 A.18 may be 
located on or near sites that could raise 
concerns regarding hazardous materials 
use, contamination, or other hazards.

a.
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| However, no increases in land use 
density, intensity or distribution, are 
proposed as part of the proposed code 
amendment. No specific development is 
proposed, and no individual development 
would be approved by adoption of the 
code amendment. In addition, a number 
of existing state and federal laws and 
programs apply to hazards and hazardous 
materials and would apply to subsequent 
future individual development projects 
These include the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act,
California Fire Codes Senate Bill 1082 
(Facilities Subject to Corrective Action), 
Department of Heath Services 
regulations, and Department of Housing 
regulations. Finally, Municipal Code 
Section 54.05 requires that a hazardous 
substance clearance report, including 
provisions for site remediation if 
warranted, be approved by the County 
Health Department and recorded with the 
County for sale or transfer of any 
property, upon which there has been an 
unauthorized disposal or release of a 
hazardous substance.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Individual future development projects 
that may be proposed and developed as 
outlined in LAMC 12.22 A.18 may be 
located on or near sites that could raise 
concerns regarding hazardous materials 
use, contamination, or ether hazards. 
However, no increases in land use 
density, intensity or distribution, are 
proposed as part of the proposed code 
amendment. No specific development is 
proposed, and no individual development 
would be approved by adoption of the 
code amendment. In addition, a number 
of existing state and federal laws and 
programs apply to hazards and hazardous 
materials and would apply to subsequent 
future individual development projects. 
These include the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act,
California Fire Codes, Senate Bill 1082 
(Facilities Subject to Corrective Action), 
Department of Heath Services 
regulations, and Department of Housing 
regulations. Finally, Municipal Code 
Section 54.05 requires that a hazardous 
substance clearance report, including 
provisions for site remediation if 
warranted, be approved by the County 
Health Department and recorded with the 
County for sale cr transfer of any

b.

BNV- 2010-962-N1) Page 23 of 40



~1 Mitigation
Measures{impact? Explanation

property, upon which there has been an 
unauthorized disposal or release of a 
hazardous substance.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Individual future development projects 
that may be proposed and developed as 
outlined in LAMC 12.72 A.18 may be 
located on or near sites that could raise 
concerns regarding hazardous materials 
use, contamination, or other hazards. 
However, no increases in land use 
density, intensity or distribution, are 
proposed as part of the proposed code 
amendment. No specific development is 
proposed, and no individual development 
would be approved by adoption of the 
code amendment. In addition, a number 
of existing state and federal laws and 
programs apply to hazards and hazardous 
materials and would appiy to subsequent 
future individual development projects. 
These include the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act,
California Fire Codes, Senate Bill 1082 
(Facilities Subject to Corrective Action), 
Department of Heath Services 
regulations, and Department of Housing 
regulations. Finally, Municipal Code 
Section 54.05 requires that a hazardous 
substance clearance report, including 
provisions for site remediation if 
warranted, be approved by the County 
Health Department and recorded with the 
County for sale or transfer of any 
property, upon which there has been an 
unauthorized disposal or release of s 
hazardous substance.

o.

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Individual future development projects 
that may be proposed and developed as 
outlined in LAMC 12.22 A.18 may be 
located on or near sites that could raise 
concerns regarding hazardous materials 
use contamination, or other hazards. 
However, no increases in land use 
density, intensify or distribution, are 
proposed as part of the proposed code 
amendment. No specific development is 
proposed, and no individual development 
would be approved by adoption of the 
code amendment, in addition, a number 
of existing state and federal laws and 
programs apply to hazards and hazardous 
materials and would apply to subsequent 
future individual development projects. 
These include the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act,
California Fire Codes, Senate Bill 1087 
(Facilities Subject to Corrective Action),
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Department of Heath Sei vices 
regulations, and Department of Housing 
regulations. Finally, Municipal Code 
Section 54.05 requires that a hazardous 
substance clearance report, including 
provisions for site remediation if 
warranted, be approved by the County 
Health Department and recorded with the 
County for sale or transfer of any 
property, upon which there has been an 
unauthorized disposal or release of a 
hazardous substance.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The City of Los Angeles contains the Lcs 
Angeles International Airport, the Van 
Nuys Airport, and Whiteman Airport. No 
safety hazard impacts would occur 
because no new individual development 
or increases in land use density, intensity, 
or distribution are proposed as part of the 
proposed code amendment, No adverse 
impacts are anticipated.

