
FRED GAINES
SHERMAN L. STACEY
LISA A. WEINBERG*
REBECCA A. THOMPSON*
NANCI SESSIONS-STACEY
KIMBERLY A. RIBLE
ALICIA B. BARTLEY

Law Offices of

Gaines & Stacey llp

16633 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 1220 
ENCINO, CA 91436-1872

TELEPHONE (818) 933-0200 
FACSIMILE (618) 933-0222 

internet: www.gaineslaw.com

* a professional corporation

November 4, 2015

ORIGINAL BY U.S. MAIL

VIA EMAIL councilmember.hMizar@lacitv.org

The Honorable Jose Huizar, Chair
Planning and Land Use Management Committee
Los Angeles City Council
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Council File No. 15-0634
12833 W. Ventura Boulevard
PLUM Hearing Date: November 10,2015,
Support for Adoption of MND

Dear Councilman Huizar:

This law office represents Sportsmen’s Lodge REW, LLC, the applicant in the above-referenced 
matter. The “Sportsmen’s Landing” project consists of a site of new 1 and 2-story commercial 
buildings to be leased as retail, restaurant, and fitness facilities (the “Project”). The new buildings 
are situated on the west-end side of the Sportsmen’s Lodge site, 12833 W. Ventura Boulevard in 
Studio City, currently the location of the 1-story Lodge Banquet Facility.

The Planning Director approved Project Permit Compliance and Project Permit Adjustment under 
the Ventura-Cahuenga Boulevard Corridor Specific Plan for the Proj ect on December 22,2014. The 
determination was appealed, and a hearing on the appeal to the South Valley Area Planning 
Commission (“SVAPC”) was held on March 25,2015. The SVAPC denied the appeal and sustained 
the actions of the Director of Planning to approve the Project. The SVAPC also adopted the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Project, ENV-2014-887-MND (“MND”).

While the SVAPC’s determination upholding the approval of the Project Permit Adjustment and 
Project Permit Compliance are not further appealable, a proj ect opponent has appealed the adoption 
of the MND. On behalf of our client, we respectfully request that the City Council deny the 
pending Appeal and uphold the adoption of the MND by the SVAPC.
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A. State Law Provides for An Appeal of the MND to the City Council.

California Public Resources Code § 21151(c) provides:

“If a nonelected decisionmaking body of a local lead agency certifies an 
environmental impact report, approves a negative declaration or mitigated negative 
declaration, or determines that a project is not subject to [the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)], that certification, approval, or determination 
may be appealed to the agency’s elected decisionmaking body, if any.”

The State CEQA Guidelines provide that local lead agencies must provide for such CEQA appeals, 
and may establish procedures governing the appeals. A draft ordinance to implement Public 
Resources Code §21151 (c) in the City of Los Angeles has been prepared, but has not been adopted. 
Nevertheless, and despite the fact that the Project Permit Compliance and Project Permit Adjustment 
approvals are not further appealable, under State law the City Council is required to hear the pending 
appeal of the MND.

B. The Initial Study and MND Comply with CEQA.

The appellant has submitted several “lawyer letters” in support of its appeal that provide a laundry 
list of purported deficiencies in the MND. However, the appellant’s arguments do not rise to 
substantial evidence of environmental impacts under CEQA, and adoption of the MND must be 
upheld. See Citizens for Responsible Development v. City of West Hollywood (1995) 39 
Cal.App.4th 490,498-499 [EIR not required on any project proposed to be carried out or approved 
unless substantial evidence in light of whole record supports fair argument that proposed proj ect may 
have significant effect on environment and, in absence of such finding, adoption of mitigated 
negative declaration must be upheld],

1. The Initial Study Meets the Requirements of CEQA.

The appeal devotes pages of narrative to the purported lack of evidence contained in the Initial Study 
to support the City’s environmental findings. The law is clear, however, that an initial study need 
not be a mini-EIR based upon expert studies of all possible environmental impacts. See Cal. Code 
Regs. § 15063(a)(3). CEQA requires only that the explanation contained in an initial study be 
sufficient to show there is some evidence supporting the initial study’s impact findings.

An agency is not required to undertake a detailed study of impacts that are plainly insubstantial, and 
impacts that are indirect and difficult to predict may be evaluated at a reasonably high level of 
generality. Save the Plastic Bag Coalition v. City of Manhattan Beach 12011) 52 Cal.4th 155. An 
Initial Study need not disclose evidence to support each one of its findings. Gentry v. City of 
Murietta (1995) 36 Cal. App.4th 1359,1370. When the absence of particular impacts is evident from
G&S\1446-003
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the project description and technical information is not needed to support the checklist’s findings, 
a further explanation is not required. Silveira v. Las Gallinas Valiev Sanitary Dist. (1997) 54 
Cal.App.4th 980, 989. The conclusions should have to be explained only if there might be some 
reason to dispute them. Leonoff v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 
1337, 1347. CEQA requires only that the explanation contained in an initial study be sufficient to 
show there is some evidence supporting the initial study’s impact findings. The Initial Study for the 
Project meets CEQA’s basic requirements.

2. Appellant Has Failed to Raise a Fair Argument that the Project Will 
Have a Significant Effect on the Environment.

The appellant has submitted purported “expert” reports prepared by Iteris on the subject of parking 
and traffic, and by Menlo Scientific Acoustics, Inc. on the subject of noise. Each purport to raise 
deficiencies regarding the applicant’s expert reports on the same respective topics. However, the 
alleged deficiencies are based upon misinformation and untruths, as described in detail in the 
memorandum dated October 14, 2015 prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc., attached hereto as 
Exhibit “A.” Appellant’s expert reports fail to raise a fair argument that the Project may have a 
significant effect on the environment, and should be disregarded.

Disregarding appellant’s purported expert reports under these circumstances is well supported by 
CEQA case law. For example, in Lucas Valiev Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Marin (1991) 233 
Cal.App.3d 130,157, the court held that the testimony by a real estate agent on a potential decline 
in nearby property values was not substantial evidence because it was an imprecise opinion without 
supporting verifiable data. Other comments could also be disregarded as “an irrelevant 
generalization, too vague and nonspecific to amount to substantial evidence of anything.”

While the appellant additionally disingenuously claims that environmental impacts may result in 
various other areas, the appellant’s claims are not substantiated by any expert report or credible 
evidence. “Substantial evidence” is defined by case law as evidence that is of ponderable legal 
significance, reasonable in nature, credible, and of solid value. See Stanislaus Audubon Soc’v v. 
Countv of Stanislaus. 33 Cal.App.4th 144 (1995). Argument, speculation and unsubstantiated 
opinion or narrative do not constitute substantial evidence under CEQA. See Pub. Res. Code 
§§21080(e), 21082.2(c); 14 Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15064(f)(5), 15384.

For a thorough, technical response to the environmental issues raised by the appellant, please see the 
memorandum dated October 14,2015 prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc.
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C. Conclusion.
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The Area Planning Commission’s adoption of the MND is consistent with the law, and is well 
supported by the record in this case. The appellant’s claims in support of the appeal are based upon 
misinformation and untruths, and are easily countered as discussed above. As a result, we 
respectfully request that appeal of the MND be denied.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. As always, please do not hesitate to contact me with any 
questions or comments that you may have.

Sincerely,

cc: Councilmember Marqueece Harris-Dawson (Via Email)
Councilmember Gilbert A. Cedillo (Via Email)
Councilmember Mitchell Englander (Via Email)
Councilmember Felipe Fuentes (Via Email 
Sharon Dickinson, Legislative Assistant (Via Email)
Karo Torossian, Council District 2 Director of Planning and Land Use (Via Email) 
Bob Duenas, City Planning (Via Email)
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Rincon Consultants, Inc.
180 North Ashwood Avenue 
Ventura, California 93003

805 644 4455 
fax 644 4240

info@rinconconsultants.com
www.rinconconsultants.com

October 14, 2015 
Job No. 15-01806

Sportsmen's Lodge REW, LLC 
c/o Rashanna Allen and Alicia Bartley 
P.O. Box 6528 
Malibu, CA 90264

Subject: Appeal Response for Sportsmen's Landing Project MND, Los Angeles,
California

Dear Ms. Allen and Ms. Bartley:

This letter is a response to a May 14,2015 appeal to the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND) prepared for the Sportsmen's Landing Project in Studio City. The appeal is 
accompanied by two letters (one dated March 13,2015 and another dated May 11,2015) 
from Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP (JMBM, representing the appellant). JMBM also 
submitted a letter dated March 23,2015 outlining additional concerns about the MND.

The project involves a 91,769 square foot mixed use shopping center that includes retail, 
restaurant, health club, and accessory space. The City prepared an MND for the project that 
was approved by the South Valley Area Planning Commission. However, the MND 
approval has been appealed based on the following concerns:

• MND project description
• T raffic /parking
• Noise
• Cultural resources
• Aesthetics
• Air quality/greenhouse gases
• Odors
• Biological resources

• Geology/soils
• Hydrology
• Inundation
• Land use
• Public services
• Utilities/service systems
• Mandatory findings

MND Project Description (from March 13 TMBM letter, pp. 5-6)

The March 13 JMBM letter suggests that the MND project description is incomplete and 
notes some minor inconsistencies with respect to the square footage of the project.

Per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, initial studies must contain a description of the 
project, including the location. The project description in the MND describes the location 
and physical characteristics of the project, including the number, size, and height of 
proposed buildings, parking requirements, and proposed grading. It is not the purpose of
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the project description to detail surrounding uses such as the sensitive noise receptors 
(adjacent hotel and residences to the north) cited on page 6 of the appeal. The MND 
environmental setting discussion (page 12) notes that the project would surround the 
existing Sportsmen's Lodge. Section VH.a of the MND (page 37) acknowledges the 
residences 200 feet to the north of the project site, but concludes that the project's 
compliance with LAMC noise restrictions would reduce noise impacts to the residences to a 
less than significant level.

The appeal notes that the MND, LADOT assessment, and public hearing notice all present 
slightly different overall building areas for the project (97,598 square feet [sf], 91,769 sf, and 
97,807 sf, respectively). The actual building area of the project is 97,807 sf, including 91,769 
sf of gross leasable floor area. Other than for traffic, the MND analysis does not specifically 
rely on building area estimates for its analysis and conclusions. The quantitative traffic 
analysis prepared by LADOT uses the correct project building area (gross leasable area) per 
LADOT-approved methodologies.

Operational Impacts (from March 13,2015 JMBM letter, p. 6)

The JMBM letter dated March 13 suggests that the MND did not take into account the 
project's operational impacts (parking and noise) on guests at the adjacent hotel.

