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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 

Santa Monica, CA 90405 
 

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

 mhagemann@swape.com 
April 24, 2017 
 
Gideon Kracov 
Attorney at Law 
801 S. Grand Ave., 11th Fl. 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Subject: Response to Comments on the Tommie Hotel Project 

 

Dear Mr. Kracov: 

 

We have reviewed the April 21, 2016 Response to City Planning Commission (CPC) Appeal Letters 

(“Responses”) and associated attachments, which addressed comments made on the December 2016 

Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Tommie Hotel Project (“Project”), 

located in the City of Los Angeles. After our review, we find the Responses provided to be insufficient in 

addressing the Project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) impact, and maintain that a Draft Environmental Impact 

Report (DEIR) should be prepared to adequately evaluate and mitigate the Project’s GHG impacts. 

Greenhouse Gas 
In our February 14 comment letter, we concluded that the Project’s IS/MND failed to adequately 

evaluate the Project’s GHG impacts.  Specifically, we found that the IS/MND: (1) failed to use the correct 

input parameters to accurately model the emissions from all of the Project’s proposed land uses in the 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod); (2) failed to use the correct service population value 

to determine Project significance.  After review of the City’s Responses provided in the Response to 

Comments, we maintain that the IS/MND and associated response documents fail to address our 

concerns regarding the IS/MND’s CalEEMod GHG emissions estimates and fails to accurately estimate 

the Project’s per capita GHG emissions. As such, we still find the IS/MND’s GHG analysis to be 

inadequate, and maintain that a Draft Environmental Impact Assessment (DEIR) be prepared to 

adequately evaluate the Project’s GHG impact. 
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Failure to Include All Land Uses in CalEEMod Model 
Our February 14 comment letter found that some Project-specific information disclosed in the IS/MND 

was omitted from the CalEEMod model in the calculation of construction-related and operational 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Specifically, the letter stated that the land uses and square-footages 

identified in Table II-1 of the IS/MND should have been used within the GHG model.  

In response, EcoTierra states,  

“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” (p. 1-2).  

We find this response to lack substantial evidence. Simply because the proposed Project’s mobile-source 

emissions were properly accounted for does not mean that the emissions from the Project’s proposed 

land uses were estimated correctly.   

First, EcoTierra does not account for the fact, as stated in our February 14 comment letter, that 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.1  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.).2 Furthermore, land use designations within CalEEMod are also used 

to estimate operational GHG emissions such as electricity use, water usage per land use, and solid waste 

disposal per land use, emissions from which are not included in mobile-source emissions estimates.3  

Therefore, regardless of the fact that mobile-source emissions may be the “primary source of GHG 

emissions associated with the proposed Project”, there are several other sources of GHG emissions that 

must be accounted for in each land use category when determining a Project’s total GHG impact, which 

the IS/MND and Responses fail to do.  These GHG emissions do not only come from mobile sources, but 

also, for example, from operation of the hotel building.  This need to account for all land uses in the GHG 

model is further supported by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  According 

to the SCAQMD’s Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules, and Plans 

report, 

                                                           
1 CalEEMod User’s Guide, p. 27, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ 
2 CalEEMod User’s Guide, p. 29, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ 
3 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, September 2016, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/upgrades/2016.3/01_user-39-s-guide2016-3-1.pdf?sfvrsn=2, p. 2 
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 “For the purposes of determining whether or not GHG emissions from affected projects are 

 significant, project emissions will include direct, indirect, and, to the extent information is 

 available, life cycle emissions during construction and operation”.4  

Therefore, in order to adequately determine a project’s GHG impact, emissions resulting from all 

sources must be accounted for, which requires that all proposed land uses be accurately inputted into 

CalEEMod.  

Second, as stated in our February 14 comment letter, and, despite what the Responses state, the 

IS/MND’s CalEEMod model fails to specifically account for approximately 12,970 square feet of the 

hotel’s 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.  Thus, the EcoTierra model undercounts the project’s GHG emissions. 