e.

f. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The City of Los Angeles contains the Los 
Angeles International Airport, the Van 
Nuys Airport, and Whiteman Airport. No 
safety hazard impacts would occur 
because no new individual development 
or increases in land use density, intensity, 
or distribution are proposed as part of the 
proposed code amendment. No adverse 
impacts are anticipated,________________

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The circulation network would remain 
unchanged under the proposed 
regulations. Access to and from existing 
structures and to and through the project 
area would remain unchange-d. Existing 
requirements for fire and other emergency 
access would continue to be applied to 
development as it is proposed and 
reviewed. No adverse impacts are 
anticipated.

9-

h. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The City of Los Angeles is highly 
urbanized but contains large areas of 
undeveloped lands adjacent to urban 
areas, where the possibility of wildfires 
exist at the wildland-urban interface- 
However, no specific development is 
proposed by the code amendment 
project, and no increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. Individual future development 
projects that may be proposed and 
developed as outlined in LAMC 12.22 
A.18 will be subject to requirements of the 
international Building Code and the 
California Building Code. No impacts 
would occur.
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No specific development Is proposed as 

part of the code amendment project, no 
individual development wi]l be approved 
as part of the code amendment, and no 
increases in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. Regulations 
under the federal Clean Water Act require 
that a NFDES general construction storm 
water permit be obtained for projects that 
would disturb greater than one acre 
during construction. Acquisition of a 
NPDES permit is dependent on the 
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains 
BMPs to control the discharge of 
pollutants, including sediment, into the 
local surface water drainages. For project 
operation, the City's Stormwater and 
Urban Runoff Pollution Control 
regulations (Municipal Code, Chapter VI 
Article 4.4) require measures to control 
stormwater pollutants, including 
Implementation of practices from the 
"Development Best Management 
Practices Handbook" adopted by the 
Board of Public Works. The City’s NPDES 
Permit requires new development and 
redevelopment projects to incorporate 
water quality measures. Depending on 
the type of project, either a Standard 
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP) or a Site Specific Mitigation 
Plan is required to reduce the quantity 
and improve the quality of rainfall runoff 
that leaves the site. No impacts are 
anticipated. ___ ____

a.

No development is proposed as part of 
the code amendment project, no 
individual development would be 
approved as part of the code amendment, 
and no increases in land use density, 
intensity, or distribution are proposed. 
Adoption of the proposed code 
amendment would not result in a 
measurable increase in the demand for 
water. No impacts ate anticipated.______

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No specific development is proposed as 
part of the code amendment project, no 
individual development will be approved 
as part of the code amendment, ar.d no 
increases in land use density, intensity, cr 
distribution are proposed. Regulations 
under the federal Clean Water Act require 
that a NPDES genera! construction storm 
v/ater permit be obtained for projects that

c.
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would disturb greater than one acre 
during construction. Acquisition of a 
NPDES permit is dependent on the 
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains 
BMPs to control the discharge of 
pollutants, including sediment, into the 
local surface water drainages. For project 
operation, the City’s Stormwater arid 
Urban Runoff Pollution ControS 
regulations (Municipal Code, Chapter VI 
Article 4.4) require measures to control 
stormwater pollutants, including 
implementation of practices from the 
"Development Best Management 
Practices Handbook” adopted by the 
Board of Public Works. The City’s NPDES 
Permit requires new development and 
redevelopment projects to incorporate 
water quality measures. Deoending on 
the type of project, either a Standard 
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(8USMP) or a Site Spec'fic Mitigation 
Plan is required to reduce the quantity 
and improve the quality of rainfall runoff 
that leaves the site. No impacts are 
anticipated. ______ ________________