Under the current State CEQA Guidelines, parking is not an environmental issue, so the 
concern about parking does not relate to any potentially significant environmental impact. 
See also, San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City & County of San Francisco 
(2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 697. Nevertheless, parking is discussed below under 
"Traffic/Parking." Noise issues as they relate to the hotel are discussed under "Noise," 
beginning on page 7 of this letter.

Traffic/Parking (all from May 11,2015 TMBM letter, pp. 1-4)

The May 11 JMBM letter is accompanied by a memorandum from Iteris, dated March 12, 
2015, that raises a number of comments about the project traffic study upon which the MND 
relied. Each comment raised in the Iteris memorandum is discussed below.

Comment 1

The comment states that the site plan does not depict the parking layout correctly. It 
identifies four locations that are not consistent with the existing conditions.
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Response

Parking is not an environmental issue of concern under CEQA. That issue was specifically 
removed from the CEQA checklist contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines 
in 2010. As such, the parking concern stated in the letter does not relate to any potentially 
significant environmental impact under CEQA. The parking plans provided in the Shared 
Parking Report illustrate where additional parking spaces can be provided to validate the 
feasibility of including additional parking to satisfy the expected peak parking demand for 
both sites independently.

Comment 2

The comment states that the Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel property only has 143 existing 
parking spaces as opposed to the 173 spaces depicted in the Shared Parking Report (Figure 
2). Presumably, this issue pertains to the adequacy of proposed parking to meet project 
demand.

Response

As noted above, parking is not an environmental issue of concern under CEQA. 
Nevertheless, it should be noted the Shared Parking Report does not state that the existing 
hotel site contains 173 spaces. Rather, the Shared Parking Report shows the potential for the 
hotel property, identifying a future potential of 173 parking spaces. The project7s parking 
approval is for the recommended changes on the Sportsmen's Landing property, which is 
self-sufficient in supporting its parking demand. Potential parking changes on the hotel 
property are left up to the hotel site as the Sportsmen's Landing project does not involve 
any restriping of the hotel parking lot.

Comment 3

The comment states that the parking demand on the Sportsmen's Landing is too close to its 
parking capacity and, therefore, patrons would park on the hotel site.

Response

As noted above, parking is not an environmental issue of concern under CEQA. The peak 
parking demand is estimated to occur at 6:00 p.m. for 1 hour on a typical weekday. All other 
hours would be below the lot capacity, as shown in Tables 3 and 4 of the Shared Parking 
Report. The parking management program includes a valet component to maximize the 
efficiency of the parking lot and control the parking location by using mandatory valet 
operation during the peak hour. The fact that peak demand is close to parking capacity is 
irrelevant.

Comment 4

The comment suggests that the tandem spaces proposed are not desirable and require a 
certain level of operation.
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Response

Desirability of tandem parking is not a CEQA concern. The use of tandem spaces is a main 
factor in the decision to implement a mandatory valet program during peak hours. Tandem 
parking spaces in most cases are assigned to employees so that parking turnover is reduced 
to a minimum.

Comment 5
The comment suggests adding a column to Tables 3 and 4 (Hourly Parking Demand 
Profiles) to indicate the hour parking percentages used to develop the peak parking 
estimates.

Response

Page 12 (Table 2) of the Shared Parking Report lists the Peak Parking Rates and page 13 
describes the adjustments used to develop the peak parking demand. Addition columns on 
the tables are not necessary as the information has been provided.

Comment 6

The comment suggests that patrons would enter and park in the parking spaces closest to 
Ventura Boulevard to a greater degree than is considered in the traffic study.

Response

The commenteds assumption is not supported with evidence and is not accurate. The traffic 
study shows that patrons tend to park closest to the use they would be visiting. The 
entrance on the Coldwater Canyon side of the project site is where patrons would be 
expected to use the valet service. The LADOT approved traffic study indicates that 53% 
would enter/exit via Ventura Boulevard and 47% would enter/exit via Coldwater Canyon. 
This assumption is considered reasonable for purposes of analyzing the project's impacts to 
the local road network.

Comment 7

The comment suggests that the applicant should submit a parking management plan. 

Response

As noted above, parking is not an environmental issue of concern under CEQA. 
Nevertheless, per the March 25,2015 Department of City Planning Recommendation Report 
for the project, the applicant is required to reevaluate the parking management arrangement 
within 18 months. If parking demand exceeds what is provided, the Planning Department 
has the authority to require new conditions.

t a I S c i e
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Comment 8

The comment states that the traffic counts used in the traffic study are more than two years 
old and newer traffic counts should have been used.

Response
When the traffic study was updated in 2013-2014, the City of Los Angeles was constructing 
the city trunk line project (54" and 60" pipeline) along Coldwater Canyon Avenue. LADOT 
would not allow new traffic counts to be collected because of the intermittent road and lane 
closures for this major public works project along this major roadway. It was agreed during 
the scoping process to add 2% annual growth to the baseline counts to bring the counts up- 
to-date for the time lapse in the traffic data.

To gauge traffic growth in the area, traffic counts collected for the NBC Universal project in 
2006 were compared to the 2008 baseline counts used in the traffic study for the 
intersections of Ventura Boulevard at Coldwater Canyon Boulevard, Whitsett Avenue, and 
at Laurel Canyon Boulevard. Below are the combined peak hour totals (am and pm) and the 
combined am and pm total for the three intersections.

Year Total AM PM
2006 26,774 12,146 14,628
2008 26,249 11,701 14,548
2014 (estimated) 29,444 13,115 16,329

The counts show that the traffic levels were flat from 2006 to 2008. The traffic study used an 
approximately 12% growth factor to establish 2014 volumes based on the 2008 counts. This 
is a conservative assumption based on the lack of traffic growth from 2006-2008 and the fact 
that much of the period from 2008-2014 coincided with a national and local economic 
downturn. No evidence suggesting that the traffic counts used are not representative of 
study area traffic conditions has been provided.

Comment 9

This comment suggests that the parking counts collected for the comparable Equinox sites 
should be updated.

Response

As noted above, parking is not an environmental issue of concern under CEQA. 
Nevertheless, a site specific Shared Parking Study was conducted following the Urban Land 
Institute (ULI) methodology developed from a national database. The Shared Parking 
Report uses these base parking rates as recommended by ULI to develop the hourly parking 
accumulation, the base rate for health clubs is ef 7.0 parking spaces per 1,000 sf. Page 11 of 
the report provides the specific information on the ULI, ITE and comps for the health club 
use.
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The Shared Parking study was further supplemented using a local database to verify the 
results. Five comparable sites were documented to demonstrate that the ULI parking rates 
used in the Shared Parking Report for the proposed health club are valid. These approved 
studies of similar use were done by independent consultants in several Southern California 
jurisdictions. The industry continues to expand the database to provide users with the most 
accurate and larger parking demand database. The Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(1TE) parking database also supports using the ULI parking rate. The ITE parking rate for 
health clubs is 5.27 parking spaces per 1,000 sf and the comps for this project are all below 
the ITE rate.

Comment 10

This comment suggests that the traffic and parking study fails to include an ancillary use 
(6,038 sf hallway) in calculating the parking and traffic generations.

Response

Both reports utilized a methodology that identifies the individual uses to calculate the traffic 
and parking, as opposed to using a shopping center rate. This is an appropriate and 
accepted methodology that, as discussed further below, provides a more conservative 
(higher) estimate of project traffic than would use of a shopping center rate.

The use of a shopping center rate would include all internal floor area such as the ancillary 
floor area (hallway) called out in the comment. However, application of the individual use 
calculation correctly identifies the traffic and parking characteristics for the floor area 
associated with the various proposed uses. It would be incorrect and atypical to arbitrarily 
assign a hallway to an individual use under this approach. Note that for mixed- use projects 
such as the proposed project with a high concentration of restaurant and health club floor 
area, ITE and ULI recommend using the individual use calculation and not a shopping 
center calculation.

As shown on the attached trip generation tables, the trip generation estimate used in the 
traffic study is substantially higher than the trip generation that would be derived using a 
shopping center rate. The attached trip generation compares trip generation used in the 
traffic study to what would be derived using a shopping center rate. The traffic study 
assumed 2,000 net new daily trips, including 105 additional a.m. peak hour trips and 136 
new p.m. peak hour trips. Use of the shopping center rate from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers would result in 640 net new daily trips, 84 new p.m. peak hour 
trips, and a net reduction of 27 a.m. peak hour trips. Therefore, the trip generation approach 
used is more conservative.

Comment 11

This comment notes that the Project Description (Chapter 2 of the Traffic Impact Analysis) 
mentions that traffic signals are proposed at the project site driveway at Coldwater Canyon 
Avenue offset with Valleyheart Drive and the eastern project site driveway at Ventura
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Boulevard (lined up with Alcove Avenue). However, the analysis does not contain signal 
warrant analysis to justify the need for a traffic signal based on the peak hour volume 
exiting the driveway.

Response

The LADOT traffic study findings are based on the impacts of the project traffic flow 
without new traffic signals at the project driveways. Per discussion with LADOT, the traffic 
study did not analyze the traffic signal warrants because the traffic signals are not a traffic 
mitigation measure. The project's peak hour volume is less than the minimum 150 vehicles 
per hour at any driveway for a traffic signal.

The project-serving traffic signals were, however, recommended in the traffic study as a 
potential project feature that would provide enhanced access to the proposed revitalized 
shopping center and the hotel.

The approval of project-serving traffic signals is a separate process conducted by LADOT 
upon request of the applicant. If requested, LADOT would evaluate the need for new traffic 
signals using a traffic signal warrant analysis. LADOT traffic engineers will consider all 
aspects of the project's driveway intersection's operation to determine the type of traffic 
control necessary. Peak hour traffic volume is only one factor considered when evaluating 
traffic signals. Other considerations used to determine whether the installation of a traffic 
signal is appropriate include:

• Providing for the orderly movement of vehicles through the intersection
• Providing a suitable gap in conflicting traffic flows to allow traffic to cross or enter 

the main street traffic flow
• Increasing the traffic handling capacity of an intersection 

Noise (from May 11IMBM letter, pp. 4-61

The May 11, JMBM letter is accompanied by a memorandum from Menlo Scientific 
Acoustics, Inc. (Menlo) dated March 12,2015, that includes comments about the Veneklasen 
Associates (Veneklasen) noise analysis upon which the MND relied. The comments relate to 
two main issues: (1) rooftop mechanical equipment and (2) parking lot traffic. Each of these 
is discussed below.

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment

The Menlo memorandum suggests that the Veneklasen noise measurements are invalid and 
that ambient noise levels in the site vicinity should be assumed to be 50 decibels (dBA)1 
during daytime hours and 40 dBA during nighttime hours, per the LAMC. The Menlo 
memorandum also questions whether rooftop equipment can be placed as proposed and
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suggests that calculations demonstrating the effectiveness of proposed noise attenuation 
features are needed.

