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June 26, 2015 

VIA EMAIL AND MESSENGER 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Los Angeles City Council 
City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Sharon Gin, Legislative Assistant 
 

Council File No. 15-0672 
June 30, 2015 Agenda 

 
Re:  Archer Forward: Campus Preservation and Improvement Plan (CPC-2014-666-

VCU-ZAA-SPR; ENV-2311-2689-EIR) 

Dear Chair Huizar and Honorable Committee Members: 

 We write on behalf of The Archer School for Girls and look forward to your 
consideration of the Archer Forward: Campus Preservation and Improvement Plan at your June 
30 meeting.  We appreciate the City Planning Commission’s unanimous approval of this 
significant investment to improve educational opportunities for girls from throughout Los 
Angeles.  Archer’s mission includes providing financial aid to make girls’ education accessible 
to girls throughout the City; for example, during the 2014-2015 academic year, students came 
from 91 different ZIP codes and 143 feeder schools, with nearly 40 percent students of color.  
Twenty-four percent of the School's students received financial aid amounting to $3.5 million. 
This mission will be enhanced as Archer adds facility and operational improvements to its 
campus while preserving the historic monument it has occupied since 1999, the former Eastern 
Star Home in Brentwood.  These improvements will enable Archer to better fulfill its mission as 
an all-girl, nonsectarian, independent college preparatory school serving students in grades 6–12. 

 While serving girls from all over Los Angeles, Archer is also committed to being an 
excellent neighbor in Brentwood.  Working closely with Council District 11, Archer’s 
community process has extended for over three years.  Since 2011, Archer has held 
approximately 80 community meetings involving local residents, business leaders, transportation 
experts, and leaders from community organizations including the Brentwood Community 
Council, the Brentwood Homeowners Association, the Brentwood Village Chamber of 
Commerce, and the Residential Neighbors of Archer.  Archer has agreed to hundreds of 
conditions and mitigation measures,  seeking the appropriate balance so the School can continue 
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to offer an unparalleled and empowering 21st century education for girls in a manner that 
continues to respect the Brentwood neighborhood the School calls home.  Archer Forward sets 
new standards Citywide for how independent schools can live in harmony with their 
neighbors.   

 Nonetheless, the Project has become the subject of six baseless appeals reiterating 
incorrect claims about the Project.  Throughout this multi-year process, hundreds of comments 
have already received full responses in the EIR and public hearing process, but opponents repeat 
them in their appeals.  Despite these erroneous and previously addressed claims, in order to keep 
the PLUM Committee fully informed of the issues, we have fully responded to the appellants’ 
claims in Attachment A.  These responses, together with the substantial and detailed 
consideration that has been given to the Project by the Planning Department, the Planning 
Commission, and this Committee, fully support our request that you deny the appeals. 

 The City Planning Commission’s approval included a number of conditions previously 
requested by Councilmember Bonin.  In response to community comments and requests from 
Councilmember Bonin, the Project has been refined to include a shortened construction 
timeframe, additional restrictions on traffic, reduced physical scale of the Project, increased 
buffers and landscaping, additional limitations on use, and more noise reducing protections.  
The only changes requested by Archer to the Planning Commission Determination are further 
responses to Councilmember Bonin’s requests, as set forth in Archer’s June 26, 2015, response 
to the Councilmember’s April 22, 2015, letter to the Planning Commission.  That letter includes 
proposed, revised Conditions of Approval and Findings to effectuate the Councilmember’s 
additional requests.  The revised Conditions of Approval and Findings also include proposed 
technical revisions.       

 The Archer School for Girls is an educational community that supports and challenges 
young women to discover their passions and realize their potential.  By enhancing Archer’s 
facilities and operations to allow Archer to deliver a 21st century education on campus, the 
Project will promote girls’ education and develop women leaders for current and future 
generations to benefit the entire City.     

Archer looks forward to creating a joyful 21st century learning environment and a 
campus that is a source of pride for the Brentwood neighborhood and the City.  We appreciate 
City Planning staff’s hard work on the Project.  We look forward to further discussing the Project 
with you at the PLUM meeting scheduled for June 30 and respectfully request that you deny the 
appeals and recommend approval of Archer Forward to the City Council.  