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No specific development is proposed as 
part of the code amendment project, no 
individual development will be approved 
as part of the code amendment, and no 
increases in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. Regulations 
under the federal Clean Water Act require 
that a NPDES general construction storm 
water permit be obtained for projects that 
would disturb greater than one acre 
during construction. Acquisition of a 
NPDES permit is dependent on the 
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains 
BMPs to control the discharge of 
pollutants, including sediment, into the 
local surface water drainages. For project 
operation, the City 's Stormwater and 
Urban Runoff Pollution Control 
regulations (Municipal Code, Chapter VI 
Article 4 4) require measures to control 
stormwater pollutants, including 
implementation of practices from the 
“Development Best Management 
Practices Handbook” adopted by the 
Board of Public Works. The City’s NPDES 
Permit requires new development and 
redevelopment projects to incorporate 
water quality measures, Depending on 
the type of project, either a Standard
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Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP) or a Site Specific Mitigation 
Plan is required to reduce the quantity 
arid improve the quality of rainfall runoff 
that leaves the site. No impacts are 
anticipated. .... ... .........................

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No specific development is proposed as 
part of the code amendment project, no 
individual development will be approved 
as part of the code amendment, and no 
increases in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. Regulations 
under the federal Clean Water Act require 
that a NPDES general construction storm 
water permit be obtained for projects that 
would disturb greater than one acre 
during construction. Acquisition of a 
NPDES permit is dependent on the 
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains 
BMPs to control the discharge of 
pollutants, including sediment, into the 
local surface water drainages, For project 
operation, the City's Stormwater and 
Urban Runoff Pollution Control 
regulations (Municipal Code, Chapter VI 
Article 4.4) require measures to control 
stormwater pollutants, including 
implementation of practices from the 
“Development Best Management 
Practices Handbook" adopted by the 
Board cf Public Works The City’s NPDES 
Permit requires new development and 
redevelopment projects to incorporate 
water quality measures. Depending on 
the type of project, either a Standard 
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP) or a Site Specific Mitigation 
Plan is required to reduce the quantify 
and improve the quality of rainfall runoT 
that leaves the site. No impacts are 
anticipated.___________

e.

f. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No specific development is proposed as 
part of the code amendment project, no 
individual development will be approved 
as part of the code amendment, and no 
increases in land use density intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. Regulations 
under the federal Clean Water Act require 
that a NPDES general construction storm 
water permit be obtained for projects that 
would disturb greater than one acre 
during construction. Acquisition of a 
NPDES permit is dependent on the 
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains 
BMPs to control the discharge of
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pollutants, including sediment, into the 
local surface water drainages. Tor project 
operation, the City's Stormwater and 
Urban Runoff Pollution Control 
regulations (Municipal Code, Chapter VI 
Article 4.4) require measures to control 
stormwater pollutants, including 
implementation of practices from the 
'Development Best Management 
Practices Handbook” adopted by the 
Board of Public Works The City's NPDES 
Permit requires new development and 
redevelopment projects to incorporate 
water quality measures. Depending on - 
the type of project, either a Standard 
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP) or a Site Specific Mitigation 
Plan is required to reduce the quantity 
and improve the quality of rainfall runoff 
that leaves the site, No impacts are 
anticipated. _____

No development is proposed as part of 
the code amendment project, no 
individual development would be 
approved as part ot the code amendment, 
and no increases in land use density, 
intensity, or distribution are proposed. 
Existing requirements for flood 
management and mitigation would 
continue to be applied to development as 
it is proposed and reviewed. No adverse 
impacts are anticipated.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTg-

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part ot 
the code amendment project, no 
individual development would be 
approved as part of the code amendment, 
and no increases in land use density, 
intensity, or distribution are proposed. 
Existing requirements for flood 
management and mitigation would 
continue to be applied to development as 
it is proposed and reviewed. No adverse 
impacts are anticipated.

h.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of 
the code amendment project, no 
individual development would be 
approved as part of the code amendment, 
and no increases in land use density, 
intensity, or distribution are proposed. 
Existing requirements for flood 
management and mitigation would 
continue to be applied to development as 
it is proposed and reviewed. No adverse 
impacts are anticipated.

t.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part the 
code amendment project, no individual 
development would be approved as part 
of the code amendment, and no increases 
in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. Coastal areas 
of the City of Los A ngeles could 
potentially be subject to tsunami or 
seiche, and existing requirements for 
mitigation, including the Coastal 
Development Permitting process 
administered by the Coastal Development 
Commission, would continue to be 
applied to development as it is proposed 
and reviewed. No adverse impacts are 
anticipated.