First, it should be noted that although the Menlo memorandum questions the methodology 
used in the Veneklasen noise analysis, it provides no evidence that the conclusions of the 
Veneklasen analysis are incorrect or that the project would have significant noise impacts.

The Veneklasen noise analysis acknowledges that the project would be subject to the 55 dBA 
daytime noise limit, which assumes a 50 dBA daytime ambient level. Veneklasen's onsite 
measurement suggests that the nighttime ambient level is 43 dBA, or 3 dBA higher than the 
presumed ambient level of 40 dBA per the LAMC. However, the analysis does not rely on 
this higher presumed ambient level or indicate that the project would not be subject to the 
typical 45 dBA limit that would apply in areas where the ambient level is 40 dBA (the 
LAMC allows for 5 dBA over ambient).

The comprehensive noise ordinance for the City of Los Angeles (Chapter XI of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code [LAMC]) sets criteria for sound measurement, sound emission 
levels for specific uses, hours of operation for certain uses, standards for determining when 
noise is deemed to be a disturbance to the peace, and legal remedies for violations. The 
ordinance also correlates land use classifications with presumed ambient noise levels and 
sets standards to limit and mitigate noise that exceeds ambient noise levels. In accordance 
with the LAMC, a noise level increase of five dBA over the existing average ambient noise 
level at an adjacent property line is a noise violation. The presumed ambient noise for 
residential zones is 50 dBA from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and 40 dBA from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. For 
commercial zones, the presumed ambient level is 60 dBA from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and 55 dBA 
from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.

As the Menlo memorandum notes, roof top mechanical equipment (HVAC units) would 
generate noise and such noise could potentially exceed City standards. Noise levels from 
commercial ventilation and air conditioning equipment can reach 100 dBA at a distance of 
three feet (USEPA 1971). However, the LAMC specifically prohibits noise that is more than 
5 dB over the ambient level at an adjacent residential property line, so noise from equipment 
cannot exceed 55 dBA/45 dBA (day/night) at the adjacent residential property line or 65 
dBA/60 dBA (day/night) at the adjacent commercial (hotel) property line. Equipment 
would need to be shielded sufficiently to ensure that noise does not exceed these levels in 
order to avoid a noise ordinance violation.

As noted in the Veneklasen noise analysis, noise barriers are proposed to block the 
acoustical line-of-sight between HVAC units and nearby sensitive receptors. The barriers 
would have a mass of at least four pounds per square foot (psf) with no gaps or openings. 
The barriers are proposed to extend from the roof to at least three feet above the top of the 
tallest unit being screened in order to maximize their effectiveness.

Menlo suggests that the anticipated noise reduction from the proposed barriers should be 
calculated to demonstrate conformance with noise ordinance restrictions. However, any
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such calculations would only be "ballpark" estimates insofar as the models of air 
conditioning units that will be used have not been selected, and the layout of the units and 
barriers has not been finalized. Veneklasen correctly notes that use of the proposed barriers 
is a standard noise attenuation technique capable of achieving the required noise reduction. 
An acoustical consultant will need to review the final unit selections and layout as well as 
barrier locations to verify compliance with LAMC requirements. As necessary, noise testing 
can be conducted to verify compliance and any adjustments that are needed can be made 
prior to project occupancy. No evidence suggesting that the proposed barriers cannot 
achieve the necessary noise attenuation has been provided.

Parking Lot Traffic

The Menlo memorandum suggests that the noise barrier proposed along the northern 
property line would have minimal benefits for the residences of the neighbors to the north 
or the hotel rooms immediately to the east It also suggests that the Veneklasen analysis 
does not address parking lot noise impacts to the hotel or the impact of extended hours for 
the proposed health club.

The Veneklasen analysis indicates an increase in parking lot noise (including all sources - 
vehicle movement, car doors, alarms, etc.) of 3 dBA over the measured ambient level due to 
an increase in parking lot activity, but that the proposed barrier would reduce noise to the 
north by 6 dBA. Thus, the barrier would result in a 3 dBA reduction from ambient noise 
levels for the uses to the north, including the residences. Even without the barrier, the 3 dBA 
increase would be less than the 5 dBA over ambient increase allowed by the LAMC.

As discussed above, Menlo suggests that the presumed nighttime ambient should be 40 dBA 
rather than 43 dBA. Even based on this assumption, the 6 dBA increase over ambient would 
be fully offset by the 6 dBA reduction associated with the proposed barrier. Menlo also 
suggests that the residences located farther from the proposed parking lot would experience 
less benefit from the noise barrier. Menlo provides no calculations to support this claim, but 
even if this were presumed to be true and the nighttime ambient were presumed to be 40 
dBA, the barrier would only need to provide 1 dBA of noise reduction to ensure that the 
project does not generate noise of more than 5 dBA over ambient. As Veneklasen has noted, 
a solid barrier would typically achieve at least a 6 dBA reduction in noise. No evidence that 
suggests otherwise has been presented.

According to the LAMC, the presumed ambient noise level for commercial properties is 60 
dBA during the day and 55 dBA at night, so noise levels in excess of the LAMC standards 
are 65 dBA during the day and 60 dBA at night (5 dBA over ambient) at the hotel. Ambient 
noise levels measured by Veneklasen were lower than the presumed ambient levels for 
commercial properties and, as discussed above, parking lot noise is forecast to increase by 
only 3 dBA. Therefore, operation of the parking lot, including any extended hours, would 
not cause a violation of LAMC standards at the adjacent hotel.
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Cultural Resources

The May 11 JMBM Letter asserts that the MND fails to adequately address the issues of 
historical resources and archaeological resources. Both issues are discussed below.

Historical Resources
The appeal asserts that the MND only addresses the City of Los Angeles' prior 
consideration of the Sportsmen's Lodge complex as a City landmark and fails to consider 
the historical significance of the project beyond the scope of the City designation process.

A historical resources assessment (HRA) report prepared by PCR Services Corporation, 
dated October 2014, provides a full analysis of the historical significance of the project site as 
it relates to the following:

• The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
• The California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)
• The Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance

The HRA concludes that the Sportsmen's Lodge complex does not represent the broad 
patterns of economic and development history in Studio City and the San Fernando Valley, 
nor is it identified with historic personages or with important events. The complex retains 
integrity of location, setting, and association, and that the setting retains some historical 
feeling and association because the two lakes and surrounding mature trees remain. 
However, because the complex has been highly altered since the 1940-1970 period of 
significance, it no longer appears as it did during that period, and lacks integrity of design, 
workmanship, materials, and feeling. For this reason, the complex does not exemplify the 
historical or architectural significance from its 1940 to 1970 period of significance and the 
property was found ineligible for individual listing or as a contributor to a district under 
NRHP, CRHR, or Cultural Heritage Ordinance eligibility criteria. No evidence suggesting 
that this conclusion is incorrect has been provided.

Because neither the HRA nor the MND identifies significant historical resource impacts 
under CEQA, mitigation is not required. Nevertheless, the MND includes a mitigation 
measure requiring compliance with volunteered conditions approved by the City Council 
through Council Motion CF01-2698. This motion does not provide any evidence suggesting 
that the project would have significant historical resource impacts, but requires the 
applicant to have the Cultural Heritage Commission review building plans to ensure that 
the project includes a permanent garden area that features landscaping, waterscaping, and 
pedestrian amenities, designed by a licensed landscape architect, to coincide with the look 
and feel of the garden at the Sportsmen's Lodge. This measure would offset the project's 
already less than significant historical resource impact.
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Archaeological Resources

The appeal suggests that a cultural resources records search needs to be conducted as a 
minimum requirement to address potential impacts to archaeological resources.

In response to this suggestion, Rincon conducted a cultural resources records search at the 
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton. 
This search identified one recorded resource within the project site (Sportsmen's Lodge) and 
two small studies for cell towers that were constructed within the project site. None of these 
records identify any historical or prehistorical resources on or in the vicinity of the project 
site.

Based on the records search, there is no evidence to suggest that the proposed project would 
disturb known cultural resources. Nevertheless, mitigation measures included in the MND 
would address potential impacts related to the possible discovery of as yet unidentified 
archaeological resources, paleontological resources, or human remains during site 
excavation and grading. This is standard practice under CEQA.

Issues Raised in March 23,2015 Letter to South Valley Area Planning Commission

Aesthetics

Comments about aesthetics suggest that the MND analysis does not relate the impacts of the 
project to a particular resource or threshold, that the potential impacts related to historical 
resources have not been discussed, and that mitigation provided does not relate to 
identified impacts.

The Los Angeles River is a concrete channel in the vicinity of the project site. The channel 
generally lacks aesthetic value and is primarily shielded from public view. The only public 
right-of-way from which this portion of the channel is highly visible is Coldwater Canyon 
Avenue and the project would not alter the channel itself or block views of the channel from 
a public right-of-way. Despite these facts, the MND conservatively identifies the aesthetic 
impacts as potentially significant and provides several mitigation measures that would 
further reduce what already could have been deemed a less than significant impact.
The issue of historical resources is addressed on page 9 of this letter. The project site is been 
found ineligible for designation as a historical resource at the national, state, or local levels; 
therefore, no impact related to alteration of historical resources would occur.

With respect to the mitigation measures, it is acknowledged that most mitigation measures 
that would occur as a result of the project are standard requirements that were not 
developed specifically for this project. However, as discussed above, the MND conclusion is 
actually conservative insofar as there is no actual evidence to suggest that the project would 
adversely affect scenic vistas, scenic resources, visual character, or light/glare conditions.
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Air Quality/Greenhouse Gases

Comments about air quality and greenhouse gases note that emissions have not been 
quantified or compared to applicable thresholds and that the discussions contained in the 
MND do not relate to air quality impacts.

While the air quality and GHG analysis contained in the MND do not quantify emissions or 
provide a direct comparison to South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
thresholds, die size of the project proposed would not generate emissions exceeding 
SCAQMD thresholds. Emissions have been calculated for both project construction and 
operation using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) and compared to 
SCAQMD thresholds (see tables 1 and 2). As indicated in Table 1, maximum daily 
construction emissions would not exceed either SCAQMD regional thresholds or localized 
significance thresholds (LST). As indicated in Table 2, long-term emissions would not 
exceed SCAQMD thresholds. These calculations support the MND conclusions regarding 
air quality impacts and to not result in the need for any new or different mitigation.

