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PROPOSED Site Plan Review for the addition of a pedestrian bridge across Temple Street connecting two
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square feet of commercial uses.

APPELLANT: Greg Smith, Vice President of Development, GH Palmer Associates

REQUESTED Appeal of the Director of Planning's denial of a Site Plan Review pursuant to Section 16.05 of
ACTION: the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAM C).

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

1. Deny the appeal of the Director of Planning's Denial of a Site Plan Review.
2. Sustain the Determination of the Director of Planning in denying a Site Plan Review for the addition of a

pedestrian bridge across Temple Street connecting two previously approved mixed-use residential buildings;
3. Do Not Find the Third Addendum of the previously issued MND (Case No. ENV-2006-8108-MND-REC3) as

adequate environmental clearance.



DIR-2013-3749-SPR-1A
Appeal of the Site Plan Review

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE
Director of Planning

By:
Daniel Scott
Principal City Planner

~dbY: ~
i<U~~

. a Bonstln'
Senior Planner

Prepared by:

3-n~-,L<~~~/-v~f;
Blake Lamb
City Planner

Page 2

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: * The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, Cily
Half, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are
given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commission's Office a week prior to the
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be 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 the agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the American 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 its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other
auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To 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-
1300.
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PROJECT ANALYSIS

Appellate Decision
Pursuant to Section 16.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), appeals of Site Plan
Review are made to the Area Planning Commission. The appellate decision of the Area Planning
Commission is final and effective as provided in Charter Section 245.

Project Summary
The project involves the addition of a pedestrian bridge over Temple Street to connect two mixed-
use buildings that are currently under construction (Building itA" and Building "B"). The pedestrian
bridge would connect the second level of Building "N with the third level of Building "B" and would
be approximately 24'-26' above sidewalk grade with a width of approximately 9'4".

Background
The subject property is located within the adopted Central City Community Plan area, in the Civic
Center district in Downtown Los Angeles. The site is designated as Regional Center Commercial
land use with corresponding zones of CR, C1.5, C2, C4, C5, R3, R4, R5, RAS3, and RAS4. The
property is designated in Height District 2D, the "0" Limitation imposed by Ordinance No. 164,307
which restricts the floor area ratio to three (3) times the lot area.

The subject site consists of two adjacent development sites, one which encompasses the entire
block bounded by Figueroa Street on the east, Temple Street on the South, the 110 Harbor
Freeway on the west, and the 101 Hollywood Freeway on the north. The other site is located
directly to the south, across Temple Street, occupying the entire block bounded by Fremont
Avenue on the east, Mignonette Street on the south, the 110 Harbor Freeway on the west, and
Temple Street on the north.

The sites currently consist of two buildings under construction, Building "A" and "B", which were
approved on October 23,2012 per Planning Case No. DIR-2012-61-SPR. That case permitted
the construction of two buildings for a total of 526 residential units and 10,230 square feet of
commercial uses. The buildings will be approximately 75 feet in height. Building "N will be
approximately 338,904 square feet in area, and Building "B" will be approximately 260,722 square
feet in area.

At the time that DIR-2012-61-SPR was approved, the project did not include a pedestrian bridge
linking the two buildings over Temple Street, and thus it was not included on Exhibit A. It was
discussed and initially included at the time the project was filed with the Planning Department, but
the applicant opted to return at a future date with a proposal to include a pedestrian bridge over
Temple Street to connect Building "A" with Building "B". Therefore, they filed the subject Site Plan
Review Case, DIR-2013-3749-SPR to request approval to modify the previously approved plans
with a new pedestrian bridge. The Director of Planning denied the Site Plan Review case in the
determination letter issued February 24, 2014, and therefore the applicant has submitted the
subject appeal.

The subject appeal involves the entire Site Plan Review determination, which denied the
proposed pedestrian bridge.
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Appeal Points and Staff Responses
The appeal of the Director of Planning's Denial of DIR-2013-3749-SPR contends that:

1. Appeal Point: "The appellant has a legitimate concern for the health and safety of the project
residents living immediately adjacent to freeway overpasses with chronic issues of homeless
encampments. "

The project site is adjacentto the 110 Freeway overpass. The appellant contends that the
pedestrian bridge is important in this area due to homeless encampments that are regularly
located in the areaunderthe 110 Freeway overpass. The appellant has provided photographic
evidence of these homeless encampments, which they say have proliferated during evening
hours and where pedestrians are discouraged from walking due to safety concerns. The
appellant provides further explanation of this appeal point, with information on court cases
limiting the Los Angeles Police Department from enforcing City Ordinances that prohibit
sleeping on public streets and leaving private property on the sidewalk. The appellant
disagrees with a number of statements made in the Determination Letter, DIR-2013-3749-
SPR, regarding a concept called "Natural Surveillance" discussed in the City of Los Angeles
Crime Prevention through Environmental Design "Design Out Crime" Guidelines. . The
appellant argues that conditions in the immediate vicinity of the project site are dangerous,
containing potential criminal activity as well as significant adverse public health issues such
as garbage, rodents, and lack of restroom facilities. The appellant does not believe that
requiring the potential residents and patrons of their 526 residential unit mixed-use project to
cross the street at grade level will cause any change to the conditions underneath the 110
Freeway overpass. The appellant submitted an exhibit which illustrates 651 crimes that were
committed within one-mile of the project site in the last year. The appellant also submitted a
document titled "The Problem of Homeless Encampments" to support their claim that criminal
activity increases in areas of homeless encampments.