J-

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 

remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City ot Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. No increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. No specific development is 
proposed, and no individual development 
would be approved by adopLon of the 
code amendment. No changes in land, 
use designations are proposed, and no 
major infrastructure or other projects or 
changes (hat would divide existing 
communities are proposed or would be 
directly facilitated. No impacts would 
occur.

a.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12,22 A 18. No increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. No specific development is 
proposed, and no individual development 
would be approved by adoption of the 
code amendment. Implementation of the 
proposed changes to existing conditional 
use regulations through future requested 
projects within the City of Los Angeles 
would be consistent with the General 
Plan, applicable Community Plans, 2nd 
Zoning Ordinance as amended by this 
code amendment project. No impacts 
would occur.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment wouid 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC
12.22 A.18. No increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. No specific development is 
proposed, and no development would be 
specifically approved by adoption of the 
program. Therefore, No habitat 
conservation plans or natural community 
conservation plans would be impacted.

c.

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 

remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. No increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. No specific development is 
proposed, and no development would be 
specifically approved by adoption of the 
program. Therefore, no impacts to 
mineral resources would occur.

a.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb. The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. No increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. No specific development is 
proposed, and no development would be 
specifically approved by adoption of trie 
program. Therefore, no impacts to 
mineral resources would occur.

XII. NOISE
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 

remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC
12.22 A.18. No increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. No specific development is 
proposed, and no development would be 
specifically approved by adoption of the 
proposed code amendment. Because the 
proposed project does not include any 
development proposals or entitlements,

a.
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adoption of the proposed code 
amendment would not place sensitive 
receptors in areas, subject to noise that 
exceeds noise standards.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb. The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18, No increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. No specific development is 
proposed, and no development would be 
specifically approved by adoption of the 
proposed code amendment. Because the 
proposed project does not include any 
development proposals or entitlements, 
adoption of the proposed code 
amendment would not place sensitive 
receptors in areas, subject to noise that 
exceeds noise standards.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. No increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. No specific development is 
proposed, and no development would be 
specifically approved by adoption of the 
proposed code amendment. Because the 
proposed project does not include any 
development proposals or entitlements, 
adoption of the proposed code 
amendment would not place sensitive 
receptors in areas, subject to noise that 
exceeds noise standards.

c.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No specific development is proposed and 
no development would be specifically 
approved by adoption of the proposed 
code amendment. The proposed 
regulations do not involve any 
development proposals or entitlements. 
Any future development through LAMC 
12.22 A.18 to be developed in the City of 
Los Angeles will comply with Noise 
Ordinance No. 144,331 and 161,574, and 
any subsequent ordinances, which 
prohibit the emission or creation of noise 
beyond certain levels at adjacent uses 
unless technically infeasible. Therefore, 
no impacts related to temporary 
construction noise would occur.

d.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeies, per LAMC
12.22 A.18. No specific development is 
proposed, and no individual development 
would be approved by adoption of the 
program. If adopted, the proposed code 
amendment will not impact any existing 
or planned airport plans. Therefore, the 
project would not expose people to 
excessive noise levels associated with 
airport operations.

e.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTf. The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC
12.22 A.18. No specific development is 
proposed, and no individual development 
wouid be approved by adoption of the 
program. If adopted, the proposed code 
amendment will not impact any existing 
or planned airport plans. Therefore, the 
project would not expose people to 
excessive noise levels associated with 
airport operations. ______ ______