With respect to GHGs, Section 15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that a lead 
agency has discretion to determine, in the context of a particular project, whether to 
quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project or to rely on a qualitative 
analysis or performance based standards. A qualitative approach was taken in the MND for 
this project because the City has not adopted quantitative thresholds. Also, the checkbox 
indicating a potentially significant impact with respect to conflicts with GHG plans and 
policies could have indicated a less than significant impact. By providing for mixed use, 
infill development in a highly urbanized portion of the City, the project would generally be 
consistent with file goals of the Southern California Association of Governments'
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), which focuses the majority of new growth in high- 
quality transit areas and commercial corridors (such as Ventura Boulevard). This orientation 
provides an overall land use pattern that supports and complements the proposed 
transportation network, and emphasizes system preservation, active transportation, and 
transportation demand management measures (see
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/final/ 2012fRTP ExecSummary.pdf, page 8). 
Therefore, the impact of the project relative to GHGs and climate change would typically be 
considered less than significant. Also, although GreenLA (the City's climate action plan) 
does not contain any policies that are directly relevant to the project, no component of the 
project would conflict with GreenLA. Nevertheless, the MND includes Measure VII-10 to 
further reduce GHG emissions.

http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/final/_2012fRTP_ExecSummary.pdf
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Table 1
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Construction Phase
Maximum Emissions (Ibs/day)

ROG NOx CO PM,0 PM2.5

Maximum Daily
Construction Emissions 45.9 49.1 38.5 7.6 4.9

SCAQMD Regional
Thresholds 75 100 550 150 55

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No

Maximum Ibs/day 
(on-site only) n/a 45.6 35.0 7.5 4.9

Local Significance Threshold1 
(on-site only) n/a 221 1,531 13 6

Threshold Exceeded? n/a No No No No

Notes: All calculations were made using the CalEEMod software. See the Appendix for calculations. Totals include 
worker trips, construction vehicle emissions and fugitive dust.
Grading phase incorporates anticipated emissions reductions include the conditions listed above, which are required 
by SCAQMD Rule 403 to reduce fugitive dust.
Architectural Coating phase anticipated emissions reductions include the standards in SCAQMD Rule 1113, and the 
phase is assumed to occur over last 60 days of building construction phase.
' LSTs are for a one-acre project in SRA-1 within a distance of 82 feet from the site boundary.
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Table 2
Estimated Operational Emissions

Operational Phase
Estimated Emissions (Ibs/day)

ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5

Area 7.1 <0.01 0.06 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01

Energy 0.2 1.7 1.5 <0.01 0.1 0.1

Mobile 16.4 28.4 128.5 0.2 15.2 4.3

Maximum Ibs/day 23.7 30.2 130.0 0.2 15.2 4.4

SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No

See Appendix for CalEEMod computer model output. Winter emissions shown.

Odors

The appellant raises concerns about odors related to restaurants and trash receptacles. Both 
restaurants and trash receptacles can generate odors, but neither would create any odors 
unusual for a commercial setting. There are numerous restaurants and commercial facilities 
along the Ventura Boulevard corridor that include trash receptacles. The project's trash 
receptacles would be enclosed and/ or sited in accordance with City requirements for the 
Cl .5 zone (any open trash storage would have to be located on the rear half of the lot and 
the trash storage area must be completely enclosed by a solid wall or fence (with necessary 
solid gates) not less than six feet high). There is no evidence to suggest that the project 
would create unusual odor issues.

Biological Resources

Biological resource concerns raised in the appeal relate to the potential for impacts to areas 
within to regulatory agency jurisdiction, trees, and nesting birds.

The findings of biological resources analysis contained in the MND are actually 
"conservative" insofar as the project site is fully developed and within a highly urbanized 
area of Los Angeles that lacks native biological habitats. (See discussion of the 
"Environmental Setting" on page 12 of the MND, which notes that the site and surrounding 
properties are currently developed with various urban uses). Although the Los Angeles 
River is adjacent, at this location the river is a concrete channel and not a native biological 
feature. Moreover, the project involves no activity within or that would otherwise directly 
affect the river; therefore, no project activities would fall under the jurisdiction of the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers or California Department of Fish and Wildlife.
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On-site trees are introduced landscape species that lack value as biological habitat, 
particularly within the existing urban setting. A tree report is required as a standard 
condition for projects involving tree removals, though protected species are not known to be 
present on-site.

With respect to nesting birds (which are not known to be present, but could potentially 
inhabit on-site trees at the time of construction), Measure IV-20 from the MND provides a 
series of mechanisms to avoid nests either by avoiding construction activity during the 
nesting season or conducting surveys and avoiding identified nests if construction does 
occur within the nesting season. Per standard practice, the surveys must occur immediately 
prior to construction in order to ensure that any bird nests present at that time are 
identified. This is a standard approach used to address this potential impact. The pre
construction timing for the survey is appropriate because birds are highly mobile and 
surveys must be conducted at the time construction activity would actually occur.

Cultural Resources

This comment suggests that the historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources 
analysis in the MND is unsupported. See page 9 of this document for a discussion of 
historical resource impacts. The project site has been found ineligible for designation as a 
historical resource at the national, state, or local level.

Geology and Soils

This comment suggests that geologic analysis and mitigation has been improperly deferred. 
Although site-specific geologic analysis has not been conducted at this point, the project site 
is developed and there are no apparent "fatal flaws" related to geologic hazards or geologic 
constraints requiring mitigation that may have secondary environmental effects. The site is 
already developed and generally flat, with no unusual geologic conditions beyond those 
present throughout the southern California region. As required by the LAMC, the project 
would be built in accordance with applicable provisions of the CBC. The identified 
mitigation measures involve conducting standard geotechnical analysis in order to verify 
foundation and other site-specific parameters, and developing project-specific foundation 
and building parameters as required by the City's building review process.

Hydrology

Concerns raised about hydrology relate to groundwater supplies, drainage, flooding, and 
degradation of water quality. The project site is fully developed and largely covered with 
impervious surfaces. Consequently, the proposed project would not and could not 
substantively alter hydrologic conditions onsite or increase onsite or offsite flood hazards. 
Nevertheless, the project would be subject to standard City requirements related to control 
of surface runoff and maintenance of surface and ground water quality. These standard 
requirements are articulated in MND mitigation measures IX-10, IX-20, and IX-100.
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Inundation Zone

This comment suggests that the MND fails to mitigate for impacts related to location of the 
project site within an inundation zone. Per FIRM Panel 06037C1320F (accessed at 
http://navieatela.lacitv.org/navigatela/L the project site is outside the 100-year flood zone. 
Therefore, the MND appears to improperly suggest that the project may be subject to 
significant flood hazards requiring mitigation. In actuality, flood/inundation hazards 
would be less than significant and mitigation would not be required.

Land Use

Land use comments note that the MND does not discuss consistency with specific land use 
policies and, other than the L.A. River Master Plan, and fails to show how conflicts with the 
Master Plan can be mitigated. The comments specifically suggest that the Urban Design 
Guidelines of the Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake-Cahuenga Pass Community Plan 
need to be addressed.

The Urban Design Guidelines of the Community Plan are aimed at project design rather 
than environmental protection. As such, these guidelines are not relevant to CEQA, which is 
intended to address land use plan, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating and environmental effect (see CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, 
Section IX.c).

Mitigation Measure X-30 indicates that land use impacts can be mitigated through 
compliance with other measures required in the MND. In particular, the aesthetic and 
biological resource measures included in the MND would address potential inconsistencies 
with the L.A. River Master Plan. Per the Master Plan, the long-term vision for the river 
involves restoring a continuous, functioning riparian ecosystem along the River corridor. 
This would involve restoring riparian vegetation to support birds and mammals, and 
ideally, developing fish passages, fish ladders, and riffle pools to allow for restoration of 
steelhead trout habitat. In the short-term, channel walls can be modified to provide green 
landscaped terraces for wildlife habitat, water quality treatment, and increased public 
enjoyment. A system of pathways and overlooks can provide safe public access. 
Accomplishing long- term improvements would involve expansion of channel capacity and 
reduction in flow velocity. These can be achieved through a combination of flood storage 
outside the channel, underground flow diversions, and, over the long-term, land 
acquisition, including purchase of private property to allow for channel widening. No 
aspect of the project would conflict with the short- or long-term strategies for revitalizing 
the river.

Although it is true that the MND does not include a policy-by-policy land use analysis, no 
evidence of a conflict has been provided. The project is an infill development within a 
highly urbanized area of the City. This intensification and reuse of already developed lands 
implements various identified City and SCAG land use policies.

http://navieatela.lacitv.org/navigatela/L
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Public Services

This comment states that the MND does not provide a detailed discussion of fire service 
impacts and notes that there is no discussion of other public services. Although no detailed 
discussion of fire service impacts is included in the MND, Mitigation Measure XTV-10 has 
been provided to ensure that the project complies with fire department requirements. The 
project site is within the current service area for police and fire services and schools. The 
project would not require new or expanded police or fire facilities and, as a commercial 
project, would not increase demands upon schools or recreational facilities.

Traffic

These comments note that the MND does not discuss construction-related traffic and 
suggests that the discussions of traffic safety and the City's Congestion Management Plan 
are not adequate. Although the MND does not include a detailed discussion of traffic issues, 
traffic, including the Congestion Management Plan (CMP), is discussed in detail in the 
Overland Traffic Consultants Traffic Impact Analysis for the project, (the CMP is specifically 
discussed on page 34 of the Traffic Impact Analysis). The MND incorporates that study by 
reference.

The project has several roadway mitigation measures to implement as conditions of 
approval. In-street construction traffic impacts are addressed through the issuance of 
construction permits, the implementation of a standard construction management plans, 
and work area traffic control plans that must be reviewed and approved by the City 
pursuant to the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction. In addition, a Truck 
Haul Route program will be required as part of the City's permitting process.

Utilities/Service Systems

These comments note that the MND states that the project will need new water, 
wastewater, and storm drain infrastructure, but suggests that the environmental impacts of 
providing such infrastructure have not been addressed. It is also suggested that solid waste 
impacts have not been adequately discussed.

The project site is within an urbanized area that is already served by water, wastewater, and 
storm drain infrastructure and already receives solid waste collection service. There is no 
evidence to suggest that major infrastructure upgrades would be needed to serve the 
project; nevertheless, the MND acknowledge the potential need for minor upgrades to 
water, wastewater, and storm drain infrastructure for the site. Mitigation Measures XVII-10, 
-20, -30, -60, and -80 address potential impacts related to the provision of water and, by 
extension, the measures also address potential impacts related to increased wastewater 
generation. Measures IX-20 and IX-100 address potential issues related to storm drain 
infrastructure.
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Mandatory Findings

This comment suggests that the discussion of cumulative impacts is inadequate. The Traffic 
Impact Analysis upon which the traffic analysis in the MND relies considers the effects of 
planned and pending developments in the area. Table 7 of the Traffic Impact Analysis lists 
ten related projects that were considered in the preparation of the MND. Although the 
MND does not include detailed written documentation of cumulative impacts, these related 
projects were considered in the preparation of the MND analysis. No evidence suggesting 
that the project would add to any significant cumulative impacts has been provided.