As proposed, some residents may choose to cross Temple Street at street level because it
will be a faster and more direct path of travel, but the appellant wishes to provide an alternative
path of travel via the pedestrian bridge. The appellant believes such alternative will actually
increase the "eyes on the street" as residents who would otherwise not utilize the street level
crossing out of safety concerns will be more apt to use the bridge, and will be able to look
down at street activity.

The appellant states that prohibiting the bridge will only deter residents from using amenities
in the other building during evening hour, which will only accomplish a less successful
development with fewer "eyes on the street." The proposed pedestrian bridge, as the appellant
explains, is necessary to protect the health and safety of project residents.

Staff Response: There is a small homeless encampment underneath the 110 Freeway
overpass, as there are encampments throughout Downtown and the greater City. A
publication provided by the appellant, titled "The Problem of Homeless Encampments" details
criminal activity by the chronically homeless. The publication states that areas adjacent to
transient encampments have a higher level of petty and serious crime such as drug dealing
and vandalism, and other more serious offences. However, while there is a strong relationship
between homelessness and criminality, most homeless aren't violent criminals, but engage in
petty theft and public intoxication, according to the publication. Many panhandle and street
peddle and are a public nuisance. The crime statistics bear that out. As described below,
only one of the crimes within a walkable distance of the 110 Freeway overpass in the past
year was of a potentially violent nature - a robbery. The remaining crimes were directed
toward property. .
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The appellant provided a map of crimes that occurred within a 1 mile radius of the project site
within the last year and found there were 651 crimes reported by the Los Angeles Police
Department. Planning staff conducted a similar search, but with slightly different parameters.
Utilizing the Los Angeles Police Department Crime Mapping service, a search was conducted
for crimes within 0.2 miles of the area along Temple Street adjacenttothe110 Harbor Freeway
underpass site. The rational for conducting a search of 0.2 miles is that X mile (or as-minute
walk) is generally considered the "walkability radius" for most people and an assumption was
made by Planning staff that the homeless living in the encampment likely do not have vehicles.
Staff utilized the same search dates of March 1, 2013 to March 1, 2014 as the appellants.
Within the past year, the Los Angeles Police Department reported a total of 24 crimes within
0.2 miles of the project site. All of these crimes were reported at either 500 North Figueroa or
600 North Figueroa, which are both the sites of the Orsini multi-family projects. Of these 24
reported crimes, only one crime involved robbery, which is defined as taking property by force
or fear. The remaining 23 crimes involved vehicle break-in/theft, theft/larceny, burglary, or
motor-vehicle theft which are all crimes involving personal property, not theft or bodily harm
to people.

But whether the homeless encampment is a significant threat to potential residents or not, the
larger issue is the existence of the encampment itself. Homeless encampments are not
permanent "solutions" to the problem of homelessness in the region. There are City and
Country services agencies which make every effort to assist homeless individuals to get
services and shelter and to get them out of encampments. This particular location under the
110 Freeway is no different. The Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA), is a
Joint Powers Authority of the City and County of Los Angeles and conducts homeless counts
in the City and County. On March 5, 2014 staff of LAHSA did a count of the homeless
individuals located underneath the 110 Freeway adjacent to the project site and found four (4)
homeless individuals to which shelter was offered. All declined shelter, but were informed
that LAHSA staff would return shortly to offer additional services.

The solution to the existence of this particular homeless encampment is not building a bridge
to avoid the problem. It is true that the City cannot expect this particular development to deal
with the problem by themselves. As stated, there are agencies throughout the City and
County addressing the problem. But the appellants rnust :also recognize that their
development of over 500 residential units and over 10,000 square feet of commercial
development will create a positive and SUbstantial physical change in the area. This
development will improve the public rights-of-way with new sidewalks and street trees, will
offer new retail and restaurant choices, and will physically improve what has been a vacant
site for years. Permitting bridges to be built due to a potential threat from a homeless
encampment will be legitimizing this perceived threat as an argument in support of pedestrian
bridges throughout Downtown Los Angeles. It will ignore the positive good that comes out of
appropriate, site sensitive, and well-designed buildings and infrastructure. The solution is not
to create a barrier between new users and downtown sidewalks, but rather through new
pedestrian-oriented design and increased population, create a more active, lively, and safer
downtown with increased use and a perception of responsibility for the public sphere.