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Nc specific development is proposed as 

part of the code amendment project, no 
individual development would be 
approved by the project, and no increases 
in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. No housing is 
proposed for construction or removal, and 
no population inducing development or 
regulations are proposed. The proposed 
code amendment would remove the 
reference to the redevelopment area 
where developments combining 
residential and commercial uses in 
specific zones are allowed by right within 
the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 12.22 
A.18; however, future development 
projects will not allow 3ny increase in net 
density above what has been planned. 
Therefore, no population and housing 
impacts would occur.______________

a.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb. No specific development is proposed as 
part of the code amendment project, no 
individual development would be 
approved by the project, and no increases 
in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. No housing is 
proposed for construction or removal, and 
no population inducing development or 
regulations are proposed. The proposed 
code amendment would remove the 
reference to the redevelopment area 
where developments combining 
residential and commetcial uses in 
specific zones are allowed by right within 
the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 12.22 
A.18; however, future development 
projects will not allow any increase in net 
density above what has been planned. 
Therefore, no population and housing 
impacts would occur.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No specific development is proposed as 
part of the code amendment project, no 
individual development would be 
approved by the project, and no increases 
in land use density, intensity, or 
distribution are proposed. No housing is 
proposed for construction or removal, and 
no population inducing development or 
regulations are preposed. The proposed 
code amendment would remove the 
reference to the redevelopment area 
where developments combining 
residential and commercial uses in 
specific zones are allowed by right within 
the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 12.22 
A.18; however, future development 
projects will not allow any increase in net 
density above what has been planned. 
Therefore, no population and housing 
impacts would occur.

c.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Because no development is proposed as 

part of or would be facilitated by the code 
amendment project, and no increases in 
land use density, intensity, or distribution 
are proposed, the code amendment 
project would not increase the demand 
for fire or police protection services, 
schools, parks, or ether public services. 
No new facilities would be required, and 
no alterations to existing facilities would 
result from adoption of tire proposed code 
amendment. No adverse impacts related 
to public services or public services 
facilities would occur from adoption of the 
proposed code amendment.

a.
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LESS THAN! SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb. Because nc development is proposed as 
part of or would be facilitated by the code 
amendment project, and no increases in 
land use density, intensity, or distribution 
are proposed, the code amendment 
project would not increase the demand 
for fire or police protection services, 
schools, parks, or other public seivices. 
No new facilities would be required, and 
no alterations to existing facilities would 
result from adoption of the proposed code 
amendment. No adverse impacts rotated 
to public services or public services 
facilities would occur from adoption of the 
proposed code amendment.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Because no development is proposed as 
part of or would be facilitated by the code 
amendment project, and no increases in 
land use density, intensity, or distribution 
are proposed, the code amendment 
project would not increase the demand 
for fire or police protection services 
schools, parks, or other public services. 
No new facilities would be required, and 
no alterations to existing facilities would 
result from adoption of the proposed code 
amendment. No adverse impacts related 
to public services or public services 
facilities would occur from adoption of the 
proposed code amendment.

c.

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Because no development is proposed as 
part of or would be facilitated by the code 
amendment project, and no increases in 
land use density, intensity, or distribution 
are proposed, the code amendment 
project would not increase the demand 
for fire or police protection services, 
schools, parks, or other public services. 
No new facilities would be required, and 
no alterations to existing facilities would 
result from adoption of the proposed code 
amendment. No adverse impacts related 
1o public services or public services 
facilities would occur from adoption of the 
proposed code amendment. _____

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Because no development is proposed as 
part of or would be facilitated by the code 
amendment project, and no increases in 
land use density, intensity, or distribution 
are proposed, the code amendment 
crojecl would not increase the demand 
:or fire or police protection services, 
schools, parks, or other public services. 
No new facilities would be required, and 
no alterations to existing facilities would 
result from adoption of the prooosed code 
amendment. No adverse impacts related

e.

ENV-2010-962-ND Page 35 of 40



a Mitigation
MeasuresCImpact? Explanation

to public services or public services 
facilities would occur from adoption of the 
proposed code amendment.