We appreciate the opportunity to assist you with this project. If you have any questions 
about this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,
RINCON CONSULTANTS, INC.

Joe Power, AICP CEP 
Principal

Attachments: SCCIC Records Search 
Trip Generation Estimates 
CalEEMod Worksheets

e n t i s t s
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State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
RESIDENCE, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD

Primary#
HRI#
•NRHP Status Cade

"Page 2 of 12 "Resource Name or# (Assigned by Recorder): T-Mobile West LLC SV00674A/LA674 
Sportsman's Lodge
Bl. Historic Name: Sportsmen's Lodge 
B2; Common Name: Sportsmen's Lodge 
B3. Original Use: Commercial/Hotel 
B4: Present Use: Commercial/Hotel 
*B5: Architectural Style: Modem
*B6: Construction History: (Construction Date, alterations and dates of alterations)
The subject building was constructed in approximately 1960. The building has undergone renovations at 
various times.
*B7. Moved? _X No Yes Unknown Date: Original Location 
"B8. Related Features: Parking lots, gardens 
B9a. Architect: Unknown b. Builder: Unknown
"BIO. Significance: Development of Studio City and Modem Architecture Area: Studio City Period of 
Significance: 1960-Present Property Type: Commercial Applicable Criteria: AandC 
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and 

geographic scope. Also address integrity.)
The subject property was constructed as the Sportsmen's Lodge In 1960. According to the Los Angeles County Assessor's 
records, a 35,000 square foot hotel was constructed In 1960. One year later, to complete the hotel complex, an additional 
97,000 square foot hotel was added. The Sportsmen's Lodge property has a history that dates bade prior to Its 1960 
construction. Originally, a hotel complex named the Sportsmen's Lodge was opened In the 1880s. The site contained a natural 
artesian spring, and was dose to a river, canyons, and a lake filled with trout and served as a natural gathering point for 
travelers due to the presence of these elements. It was e rural area that allowed visitors to enjoy the natural beauty of the site 
long before Freeways and modern buildings engulfed the landscape. Ventura Boulevard was a two-lane dirt road through the 
San Fernando Valley and the hotel served as resting place for weary travelers. Travelers would come to the lake to catch fish 
and, during thter stay at the hotel, the hotel staff would cook thB newly caught fish far the guests' dinners. In the 1910s, the 
property was named the “Hollywood Trout Farms," and was described as a 'ramshackle collection of huts {Studio City Sun, 
2007).” During the 1920s, man-made lakes were added to the property and fish were grown In the lakes and sold to restaurants 
In California and Nevada. From the 1920s until the mld-1940s, the complex was known as Trout Lakes.”
See Continuation Sheets for additional Information.
BU. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) None
"B12. References: McAtester and McAlester. A Guide to American Houses. 1991: Historicaerials.com: 
County of Los Angeles Assessor's Records: City of Los Angeles Building Department Records; 
Sportsmen's 1 qHpp wpheite: Museum of the San Fernando Valley: Studio City Sun newspaper.
B13. Remarks: None
"B14: Evaluators: K.A. Crawford
"Date of Evaluation: 11/15/2012

(This space reserved for
official comments.)
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Page _1 of "ResourceName or#{Assigned bvrecorder! T-MobUe West LLC SV00674A/LA674
Sportsman's Lodee
♦Recorded by K.A. Crawford/Michael Brandman Associates Date November 15. 2012
Continuation _X Update

By the 1920s, the Hollywood movie Industry had begun and the valley areas of Southern California became popular 
recreation areas. Republic Studios had started in the area, producing western with future stars such as John 
Wayne, Gene Autry and Roy Rogers. The cast and crews of these early films found the Sportsmen's Lodge a 
convenient place to relax after long working hours. The property was renamed the Sportsmen's Lodge In 1945 and 
a cocktail lounge and restaurant were added to the property. Guests were encouraged to take rod and reel and 
catch their own dinner and many of the stars supposedly taught their children to fish at the trout ponds. A room at 
the lodge cost $9 a night In the 1940s and the rate for a suite was $25.00.

According to hotel legend, the property was host to most of the famous Hollywood starts of the 1940s - Clark 
Gable, Bette Davis, Lena Home, Tallulah Bankhead, Joan Blortdelt, Humphrey Bogart and Lauren Bacall, Spencer 
Tracy and Katherine Hepburn, Doris Day, Marlon Brando, and many others. By the 1950s, the San Fernando Valley 
became a highly desirable area as Los Angeles expanded rapidly in the post-war years. Large housing tracts were 
developed with resulting commercial development and before long, the Lodge was surrounded by new commercial 
and residential properties. In 1962, the subject properly building, the current Sportsmen's Lodge, was constructed 
adjacent to the original lodge and restaurant property. The stars continued to come out to the Valley for 
recreation activities and many fine restaurants were built in the Studio City area.

The hotel continues to attract guests from the entertainment industry and serves as a popular site for movie 
filming and other movie industry related activities. The eight acres of property still Include gardens, waterfalls, 
swans, and ponds. The property was sold In 2007for $50 million to Richard Welntraub who planned an extenvtse 
renovation of the hotel to add retail space and other changes to the grounds. The plan was to evoke the "mid
century cool* of the San Fernando Valley, however, it does not appear that these extensive renovations have taken 
place (i.e. plans to build a 300,000 square foot retail center).

A variety of community-minded Individuals sought to obtain historic designation status In the early 2000s. In 2002, 
the Studio City Residents Association, backed by the Los Angeles Conservancy, submitted an application to 
designate the Lodge’s banquet center as a Historic Cultural Monument. The Cultural Heritage Commission 
approved the historic designation and sent It on to the Los Angeles City Council for approval. The proposal was 
opposed by Councilman Jack Weiss who said that "He does not know anyone who considers Sportsmen's Lodge to 
be significant" The Conservancy responded to the statement by stating that the Sportsmen's Lodge "while notan 
architectural wonder, has long been considered a site that epitomizes the story of the San Fernando Valley itself- 
as a site whose evolving uses, from rural to urban, mirrored the Valley's growth; as a roadside attraction to the 
Valley's vibrant automobile culture; as one of the Valley's earliest and most significant fine dining locations and as 
a site that has reflected this community's unique connection to the entertainment industry 
(www.valleymodem.com/news)."

http://www.valleymodem.com/news
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Sportsman's Lodge
‘Recorded by K.A. Crawford/Michael Brandman Associates Date November 15. 2012
Continuation Update

(Continued from page 3)

Integrity Statement

In regard to the seven aspects of integrity - location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association - the c.1960 
Modem style commercial building on this property has retained its original location. The building has not been moved. The 
setting, feeling, and association have not remained intact as the urban area surrounding die stnicture has changed. The design, 
materials and workmanship have been altered by various renovations and alterations. The integrity level is Air and the condition 
of the building is good.

National Register of Historic Places Eligibility Evaluation

The property was assessed under National Register of Historic Places Criterion A for its potential significance as part of any 
historic trends or events that may have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our hisloiy. The hotel complex 
was constructed as part of the overall continuing commercial development of the San Fernando Valley area which began in the 
1880s and continues to the present time. The property was a popular entertainment and recreation venue for Hollywood stars and 
members of the Los Angeles entertainment industry. While die property has importance for this connection to the Hollywood 
entertainment industiy and the local San Fernando Valley area, there ia no indication that the property played a significant role in 
any national events. There is no significant trend or event associated with the property that would link it to nationally important 
events or developments. Therefore, the property does not appear to meet the criteria for significance under Criterion A: 
Event

The property was assessed under National Register of Historic Places Criterion B for its potential significance and association 
with a person of importance in national history. There is no evidence to suggest that any of the persons associated with the 
construction or development of the building were considered important in the history of the nation. White the hotel was 
frequented by Hollywood stars of international importance, none of their activities at the Sportsmen’s Lodge were the foundation 
of their stardom or played any role in the importance as national icons: None of tire persons associated with the property appear 
to be historically significant at the level necessary to meet the criteria for National Register of Historic Places. Therefore, the 
property does not appear to meet the criteria for significance under Criterion B: Person.

The property was assessed under National Register of Historic Places Criterion C for its potential significance as a property 
which embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, method of construction or style of Modem architecture, 
represents the work of a master architect, builder or craftsman, possesses high artistic values, or represents a significant or 
distinguishable entity whose components lack individual distinction. The building's style does not rise to a level of significance 
to qualify for the National Register of Historic Places. Due to the various renovations, the hotel has been altered and does not 
retain many of the original character defining features of the eariy c. 1960s building. The building is not a good example of the 
work of a master architect or craftsman as the no persons associated with the design or construction were identified. Therefore, 
the building cannot be considered to represent the work of a master architect, builder or craftsman. Therefore, the property 
does not appear to meet the criteria for significance under Criterion C: Architecture as a good example of Modern style 
architecture.

The property was assessed under National Register of Historic Places Criterion D for its potential significance and its ability to 
convey information. The property does notyield, or may not be likely to yield, infoimation important in prchistoiy or history. In 
order for buildings, structures; or objects to be significant under Criterion D, they need to “be, ormust have been, the principal 
source of information.” This is not the case with this property. Therefore; the properly does not appear to meet the criteria 
for significance under Criterion D: Information Potential

In summary, the properly does not appear to qualify for the National Register of Historic Places under any of the above 
criteria. Therefore, the building is not considered to be an historic resource for the purposes of the NHPA. The property

State of California - The Resource Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION



19-190329

State of California - The Resource Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Sportsman's Lodge
♦Recorded by fcA- Ctawford/Michael grandman Associates Date November 15.2012
Continuation

T-Moblle West LLC SV00674A/LA674 Sportsman's Lodge 
Sportsmen's Lodge, 12825 Ventura Boulevard, Studio City, CA 
View North/Main Entrance 
November 15,2012

I
i
;

!
i
!