The Responses attempt to justify the IS/MND’s omission of these land uses from the Project’s CalEEMod 

model by asserting that the “Hotel” land use inputted into the CalEEMod model already accounts for 

these amenities, and therefore, “all uses associated with the proposed Project have been evaluated in 

the CalEEMod sheets” (Responses, pp. 76). The Responses state, 

 “As discussed on page II-5, the proposed Project consists of 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” (Responses, pp. 76). 

 
Although the Responses claim that this square footage is included in the “Hotel” land use, as previously 

stated, the square footage for a specific land use type is used within CalEEMod to determine  several 

default variable and emission factors that are used in the model’s calculations.5 Therefore, if the model 

does not account for the square footage of the proposed swimming pool or fitness facilities, the default 

variables and emission factors associated with those land uses are unaccounted for, resulting in an 

                                                           
4 “Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules, and Plans.” AQMD, December 2008, 
available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-
significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2, p. 5 
5 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, September 2016, p. 17, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ 
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underestimation of Project emissions.  As we indicated in our February 14 letter, the GHG model’s 

failure to account for all land uses results in an underestimation of the Project’s GHG emissions. Our 

February 14 analysis indicates that the Project’s GHG emissions exceed the 3,000 MT CO2e/year 

threshold set forth by the SCAQMD when modeled correctly. Therefore, there is, in fact, a fair argument 

of significant GHG emissions from this Project.   

For these reasons, we maintain that the IS/MND fails to account for emissions resulting from all 

proposed land uses, and as a result, the Project’s GHG impact is inadequately addressed. An updated 

GHG analysis be prepared in a Project-specific EIR in order to adequately estimate these likely significant 

Project emissions.   

Use of Incorrect Service Population to Determine Project Significance 
In our February 14 letter, we also found that the IS/MND failed to accurately estimate the Project’s per 

capita GHG emissions. Specifically, we found that the IS/MND used 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.  In response, EcoTierra states,  

“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” (p. 2-3).  

We find issue with this response, however. Simply because a “specific definition of service population 

has never been adopted or approved” by the SCAQMD does not mean that a definition has not been 

proposed, nor does it mean that what constitutes a service population is up for debate. As stated in the 

IS/MND and by EcoTierra in the Responses, “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.  The Project applicant needs 

to remain consistent – either it is going to rely on the SCAQMD thresholds or it is not.  If the applicant 
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does not believe in the reliability of the SCAQMD definitions, then why did it choose to rely on the 

SCAQMD service population significance threshold? 

Furthermore, as stated in our February 14 letter, 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: 

“Divide the total operational GHG emissions by the Service Population (SP) supported by 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 CAPCOA 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 of 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 and the 

Responses state that the Project’s service population should consist “of residents, employees, 

customers, vendors, students, etc.,” does not make this alternative definition correct, nor does it mean 

that the Project’s service population should be calculated as such.  The applicant cannot simply make up 

its own service population threshold, unsupported by substantial evidence or regulatory guidance. 

 

If the service population threshold is not appropriate for a hotel use with no residents, then the 

applicant should not have relied on this threshold.  Using that threshold 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, because this is consistent with 

applicable SCAQMD and CAPCOA guidance.  By failing to do so, both the IS/MND and the Responses are 

incorrect and greatly underestimate the Project’s GHG impact.   

 

Our February 14 analysis demonstrates that the service population relied upon by the IS/MND to 

determine the Project’s GHG impact is greatly overestimated, and that when a correct service 

population is used, the Project’s GHG emissions would have a potentially significant impact. As a result, 

we find the Responses and the IS/MND to be incorrect and unreliable, and require that the mitigation 

measures provided in our February 14 letter be considered. Until an updated greenhouse gas analysis is 

prepared in a Project-specific EIR that adequately evaluates and mitigates the Project’s GHG impacts 

                                                           
6 “CEQA & Climate Change.” & Climate Change.” CAPCOA, January 2008, available at: http://www.capcoa.org/wp-
content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf, p. 71-72. 

http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf
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using a correct service population, the IS/MND and Responses should not be relied upon to determine 

Project significance.  

 

Sincerely,   

 

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

 

Jessie Jaeger 