XV. RECREATION
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of 

the code amendment project, no specific 
development would be approved by the 
code amendment, and no increases in 
land use density, intensity, or distribution 
are proposed. No housing or other uses 
are proposed or would be specifically 
approved that would result in increased 
demand for recreational facilities, and no 
population-inducing development or 
regulations are proposed. No adverse 
impacts related to recreation would occur.

a.

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of 
the code amendment project, no specific 
development would be approved by the 
code amendment, and no increases in 
land use density, intensity, or distribution 
are proposed. No housing or other uses 
are proposed or would be specifically 
approved that would result in increased 
demand for recreational facilities, and no 
population-inducing development or 
regulations are proposed. No adverse 
impacts related to recreation would occur.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFRC
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed nor would 

any specific development be approved by 
the proposed code amendment. 
Implementation of the proposed code 
amendment, which would riot change the 
land use designations or density in the 
project area, would not be expected to 
affect traffic or circulation. Therefore and 
because no specific development, 
changes in land use, or increases in 
allowed land use intensity are proposed 
as part of the proposed code amendment, 
project implementation would not 
increase traffic volumes within the City of 
I os Angeles. No adverse impacts would 
result.

a.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb. No development is proposed nor would 
any specific development be approved by 
the proposed code amendment. 
Implementation of the proposed code 
amendment, which would not change the 
land use designations or density in the 
project area, would not be expected to 
affect traffic or circulation. Therefore, and 
because no specific development, 
changes in land use, or increases in 
allowed land use intensity are proposed
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as part of the proposed code amendment, 
project implementation would not 
increase traffic volumes within the City of 
L.os Angeles. No adverse impacts would 
result.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed nor would 
any specific development be approved by 
the proposed code amendment. 
Therefore, no change in air traffic 
patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks would 
result. Building heights would not be 
increased, nor would projects regulated 
by the proposed code amendment 
increase airport traffic levels. No adverse 
impacts would result.

c.

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No sharp curves, dangerous intersections 
or other hazardous traffic or intersection 
configurations are proposed or would be 
facilitated by implementation of the code 
amendment project. Major changes in 
road engineering, alignment or 
intersection controls that could affect 
traffic safety are not proposed. Farm 
equipment and other incompatible 
vehicular or transportation uses would not 
be introduced or facilitated by the project. 
No adverse impacts would result.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The circulation network would remain 
unchanged under the proposed 
regulations Access to and from existing 
structures and to and through the project 
area would remain unchanged- Existing 
requirements for fire and other emergency 
access would continue to be applied to 
development as it is proposed and 
reviewed- No adverse impacts are 
anticipated_______ ________________

e.

f LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed nor would 
any specific development be approved by 
the proposed code amendment. 
Therefore, no change in parking capacity 
is anticipated from adoption of the 
proposed project, The project would not 
conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
pregrams supporting alternative 
transportation. No adverse impact would 
result.

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of 

the code amendment project, no specific 
development would be approved by the 
project, and no increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. The project would not result in

a.
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a measurable increase in tire demand for 
water nor in an increase in wastewater 
generation. No new or expanded facilities 
are proposed or would be required in 
order to implement the proposed code 
amendment. Impacts would be less than 
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb. No development is proposed as part of 
the code amendment project, no specific 
development would be aupioved by the 
project, and no increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed The project would not result in 
a measurable increase in the demand for 
water nor in an increase in wastewater 
generation No new or expanded facilities 
are proposed or would be required in 
order to implement the proposed code 
amendment. Impacts would be less than 
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No new development or increases in 
potential development are proposed, and 
no wastewater facilities are proposed for 
alteration or expansion. New 
development built suhject to the proposed 
regulations would be subject to various 
water conservation measures in the 
citywide landscape ordinance and other 
regulations. Impacts would be less than 
significant. ___ _______________

c.