■



19-190329

State of California - The Resource Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Sportsman's Lodge
♦Recorded by K.A. Crawford/Michael Brandman Associates Date November 15.2012
Continuation

T-Mobile West LLC SV00674A/LA674 Sportsman's Lodge 
Sportsmen's Lodge, 12825 Ventura Boulevard, Studio City, CA 
View West/Main Entrance 
November 15,2012



19-190329

T-Mobile West LLC SV00674A/LA674 Sportsman's Lodge 
Sportsmen's Lodge, 12825 Ventura Boulevard, Studio City, OA 
View East/Main Entrance 
November 15,2012



19-190329

State of California-The Resource Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Sportsman's Lodge
'Recordedby K.A. Crawford/Michael Brandman Associates Date November IS. 2012
Continuation

T-Mobile West LLC SV00674A/LA674 Sportsman's Lodge 
Sportsmen's Lodge, 12825 Ventura Boulevard, Studio City, CA 
View Northeast/Main Hotel 
November 15,2012



19-190329

T-Mobile West LLC SV00674A/LA674 Sportsman's Lodge 
Sportsmen's Lodge, 12825 Ventura Boulevard, Studio City, CA 
View North/Main Hotel 
November 15,2012



19-190329

Sportsman's Lodge
♦Recorded by K.A. Crawford/Michael Brandman Associates Date November 15.2012
Continuation

T-Mobile West LLC SV00674A/LA674 Sportsman's Lodge 
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Ms. Colleen Dooley 
do Pacific Bell Mobile Services 
2521 Michelle Avenue 
Tustin, California 92780

Subject:

Dear Ms. Dooley:

LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) is under contract to Pacific Bell Mobile Services (PBMS) 
to provide a cultural resource assessment for facility LA 674*03, located at 12825 
Ventura Boulevard, in the community of Studio City, County of Los Angeles, Califor
nia (Attachment A). The assessment was conducted to identify historic properties 
(prehistoric or historic sites, buildings, structures, objects, or districts listed'in, in
eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places [National Register]), and 
apply the criteria of effect, as required by 36 CFR 800, the regulations implementing 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

PBMS proposes to install a telecommunications facility at this address. The project 
will consist of six roof mounted antennas. Associated equipment, including two micro
wave dishes, will be located on the roof, adjacent to the existing penthouse. There will 
be no ground disturbance associated with this facility.

A records search was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center, 
located at the University of California, Los Angeles; it included a review of all recorded 
historic and prehistoric archaeological sites within a one-half mile radius of the project 
area, as well as a review of known cultural resource survey and excavation reports. In 
addition, we examined die National Register of Historic Places (National Register), 
California Register of Historic Resources (California Register), California Historical 
Landmarks, and California Points of Historic Interest. The California Historic Proper
ties Directory was inspected for the address of LA 674-03.

The records search (Attachment B) indicated that no previously recorded archaeological 
sites are located within one-half mile of LA 674-03. One cultural resource study has been 
conducted within one-half mile of the project area.

6/16/99«P:\PBM730ak\archaeo\Letters\LA 674-03.wpd»

One Park Plaza, Suite 500 
Irvine, California 92614-5981

Telephone 949 553-0666 
Facsimile 949 553-8076 
E-mail irvine.lsa@lsa-iasoc.com

Other offices located in Berkeley
Pt. Richmond, Riverside and Sacramento
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There are no properties listed on the National Register, California Register, California 
Historical Landmarks, or California Points of Historic Interest, within one-half mile of the 
facility. In addition, there are no properties listed in the Historic Properties Directory that 
match die address of LA 674-03. However, there is one property listed as a Los Angeles 
City Historic-Cultural Monument (LA City # 32). The property is located at 3700 
Coldwater Canyon Avenue and is located approximately one-third mile from the facility.

It is LSA’s opinion that the installation of LA 674-03 will not impact any historic proper
ties for the following reasons:

• There will be no ground disturbance associated with this facility.
• Based on photographic analysis, the building does not appear to be historic.
• The records search did not indicate that the building is historic
• The photographs, plans, and project description indicate that the antennas and 

equipment will not alter the visual characteristic of the building; therefore, there 
will be no visual impacts to LA City #32 or any unrecorded adjacent historic 
properties.

In accordance with 36 CFR 800, LSA has assessed the effects of this PBMS facility on any 
historic properties. The results of our assessment indicate that the installation of LA 674
03 will have no effect on any historic properties that are listed, eligible for, or potentially 
eligible for listing in the National Register.

Thank you for the opportunity to assist you on this project. If LSA can be of further 
assistance, or if you have any questions concerning this report, please contact me by phone 
at (949) 553-0666 or by e-mail at curtduke@lsa-assoc.com.

Sincerely,

Curt Duke
Archaeologist Assistant Project Manager

Attachments: A - Project Location Map
B - Records Search Letter

cc: California Office of Historic Preservation

6/16/99«P:U>BM730ak\archaeoU^licrs\LA 674-03.wpd» 2
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ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT LOCATION MAP

6/16/99«P:\PBM730ak\archaeo\LettereVLA 674-03.wpd»



6/16/99(PBM73 OAK) Figure 1

N PBMS SITE #LA 674-03

LSA Project Location



LA-4587
LSA Associates, Inc.

ATTACHMENT B

RECORDS SEARCH LETTER
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South Central Coastal Information Center
California Historical Resources Information System 

UCLA Institute of Archaeology 
A163 Fowler Building 

Los Angeles, California 90095-1510 
(310) 825-1980 / FAX (310) 206-4723 / sccic@ucla.edu

Los Angela
Orange
Ventura

Curt Duke
LSA Associates, Inc.
One Park Plaza, Suite 500 
Irvine, CA 92614

RE: Records Search Request for Eleven Pac Bell Facilities 

Dear Mr. Duke:

As per your request received on June 11, we have conducted a records search for the above 
referenced projects. This search includes a review of all recorded historic and prehistoric 
archaeological sites within one-half mile radius of the project areas as well as a review of all 
known cultural resource survey and excavation reports. In addition, we have checked the National 
Register of Historic Places, the California State Historic Resources Inventory, the California Points 
of Historical Interest, the listing of the City of Los Angeles Historic Landmarks, and the listing of 
California Historical Landmarks in the region. The following is a discussion of our findings for 
the project areas.

RESOURCES & REPORTS

Cell# Quad Name Sites Reports Built Environment

LA672-03 Van Nuys 19-001110 None LA City: 228

LA674-03 Van Nuys None LAI 165 LA City: 32

LA421-01 Hollywood None LA2763LA1939, LA2881, 
LA1932, LA447, LA 1578,
LA 128

LA City: 436,543,183,275 
NR:Heinsbergcn Decorating 
Co. Bldg.

LA 887-02 Moorpark 19-001122,19-001126 LA365, LA1271*, LA944 None

LA888-02 Moorpark None LA 1600*, LA944, L A311 None

LA889-01 Thousand
Oaks

None LA240, LA777*, LA111, 
LA1102.LA1536

None

*=within project area

mailto:sccic@ucla.edu
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LA753-01 Topanga 19-000135, 
unnumbered isolate

LA 1618, LA2030, LA 1580, 
LA 1489, LA827, LA432, 
LA2419, LA4409, LA3787

SHL:881,840
LA City: 530

LA948-01 Los
Angeles

None LA4451, LAI 12 None

LA44M2 Torrance None LA2258, LA83 None

LA581-02 Beverly
Hills

19-000057,19-000053, 
19-000058,19-000056

LA309, LA3501, LA3673, 
LA98, LA190

None

LA633-02 Calabasas 19-000252,19-000503, 
19-000504,19-000798, 
19-000251,19-000250, 
19-000249,19-000651, 
19-000652,56-000292, 
56-000293,56-000148, 
56-000149

LA1218, LA3550, LA3452, 
LA3487, LA722, LA81, 
LA1973, LA2016, LA3190, 
LA2279, LAI 110, LA909, 
LA2008, VN1407, VN1456, 
VN257, VN1071, VN1134, 
VN1442

SHL:911
LA City: 141

LA City Listings

No. 228 Laurelwood Apartments
11833-11847 Laurelwood Dr. Studio City. Designed by R.M. Schindler and built in 1948, they 
were sighted as “an outstanding work by a major architect” Declared: 4/22/80

No. 32 St. Saviour
Designed by Reginald Johnson and patterned after the Chapel at Rugby School in England with the 
pews facing the center aisle, it was dedicated in 1914. Located at Harvard School, 3700 Coldwater 
Canyon Avenue, Studio City. Declared: 2/5/65.

No. 436 Howaid/Nagin Residence
146 S. Fuller Ave, Built in 1929 and designed by Paul R. Williams. This Bldg, is an English 
influenced, 2 story brick, stucco and woos single family home. Declared: 5/19/89

No. 543 Fanners Market
Bordered by 3"1 Street and Fairfax Ave, was started in 1934 when the landlord provided hard 
pressed depression era fanners with a direct market. Also on the site is the 1852 Gilmore Adobe, 
one of the oldest extant houses in the city. Declared: 7/24/91

No. 183 (Site of) West Facade of the Pan Pacific Auditorium
Designed by Welton Becket and Waler Wurdeman in 1935, it is a premier example of Streamline 
Modeme architecture. Burned down to only west fa9ade in 1869, demolished in 1992. Located at 
7600 Beverly Boulevard. Declared: 3/1/78.

No. 275 Heinsbergen Bldg.
7415 Beverly Blvd. Built in 1927 and designed by architect Claude Beelman for the workshop of 
noted muralist Anthony B. Heinsbergen who created mural for more than 700 theaters, including 
the Pantages, the Wiltem and the Million $ Theater. Declared: 1/4/84
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No. 530 The John Entenza House (Case Study House #9)
This house was designed as a collaborative effort between Charles Eames and Eero Saarinen. Built 
in the International Modem style in 1949, the residence is the only example of Saarinen’s work in 
Los Angeles. Entenza was the editor of “Arts and Architecture” magazine, which promoted the 
renowned Case Study House program. Located at 205 Chautauqua Boulevard. Declared: 4/30/91

No. 141 Chatsworth Reservoir Kiln Site
Located on the southeasterly from the intersection of Woolsey Canyon Road and Valley Circle 
Boulevard, Chatsworth. Used to make bricks and tiles for the San Fernando Mission. Declared: 
4/2/75

National Register - Hollywood -19-151336- LA Heinsbergen Decorating Co. Bldg. 7415 
Beverly Blvd LA 19840920 84000873

State Historical Landmarks:

Topanga Quadrangle

No. 840 Old Santa Monica Forestry Station
In 1887, the State Board of Forestry established the nation’s first 
experimental forestry station. Located in Rustic Canyon, the station 
tested exotic trees for planting in California, established plantations 
for management studies, and produced planting stock for scientific 
and conservation purposes. The station was operated by the Board of 
Forestry until 1893 and by foe University of California until 1923.
Located at Rustic Canyon Recreation Center, Northwest comer of 
Latimer and Hilltree Roads, Los Angeles

No. 881 Site of “Port of Los Angeles” Long Wharf 
In 1893 the Southern Pacific Railroad Company completed its 4,720- 
foot wharf, which served as a deep water port for the Los Angeles 
area. But after San Pedro became Los Angeles’s official harbor in 
1897, shipping activity at Port Los Angeles declined and the wharf 
was finally dismantled. Today, no trace remains of what was once the 
longest wooden pier in the world. Located at Will Rogers State 
Beach lifeguard hdqtrs, 15100 Pacific Coast Hwy 1 (P.M. 37.5),
Pacific Palisades

Calabasas Quadrangle

No. 911 Chatsworth Calera Site
The Chatsworth Calera is one of the few surviving representative 
structures of the early 19th century lime industry. This kiln marked 
the introduction to California of the European industrial process for 
vitrifying limestone building blocks, which were used in the 
construction of missions. Location- From State Hwy 27 and 
Plummer, go W 2.7 mi. to the intersection ofWoolsey Canyon Rd 
and Valley Circle Blvd, site is 500 feet NE of intersection,
Chatsworth
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Please forward a copy of any reports resulting from this project to our office as soon as 
possible. Due to the sensitive nature of site location data, we ask that you do not include record 
search maps in your report. If you have any questions regarding the results number. Please 
reference the invoice number listed below when making inquires. Requests made after invoicing 
will result in the preparation of a separate invoice with a $ 15.00 handling fee.