Very truly yours, 

 
Beth Gordie 
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 

Enclosures 
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cc: The Honorable Councilmember Mike Bonin, Council District 11 
 Tricia Keane, Director of Planning, Council District 11 

Elva Nuño-O’Donnell, Department of Planning 
Adam Villani, Department of Planning  
Elizabeth English, Head of School, The Archer School for Girls 
Rick Benfield, Director of Finance & Operations, The Archer School for Girls 
Cindy Starrett, Latham & Watkins  
Lauren Paull, Latham & Watkins 
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ATTACHMENT A 

RESPONSE TO APPEALS 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Archer Forward:  Campus Preservation and Improvement Plan (“Project” or “Archer 
Forward”) was unanimously approved by the City Planning Commission on April 23, 2015.  
Specifically, the Planning Commission (1) certified Environmental Impact Report ENV-2311-
2689-EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2012011001) and adopted the Project’s Mitigation 
Monitoring Program and related Environmental Findings and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations; (2) approved a Vesting Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) for the Project; (3) 
approved height and area modifications pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC”) 
Section 12.24.F; (4) approved Zoning Administrator Adjustments for the heights of fences, gates, 
and walls pursuant to LAMC Section 12.28; and (5) approved the Site Plan Review for the 
Project.  See Los Angeles City Planning Commission Determination, Case No. CPC-2014-666-
VCU-ZAA-SPR (May 13, 2015) (“Determination”). 

Appeals of Planning Commission decisions to City Council are reviewed for an error or 
abuse of discretion.  LAMC § 12.24.I.2.  None of the appeals demonstrate that the Planning 
Commission committed an error or abuse of discretion.  Substantially all of the issues raised by 
the appeals have been thoroughly addressed in the City’s administrative record for the Project.  
To clarify certain issues, however, we are providing you with references to where the appeals’ 
claims have been addressed in the record and including supplemental information where 
relevant.  As set forth in detail below, there is substantial evidence in the record supporting the 
Planning Commission’s decision to approve the Project and certify the Project’s Environmental 
Impact Report (“EIR”), and the City Council should deny the appeals. 

The Project has been subject to an extensive public process and voluminous record.  The 
Project was reviewed by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning in accordance with the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).  An Initial Study and 
Notice of Preparation were prepared and circulated for public comment from January 3, 2012, to 
February 2, 2012.  A public scoping meeting was conducted on January 18, 2012, and public 
testimony was taken on the environmental impacts of the Project as proposed at that time.  
Subsequent to the scoping meeting, a Draft EIR was prepared.  The Draft EIR was initially 
circulated for a 46-day public comment period beginning on February 27, 2014, and ending on 
April 14, 2014.  In response to a request received from Council District 11, in addition to several 
other requests for an extension, the comment period was extended through April 29, 2014, for a 
total of 61 days.  The Department of Planning then prepared a Final EIR for the Project, which 
included responses to each comment received during the review period for the Draft EIR.  
Subsequent to the release of the Final EIR, Errata 1 was prepared to identify refinements that 
were made to the Project at the request of community members, including the removal of a 
proposed Aquatics Center and the retention of the Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel as 
a residential lot.  A duly noticed public hearing on the Project was held by a Hearing Office for 
the Planning Commission on December 8, 2014.  In response to comments raised during the 
Hearing Officer hearing, an Errata 2 was prepared to provide further clarification on topics raised 
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during the Draft EIR and public hearing process.  In addition, Errata 2 provides information 
regarding the Project’s accelerated construction schedule.      