2. Appeal Point: "The project satisfies all applicable Site Plan Review Findings."

The appellant provides an alternate set of findings which demonstrate why, in the appellant's
opinion, the pedestrian bridge complies with all applicable Site Plan Review findings. The
appellant findings contend the entirety of the project-both mixed-use buildings including the
pedestrian bridge-is in conformance with the Central City Community Plan as it enhances
the pedestrian streetscape and is necessary to protect the health and safety of residents. The
appellant findings contend that the Downtown Design Guidelines do not expressly prohibit the
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bridge, therefore the bridge is consistent with that document. .The appellant summarizes the
findings for the original project (approved in Planning Case No. DIR-2012-61-SPR) which
found the project to "consist of an arrangement of buildings and structures that is compatible
with existing and future development on neighboring property." The addition of the pedestrian
bridge, the appellant contends, does not change the previous determination of approval.
Finally, the appellant summarizes the findings for the original project (approved in Planning
Case No. DIR-2012-61-SPR) with regard to recreational amenities. The previously approved
determination letter indicated that the project would provide recreational amenities to improve
habitability forthe residents. The appellant goes on to state that the inclusion of the pedestrian
bridge will further the project's habitability, since the bridge will provide increased access to
the buildings' amenities by providing a safe, alternative way to access them in the evening
hours.

Staff Response: As provided in Planning Case No. DIR-2013-3749-SPR, the Director of
Planning found the proposed pedestrian bridge did not meet any of the required Site Plan
Review findings for the reasons detailed in the Determination Letter. The two mixed-use
buildings under construction, which were approved in Planning Case No. DIR-2012-61-SPR
did meet all the findings and were therefore approved. The denial of the pedestrian bridge
does not change the previous determination of approval. It is the addition of the pedestrian
bridge itself which was denied; the denial of the pedestrian bridge has no bearing on the
project currently approved and under construction.

3. Appeal Point: "The determination letter's findings regarding pedestrian bridges are
incompatible with future projects planned for the Central City Community Plan Area."

The appellant contends that the Determination Letter for the proposed pedestrian bridge
presents findings which would create an untenable precedent for any future pedestrian
bridges in the Central City Community Plan area. The appellant cites one pedestrian bridge
that is being considered downtown as part of the Regional Connector at 2nd Place and Hope
Street, which would connect the station to Upper Grand Avenue. The appellant states that
the Determination Letter findings would make it difficult to for the City to find such a bridge
consistent with the applicable documents. The appellant states that each project presents a
unique challenge that should be considered individually. The appellant's project is challenged
by an isolated area adjacent to Freeways and existing homeless encampments.

Staff Response: The proposed pedestrian bridge, as found in DIR-2013-3749, does not meet
the required findings for Site Plan Review, and is inconsistent with the intent and purposes of
the Central City Community Plan and the Downtown Design Guide. However, there may be
very limited situations in which pedestrian bridges are appropriate downtown; the denial of the
project at hand is not a blanket denial for pedestrian bridges for all of downtown Los Angeles.
There may be a limited role for pedestrian bridges in cases where they provide an obvious
public benefit, such as by providing accessible pathways between public buildings or publicly
used spaces or addressing physical constraints such as grade changes. The example given
by the appellant, the consideration of a pedestrian bridge as part of the Regional Connector
at 2nd Place and Hope Street, has not been submitted to the Planning Department for review
and approval. If it is, at that point a decision will be made based on site specific conditions
and the actual merits of that particular bridge in relationship to the Central City Community
Plan and Downtown Design Guide. In contrast to the example of the potential Regional
Connector pedestrian bridge, the appellant's site at Temple Street is relatively flat and has no
major grade changes. A new traffic signal at the intersection of Fremont Avenue and Temple
Street will be constructed as part of this project, which will also include a crosswalk, thus
creating an accessible pathway across Temple Street.
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The appellant provides evidence as to why the Central Area Planning Commission should find
that the third addendum (ENV-2006-B108-MND-REC3) to the previously adopted Mitigated
Negative Declaration (ENV-2006-8108-MND) adequately serves as the Environmental
clearance for the project with the addition of the pedestrian bridge.

4. Appeal Point: "Environmental Clearance"

Staff Response: Because the Director of Planning denied the pedestrian bridge proposed in
Planning Case No. DIR-2013-3749-SPR, the Director of Planning did not find the third
addendum (ENV-2006-810B-MND-REC3) to the previously adopted Mitigated Negative
Declaration (ENV-2006-B10B-MND) adequately serves as the Environmental clearance for
the project with the addition of the pedestrian bridge. The Central Area Planning Commission,
which is the decision maker on the appeal of DIR-2013-3749-SPR, must review, consider,
and ultimately find the environmental clearance adequate if they wish to overturn the Director
of Planning's decision and approve the proposed project.

Conclusion

The appeal generally addresses existing homeless encampment conditions in the area
adjacent to the project site as a justification for the addition of a pedestrian bridge. The
appellant contends the proposed pedestrian bridge is important to the project due to safety
concerns of future residents. However, as found in DIR-2013-3749-SPR, the proposed
pedestrian bridge will not advance, and is contrary to, the goals of the Central City Community
Plan and Downtown Design Guide; it will not contribute to the pedestrian-scaled design of the
two approved buildings and will hamper the development's pedestrian orientation. The appeal
of the denial of a Site Plan Review for the addition of a pedestrian bridge linking two-mixed
use buildings cannot be substantiated and therefore should be denied.