Sincerely,

Dina Craig 
Associate Coordinator

Enclosures:

(X) Map 
(X) Bibliography 
(X) Confidentiality Form 
( ) Invoice # 7872
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Cultural Resource Records Search Results

The results of the records search Indicate that no cultural resources have been recorded within the 
search radius. Three area-specific survey reports are on file with the SCCIC for the search radius (see 
Table 1). None of these investigations assessed the candidate address, suggesting that the candidate 
has not been officially surveyed for cultural resources.

Table 1: Site Assessments Performed within One-half Mile of the Candidate
REPORT NUMBER AUTHOR AND DATE COVERAGE

LA-04587 Duke, Curt 1999 Did not assess the candidate
LA-05752 Christy, Juliet L. 2002 Did not assess the candidate
LA-07777 Mason & Peterson 2002 Did not assess the candidate

No historic resources are found on the Los Angeles County NR, HRI, CHL or CPHI inventories. Review of 
the 1932 USGS Van Nuys, CA 6’ quadrangle map showed that the Area of Potential Effect (APE) was 
undeveloped at that time with two roads and sparsely scattered structures.

Cultural Sensitivity Based On The Record Search Data
Historic Unknown

Prehistoric Unknown

Cultural Settlngi

Four general, but distinctive, cultural periods have been identified by Wallace (1955) for the 
prehistoric occupation of southern California: Early Hunter, Milling Stone, Intermediate, and Late.

Early Hunter Period (before 6500 B.C.) sites are characterized by large projectile points and other 
stone implements adapted to chase big game animals. The large size and weight of the points suggest 
that the primary weapon for hunting was the dart, propelled by a spear thrower. Lack of grinding tools, 
suggest that the inhabitants were not exploiting the plant foods to the extent that later cultures were. 
They were nomadic in hunters, following the game throughout the seasons. Archaeological sites 
representing this early period are not common.

The Milling Stone Period (about 6500 B.C. to 1000 B.C.) represents a long period of time 
characterized by small, highly mobile groups of Native Americans. These groups probably had a 
seasonal round of settlement that included both Inland and coastal residential bases. They relied 
primarily on grasses and seeds for food. Characteristic inland sites include numerous manos, 
instates, and hammerstones. Shell middens are more common at coastal sites.

The Intermediate Period occurred from approximately 1000 B.C. to A.0.750. Mortars and pestles first 
appear in this period, indicating knowledge of acorn leaching. Use of the acorn probably permitted 
greater sedentism, especially at inland locations. Large projectile points suggest use of spear throwers 
rather than the bow and arrow. Settlement patterns during this period are not well understood.

1 References
Bean, Lowell J and Charies R Smith

1978 Gabrielino Handbook of North American Indians California Volume 8. Robett F. Heizer, Editor, pp. 538
549. Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.

Wallace, William J
1955 A Suggested Chronology for Southern California Coastal Archeology. Southwestern Journal of 

Anthropology 11 (3):214-230
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The Late Period (A.D. 750 to Historic Contact) saw a more semi-sedentary settlement pattern. Smaller 
project points suggest introduction of the bow and arrow and less or no reliance on the spear thrower. 
Large shell middens, Indicative of greater exploitation of marine resources, characterize coastal sites.

Tongva

Historically, the Los Angeles area was part of the territory occupied by the Tongva Native American 
group. Their settlement pattern and subsistence were likely an extension of those practiced during the 
Late Period. Important food resources would have been acorns, agave and mesquite for interior 
dwellers. Protein would have been provided by hunting game and fishing. Tongva villages would have 
been located near fresh water resources. Temporary camps would have been utilized during hunting 
and gathering trips away from the main village (Bean and Smith 1978).

Establishment of APE and Cultural Resources Within

On October 5,2012, Sarah Williams, under the supervision of MBA Professional Archaeologist Wayne 
H. Bonner, visited the candidate location for the purposes of establishing the APE (see Exhibit 1 and 
Exhibit 2). Mr. Bonner satisfies the Secretary of the Interior's qualifications for a field archaeologist 
(see Resume). The APE was ascertained by examining the planned candidate construction methods, 
the existing topography, and the current level of urbanization. T-Mobile proposes the modernization of 
a Roof Mount telecommunications facility on an existing building that is older than 45 years. T-Mobile 
proposes to: remove 6 existing antennas and Install 6 Alr21 antennas, remove existing TMAs and 
install 3 Twin AWS, and install 3 low cap hybrid cables. No ground disturbance or significant height 
increase is proposed. Given these parameters, the direct APE is confined to the existing 
telecommunications facility (including building) and proposed modifications. The visual indirect APE Is 
considered all that area within a Vfe-mile radius of those portions of the candidate once completed.

Direct APE Cultural Resources
The results of the site investigation confirm no prehistoric cultural resources will be affected by 
construction of the telecommunications facility. The candidate is located on a building that is older 
than 45 years, which currently houses an existing telecommunication facility. Surface visibility Is poor 
with no visibility due to the structure and paving. The soils underwent a great deal of disturbance in 
the construction of the street and structure. Vegetation consists of non-native trees, grasses and 
bushes around the building.

Visual Indirect APE
The results of our records search concluded that there are no NR eligible or listed historic resources 
located within Vi-mile of the candidate. The conditions are as follows:

• North of the candidate is the Los Angeles River and beyond is a residential neighborhood.
• East of the candidate are parking lots and commercial structures.
■ South of the candidate are commercial structures, some that are older than 45 years.
■ West of the candidate are commercial structures older than 45 years and Coldwater Canyon 

Avenue.

Photographs are attached.

The topography in the vicinity of the candidate consists of graded land. Surface visibility is poor with 
less than 10 percent visibility due to landscaping, pavement and structures. Soils in the vicinity are 
greatly disturbed during the construction of the commercial structures and residences. Vegetation 
consists of landscaped non-native bushes, trees, and ornamental grasses. Nearest water source 
would have been the Los Angeles River located 250 feet north of the candidate location.
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Recommendations

In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800, MBA has assessed the effects of this facility on any local cultural 
properties. The results of our assessment Indicate that no prehistoric properties will be affected by the 
modification of SV00674A. However, there is one property located within the direct APE that Is more 
then 45 years old which may be afrected by construction of the facility. This property has not been 
previously assessed to determine eligibility for the NR. Thus, it is possible that historic properties may 
be affected by the modification of SV00674A. Therefore, MBA recommends that this property be 
evaluated for significance following Section 106 of the NHPA.

We at MBA appreciate the opportunity to assist you on this project If we can be of any further 
assistance, or if you have any questions concerning this letter, please do not hesitate to contact Al 
Martinez at (714) 508-4100 or via his e-mail, amartinezQbrandman.com.

Wayne H. Bonner, MA, RPA 
Professional Archaeologist 
Riverside County Certification No. 102 
Michael Brandman Associates 
220 Commerce, Suite 200 
Irvine, CA 92602

Sarah A. Williams, M A 
Archaeologist
Michael Brandman Associates 
621E. Carnegie Drive, Ste.100 
San Bernardino, CA 92408

Kathleen A. Crawford, MA 
Architectural Historian 
Michael Brandman Associates 
220 Commerce, Suite 200 
Irvine, CA 92602
WHS/SAW/KCF
S:\Csll Site Date\EASWorK\SV00674A\SV00674A Cultural RS.CRSuJoc

Sincerely,
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North facing view of candidate location

East facing view of the candidate location
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West facing view of the candidate location
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East-northeast facing overview of the eastern antenna locations

North facing view from the candidate location
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East facing view from the candidate location
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Exhibit 2 
Project Topographic Map
EAS • CULTURAL RESOURCE COMPLIANCE



Table 1
Project Trip Generation Rates 

ITE 9th Edition
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Land Use ITE Code Dailv Total in Out Total In Out
Health Club 492 32.93 1.41 50% 50% 3.53 57% 43%
Hotel 310 8.17 0.53 59% 41 % 0.60 51 % 49%
Banquet Facilities 495 33.82 2.05 66% 34% 2.74 49% 51 %
Quality Restaurant 931 89.95 0.81 60% 40% 7.49 67% 33%
High Turnover Restaurant 932 127.15 10.81 55% 45% 9.85 60% 40%
Shopping Center 820 42.70 0.96 62% 38% 3.71 48% 52%

Table 2
Approved vs Shopping Center Project Traffic Generation

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Proposed Land Use: Traffic Total In Out Total In Out
Approved Traffic 2,000 105 50 54 136 68 68
Shopping Center Traffic 640 -27 -25 -2 84 42 42

Table 3
Approved Project Traffic Generation

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
ProDosed Land Use: Traffic Total In Out Total In Out
196 - Room Hotel 1,601 104 61 43 118 60 58
17,514 s.f. Quality Restaurant 1,575 82 50 32 74 28 46
10% Pass-by Quality Restaurant -158 -8 -5 -3 -7 -3 -4
9,154 s.f. HT Restaurant 1,164 99 54 45 90 54 36
20 % Pass-by HT Restaurant -233 -19 -11 -9 -18 -11 -7
35,101 s.f. Retail 1,499 34 21 13 130 62 68
50 % Pass-by Retail -750 -17 -10 -7 -65 -31 -34
30,000 s.f. Health Club 988 42 21 21 106 60 46
20 % Dass-bv Health Club -198 -8 -4 -4 -21 -12 -9
Driveway Traffic 6,827 361 207 154 518 264 254
Less pass-by 5,488 309 177 131 407 207 200

Existinq
196 - Room Hotel 1,601 104 61 43 118 60 58
3,500 s.f. Restaurant 315 3 2 1 26 17 9
47.400 s.f. Banauet facility 1.603 97 64 33 130 64 66
Driveway Traffic 3,519 204 127 77 274 141 133
Less pass-by -31 - - - -3 -2 -1
Non-adj. Traffic 3,488 204 127 77 271 139 132

Net
Net Driveway Traffic 3,308 157 80 77 244 123 121
Net Non-adj. Traffic 2,000 105 50 54 136 68 68



Table 4
Shopping Center Project Traffic Generation

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
ProDosed Land Use: Traffic Total In Out Total In Out
196 - Room Hotel 1,601 104 61 43 118 60 58
67,807 s.f. Shopping Center 2,895 65 40 25 252 121 131
40% pass-by Shopping Center -1,158 -26 -16 -10 -100 -48 -52
30,000 s.f. Health Club 988 42 21 21 106 60 46
20 % Dass-bv Health Club -198 -8 -4 -4 -21 -12 -9
Driveway Traffic 5,484 211 122 89 476 241 235
Less pass-by 4,128 177 102 75 355 181 174

Existina
196 - Room Hotel 1,601 104 61 43 118 60 58
3,500 s.f. Restaurant 315 3 2 1 26 17 9
47.400 s.f. Banauet facility 1.603 97 64 33 130 64 66
Driveway Traffic 3,519 204 127 77 274 141 133
Less pass-by -31 - - - -3 -2 -i
Non-adj. Traffic 3,488 204 127 77 271 139 132

Net
Net Driveway Traffic 1,965 7 -5 12 202 100 102
Net Non-adj. Traffic 640 -27 -25 -2 84 42 42







Grading -1840 cubic yards of grading on site.