The Planning Commission had all of this information available when it considered the 
Project on April 23, 2015.1  The contentions raised by appellants are refuted by information in 
the record.  Accordingly, there is ample support for the Planning Commission’s decision, and 
the appeals should be denied.2   

II. SUMMARY OF APPEALS 

Below are detailed responses to arguments and claims made in the six appeal letters 
submitted to the PLUM Committee.  Appeals were submitted by:  (1) the Bel Air Skycrest 
Property Owners’ Association (“BASPOA Appeal”); (2) David and Zofia Wright (“Wright 
Appeal”); (3) the Brentwood Residents Coalition (“BRC Appeal”); (4) the Brentwood 
Homeowners Association (“BHA Appeal”); (5) Thelma and Eric Waxman and the Residential 
Neighbors of Archer (“Waxman/RNA Appeal”); and (6) the Brentwood Hills Homeowners 
Association (“BHHA Appeal”).  Each appeal should be denied.  Because many of the points are 
duplicated in the various appeals, the responses, justifying denial of the appeals, are provided in 
this letter with discussion of each issue, as follows: 

BASPOA Appeal:  The BASPOA Appeal raised concerns about the Project’s potential 
precedential effect, the changes to the School’s existing CUP, the Project’s physical footprint 
and design (including consistency with the Baseline Mansionization Ordinance), operational 
impacts and construction impacts.  Detailed information refuting each of the contentions in this 
appeal is provided in Sections III, IV, V, VI, and VII, respectively.   

Wright Appeal:  The Wright Appeal raised concerns about the Project’s consistency with 
residential zoning requirements, operational impacts, construction impacts (including air quality 

                                                 
1 The BASPOA Appeal suggests that the Planning Commission improperly limited testimony 

from Project opponents.  BASPOA Appeal at 4.  This statement is untrue.  During the 
Planning Commission hearing, the Commission heard testimony from supporters and 
opponents of the Project.  See Transcript at 4:21 to 5:4 (explaining that CPC would “give 
proponents and opponents 30 minutes each” and “that there’s been an organizational 
session carried out to organize speakers in that capacity.”); 22:23-24 (“So we’re going to 
give each side 30 minutes to address the Commission”); 50:22-23; 76:20-22 (giving each 
side an additional five minutes each).  Each side was given equal time to present.  In 
addition, the public was given ample opportunity to provide public testimony at the 
Hearing Officer Hearing on December 8, 2014.  Further, the time period for written 
comments on the Project was extended to one week after the Hearing Officer Hearing.   

2 In June 2015, subsequent to the City Planning Commission hearing, Errata 3 was prepared to 
describe the Project refinements made at the City Planning Commission meeting and to 
provide additional clarification of the information presented in the EIR regarding noise 
generated from the Temporary Classroom Village under a three-year construction 
schedule.  Also in June, Errata 4 was prepared to correct an error in the Final EIR 
regarding the Project’s cumulative traffic impacts. 
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impacts), traffic impacts, alternatives analysis, and proposed lot line adjustment.  Detailed 
information refuting each of the contentions in this appeal is provided in Sections V, VI, VII, 
VIII.C, VIII.F, IX, and X. 

BRC Appeal:  The BRC Appeal raised concerns about the changes to the School’s 
existing CUP, the Project’s physical footprint and design (including consistency with the General 
Plan and Community Plan), operational impacts (including Saturday athletic field use), 
mitigation measures, construction impacts, traffic impacts, alternatives analysis, and proposed lot 
line adjustment.  Detailed information refuting each of the contentions in this appeal is provided 
in Sections IV, V, VI, VII.A, VII.C, VIII, IX, and X. 

BHA Appeal:  The BHA Appeal raised concerns about the changes to the School’s 
existing CUP, Archer’s “needs” versus “wants,” the Project’s consistency with the quality and 
character of the neighborhood, operational impacts, mitigation measures, traffic impacts, 
construction impacts, the Planning Commission’s findings regarding Archer’s benefits to the 
community, and the Planning Department’s statements regarding support for the Project.  
Detailed information refuting each of the contentions in this appeal is provided in Sections IV, 
V.A, V.D, VII.A, VIII.A, VIII.B, VIII.E, and XI. 

Waxman/RNA Appeal:  The Waxman/RNA Appeal raised concerns about the changes to 
the School’s existing CUP, the Project’s physical footprint and design, operational impacts, 
mitigation measures, construction impacts, alternatives analysis and proposed lot line 
adjustment.  Detailed information refuting each of the contentions in this appeal is provided in 
Sections IV, V, VI, VII.C, VII.D, VIII.C, VIII.E, IX, and X. 