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of 
the code amendment project, no specific 
development would be approved by the 
project, and no increases tn land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. The project would not result in 
a measurable increase in Ihe demand for 
water nor in an increase in wastewater 
generation. No new or expanded facilities 
are proposed or would be required in 
order to implement the proposed code 
amendment. Impacts would be less than 
significant.______________

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of 
the code amendment project, no specific 
development would be approved by the 
project, and no Increases in land use 
density, intensity, or distribution are 
proposed. The project would not result in 
a measurable increase in the demand for 
water nor in an increase in wastewater 
generation. No new or expanded facilities 
are proposed or would be required in 
order to implement the proposed cede 
amendment. Impacts would be less than 
significant.

e.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTf. No development is proposed as part of 
the code amendment project, no specific 
development would be approved, and no 
increases in land use density or intensity 
are proposed. Implementation of the 
proposed cede amendment would not 
result in a measurable increase in solid 
waste generatien. Impacts would be less 
than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT No development is proposed as part of 
the code amendment project, no specific 
development would be approved, and no 
increases in land use density or intensity 
are proposed. Implementation of the 
Proposed code amendment would not 
result in a measurable increase in solid 
waste generation Impacts would be less 
than significant___  ______________

9-

XVII!. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 

remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Anceles, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. No development Is proposed 
as part of the code amendment project, 
no specific development would be 
approved by the project. As such, the 
project will not have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below seif-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range cf a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory.

a.

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are a'lowed by right 
within the City of Los Angeles, per LAMC 
12 22 A.18. No development is proposed 
as part of the code amendment project, 
no specific development would be 
approved by the project. As such, the 
project will not have impacts which are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable that have not already been 
taken into account in the respective 
community plan area.__________________
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The proposed code amendment would 
remove the reference to the 
redevelopment area where developments 
combining residential and commercial 
uses in specific zones are allowed by right 
within the City of Los Angelos, per LAMC 
12.22 A.18. No development is proposed 
as pait of the code amendment project, 
no specific development would be 
approved by the project. As such, the 
project does not have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly.___________________

c.
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APPENDIX A

ORDINANCE NO.

A proposed ordinance amending Sections 12,22 and 12.24 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code to redefine eligible zones for developments combining residential and 
commercial uses, remove outdated subsections, and make minor technical corrections.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: JW

Paragraphs (a) and (b) of Subdivistera~£);8 of Subsection A ofSection 1.
Section 12.22 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are arnI§ded'1WJs$ad:

(a) Any use permitted in the R5 ZgagFon any lot (n th’SPSR. C1, C1.5, 
C2, C4 or C5 Zones provided that such iQMp=tocated within an aPjjl&esignated 
on an adopted community plan as "RegiSpli CenterVor “Regional Commercial’' 
or “High Intensity Comm stelal^-sr withii^i^rotki^^mant project--ar-ea 
approved by the Gity Coune4-wft-hin the Central r£ity Commurnty-Piaa-Afea. Any 
combination of R5 uses and the, uses permittedah the underlying commercial 
zone shall also be permitted ofeighJot.

(b) Any use permitted^the C4 or C5 Zones on any
lot in the R5 Zone provided that ti^JotjpScafed^ithrn a the Central City 
Community Plan Msasllfoy combTfla@n~ of these commercial and residential 
uses shall also.^pfermi^Sjon thelpL Commercial uses or any combination of 
commercial anlTesidentidflses mappe permitted on any lot in the R5 Zone by 
conditional usecpursuaniCeLSection 12;if4W15 in other redevelopment project 
areas-aoofoved^bk-thfigCttV-Cbuooil^outs idethe Central City Community Plan 
Area....—---..

S@.divisWfe.15 of Subsection W of Section 12.24 of the Los 
AngelkpjMunicipal Code||. ame~rlfed to read:

“Developments Combining Residential and Commercial Uses in the

Caunc-il-other th^.a.pfdjbct area within the Central City Community Plan Area. Any use 
or combination oQ'Ies in the CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, C5, or R5 Zones may be 
authorized. (For mixed used developments permitted by right, see Section 12.22 A.18. 
of this Code.)

15;
R5 Zone

Sec. 3, The City Clerk shall certify...
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