Vehicle Trips - Based on Traffic Study

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Estimated 61% reduction for watering 3 times daily

Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -

Energy Mitigation -

Waste Mitigation -

Off-road Equipment - Assumed construction equipment

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tbIConstructionPhase Nurn Days 20.00 152.00

tbIConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 2/11/2016 2/19/2016

tbIConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 2/3/2017 2/9/2017

tbIConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 4/20/2017 8/9/2017

tbIConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 9/11/2017 3/23/2017

tbIConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 2/20/2016 2/21/2016

tbIConstructionPhase PhaseS tartDate 3/19/2016 3/21/2016

tbIConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/24/2017 2/10/2017

tbIConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 2/10/2017 8/24/2016

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 10.00 5.70

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 1,840.00

tbl Land Use LotAcreage 4.01 3.63

tbIOffRoad Equipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 3.00

tbIProjectCharacteristics Opera tionalYear 2014 2016

tbl Vehicle Trips ST_TR 20.87 32.93

tbIVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 127.15

■ tbIVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 89.95









Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 405,240; Non-Residential Outdoor: 135,080 (Architectural Coating - 

OffRoad EauiDment



Architectural Coating i 22.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 110.00 44.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 6.00 230.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Prep 5 13.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads 

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Demolition - 2016 
Unmitigated Construction On-Site









Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0553 0.0744 0.7774 1.7300e-
003

0.1453 1.2100e-
003

0.1465 0.0385 1.1200e-
003

0.0397 145.0404 145.0404 7.9300e-
003

145.20S9

Total 0.0553 0.0744 0.7774 1.7300e-
003

0.1453 1.2100e-
003

0.1465 0.0385 1.1200e-
003

0.0397 145.0404 145.0404 7.9300e-
003

145.2069

3.4 Grading-2016 
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO 502 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive 
PM2 5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2 5 
Total

Bio- CQ2 NBio- C02 Total C02 CHA N20 G02e

“li^ory lb/clay lh/ lav

Fugitive Dust 6.3347 0.0000 6.3347 3.3444 0.0000 3.344-i 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6669 38.4466 26.0787 0.0298 2.1984 2.1984 2.0225 2.0225 3,093.788
9

3,093.7889 0.9332 3,113.386
0

Total 3.6669 38.4466 26.0787 0.0298 6.3347 2.1984 8.5331 3.3444 2.0225 5.3670 3,093.788
9

3,093.7889 0.9332 3,113.386
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM TO 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2 5

Exhaust 
PM2 5

PM2 5 
Total

810-002’ NBio- CQ2 Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e

Category Jay

Hauling 0.2033 3.2381 2.5838 8.47GGe-
003

G.2003 0.G434 0.2437 0.0543 0.0454 0.1003 653.6212 653.6212 6.2l0ue-
003

653.7517

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Worker 0.0638 0.0858 0.8970 1.9900e-
003

0.1677 1.4000e-
003

0.1691 0.0445 1.2900e-
003

0.0458 167.3543 167.3543 9.1500e-
003

167.5464

Total 0.2732 3.3839 3.4608 0.0105 0.3680 0.0508 0.4188 0.0993 0.0467 0.1460 1,020.975
5

1,020.9755 0.0154 1,021.298
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOv. cb S02 Fugitive
PM1G

Exhaust 
PM 10

PM10
Total

Fugitive 
PM2 5

Exhaust 
PM2 5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- C02 NBio- G02 Total C02 CH4 N20 C02e

Category lb/r ay lb/ lay

Fugitive Dust 2.8506 6.6066 4.4506 ^.5050 6.6666 1.6656 4.0000 4.44oo

Off-Road 3.6669 38.4466 26.0787 0.0298 2.1984 2.1984 2.0225 2.0225 0.0000 3,093.788
9

3,093.7889 0.9332 3,113.386
0

Total 3.6669 38.4466 26.0787 0.0298 2.8506 2.1984 5.0490 1.5050 2.0225 3.5275 0.0000 3,093.788
9

3,093.7889 0.9332 3,113.386
0

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM 10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2 5

Exhaust 
PM2 5

PU2 5
Total

Bto- C02 NBio- C02 Total CG2 CH4 N20 C02e

Category iay lay

Hauling 0.2093 3.2961 2.5636 6.47G0e-
003

0.2G03 G.G494 0.2497 0.0549 0.0454 0.1003 853.6212 853.6212 6.2100e-
003

853.7517

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0638 0.0858 0.8970 1.9900e-
003

0.1677 1.4000a- 
003

0.1691 0.0445 1.2900e-
003

0.0458 167.3543 167.3543 9.1500e-
003

167.5464



0.2732 1,020.975 1,020.9755 0.0154 1,021.298

3.5 Building Construction - 2016 
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM 2 5 Bio- C02 NBio- C02 Total C02
PM10 PM2.5 PM2 5

Category

Off-Road 28 5063 18 5066 00268 1.9674 1.8485 1 8485 2.669.286 2.669 2864 0.6620 2,683.189

3.4062 18.5066 0.0268 1.9674 1.9674 1.8465 1.8485 2,669.286 0.6620 2,683.189

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2 5 
Total

Bio- C02 NBio- CQ2 Total CQ2
PM10 PM25 PM2 5

Category Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0:0090 0.0000 0.0000 G.oooo 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 O.OuOO 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4029 3.9177 9.51 OOe- 0.2750 0.0627 0.3377 0.0783 0.0577 0.1360 7.0900e-
003

Worker 0.4682 0.6291 6.5780 0.0146 0.0103 0.3261 9.4500e-
003

1,227.264 1,227.2647 0.0671 1.228.6731

0.8710 11.8458 0.0241 1.5045 0.0730 1.5775 0.0871 0.4715 2,179.290 2,179.2902 0.0742 2,1av.S47

3.4608 0.0105 0.3680 0.0508 0.4188 0.0993 0.0467





ROG NO> CO SQ2 Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive 
PM2 5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM 2 5 
Total

Bio- C02 NBio- C02 Total C02 6h4 N20 C02e

Category lUclay lb/(lay

Off-Road | 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.d>730 2,639.805
3

2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.449
0

Total I 3.1024 26.4057 16.1231 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 2,639.805
3

2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.449
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SG2 Fugitive 
PM 10

Exhaust
PM10

PMIO
Total

Fugitive 
PM2 5

Exhaust 
PM2 5

2 5 
Total

Sio-dfii NBio- CQ2 Total 002 CH4 N20 G02e

Category Ib/clav lb/<lav

Hauling j 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 ihSooo 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3680 3.5652 5.0009 9.5000e-
003

0.2751 0.0559 0.3310 0.0784 0.0514 0.1298 936.6010 936.6010 6.8700e-
003

936.7453

Worker 0.4199 0.5680 5.9314 0.0146 1.2295 9.8900e-
003

1.2394 0.3261 9.1200e-
003

0.3352 1,180.130
5

1,180.1305 0.0619 1,181.430
5

Total 0.7879 4.1332 10.9323 0.0241 1.5046 0.0658 1.5704 0.4044 0.0605 0.4650 2,116.731
5

2,116.7315 0.0688 2,118.175
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site





Category

Archil. Coating 41.1905 0.0000 u.GGOO 0.0000 0.0000 O.UUO0 0.0000

Off-Road 1.8839 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 281.4461 0.0332 282.1449

41.5590 1.8839 2.9700e- 0.19GG G.1SG6 G.1966 281.4481 281.4481 G.G332 262.1449

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Fugitive Exhaust PM 10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.3 Bio- C02 NBio- C02 Total C02
PM10 PM2 5 PM2.5

Category Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 G.uUuu 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 G.OuOu u.uuuu 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 U.GGCQ

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0936 0.1258 1.3156 0.2459 2.0600e-
003

0.2480 0.0652 1.8900e-
003

0.0671 0.0134

0.0936 0.1250 1.3150 0.2453 2.0000b- 0.2430 0.0352 0.0134

Mitigated Construction On-Site

fugitive Exhaust PM 10 fugitive Exhaust PM2 5 NBio- C02 Total C02
PM 10 PM1Q PM2 5 PM26

tegory





Off-Road 0.3323 2.1850 1.8681 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 281.4481 281.4481 0.0297 282.0721

Total 41.5228 2.1850 2.9700e-
003

0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 281.4481 281.4481 0.0297

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Fugitive
PM 10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive 
PM2 5

Exhaust 
PM2 5

PM2 5 
Total

NBio- CO2 Total C02

Hauling 0.000G u.GGOG G.GGG0 0.0000 G.00GO 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0840 0.1136 1.1863 2.9200e-
003

0.2459 1.9800e-
003

0.2479 0.0652 1.8200e-
003

0.0670 236.0261 236.0261 0.0124

0.0840 1.9800e-0.1136 0.24792.9200e-
003

0.2459 0.0652 1.8200e-
003

0.0670 236.0261 236.0261 0.0124 236.2661

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust 
PM 10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM25

Exhaust 
PM2 5

PM 2 5 
Total

NBio- C02 Total C02

Category

Arcnit. Coating 41.1905 G.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3323 2.1850 1.8681 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0297 282.0721

















Architectural
Coating

1.7153 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer
Products

5.3492 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 T "o 0000 0.0000

Landscaping 5.4900b-
003

5.4000&-
004

0.0563 0.0000 2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0000a-
004

2.0000e-
004

0.1177 | 0.1177 3.3000a- 
004

0.1247

Total 7.0700 5.4000a-
004

0.0563 0.0000 2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0000a-
004

0.1177 I 0.1177 3.3000a- 
004

0.1247

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Institute Recycling and Composting Services

9.0 Operational Offroad

10.0 Vegetation