BHHA Appeal:  The BHHA Appeal raised concerns about the changes to the School’s 
existing CUP, the Project’s physical footprint and design (including consistency with the General 
Plan and Community Plan), operational impacts (including Saturday athletic field use), 
mitigation measures, construction impacts, traffic impacts, alternatives analysis, and proposed lot 
line adjustment.  Detailed information refuting each of the contentions in this appeal is provided 
in Sections IV, V, VI, VII.A, VII.C, VIII, IX, and X. 

III. ARCHER FORWARD WOULD SET A NEW STANDARD FOR INDEPENDENT 
SCHOOLS CITYWIDE 

The BASPOA Appeal raises concerns about Archer Forward serving as precedent for 
other independent schools and institutions elsewhere in the City, particularly on the Mulholland 
Corridor.  Contrary to this concern, Archer is the model for independent schools, in particular on 
transportation management programs, throughout the City.   

Archer currently complies with the strictest transportation management program imposed 
on any school in Los Angeles, and Archer Forward will raise the bar even higher.  Archer 
prohibits solo drivers—all students must arrive to campus by bus or in a carpool.  The School 
will increase mandatory bus ridership from 50 percent to more than 70 percent, and all carpools 
must have at least three students per vehicle.  Condition 16, Determination at C-8 to C-9; 
Condition 69, Determination at C-32.  The School will feature a model parking and 
transportation management program for all athletic competitions and special events, which will 



 

Attachment A-4 
LA\4125113.13 

include appropriate tools to manage and control traffic and parking for the events so that impacts 
to the surrounding areas are minimized.  Condition 17, Determination at C-9 to C-10; Condition 
72, Determination at C-32 to C-33.  Potential measures could include a parking reservation 
system to manage attendance, attendant-assisted parking, off-site parking, and temporary 
increases in traffic management and parking personnel as needed.  PDF K-7, Draft EIR at IV.K-
46 to IV.K-47; Final EIR at II-50.  Archer will also develop a plan for the Sunset Educational 
Corridor Association (“SECA”), a collaborative designed to encourage other independent 
schools along the Sunset Boulevard corridor to join Archer’s model transportation management 
program.  Condition 35, Determination at C-19.   

Disregarding Archer’s model transportation management program, the BASPOA Appeal 
raises concerns about Archer Forward serving as precedent for other independent schools.  
Contrary to this concern, and as recognized by the Planning Commission, Archer is the model 
for transportation management programs for independent schools throughout the City.  If Archer 
Forward’s transportation management program was precedent for other schools throughout the 
City, traffic would improve.  Indeed, the Planning Commission recognized Archer’s tremendous 
leadership for traffic management: 

Archer Forward would set a standard of Traffic Management 
Program requirements for independent schools, which if 
incorporated by other schools in the community and throughout the 
City, could improve traffic conditions throughout the community, 
City, and region.  By establishing this precedent and reducing the 
School's traffic impacts, Archer Forward would provide a 
beneficial service to the community, City, and region. 

Determination at F-3. 

In addition to the model transportation management program described above, Archer 
Forward will include numerous additional traffic benefits for the community.  For Special Events 
and Athletic Competitions, Archer has implemented per-event vehicle caps for Athletic 
Competitions and Special Events during the peak hours between 3 p.m. and 7 p.m., as well as an 
annual trip cap for vehicles arriving between 6 p.m. and 7 p.m.  Condition 13(b)(ii), (d)(iii), (e), 
Determination at C-4 to C-6; Final EIR at II-52 (MM K-2 setting per-event trip caps).   Archer 
has voluntarily agreed to coordinate with LADOT to obtain approval for and fund LADOT 
installation of a “no right turn-on-red” turn restriction on the northbound approach of Barrington 
Avenue at Sunset Boulevard and additional “Do Not Block Intersection” signage, potentially on 
the overhead mast arm, at Sunset Boulevard and Barrington Avenue.  Condition 32(c)-(d), 
Determination at C-18; Conditions 62-63, Determination at C-30 to C-31; Draft EIR at IV.K-46 
(PDFs K-2, K-3).  Archer will also voluntarily provide up to $10,000 to conduct and implement 
a pedestrian safety study in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site and up to $15,000 for the 
development and implementation of a traffic calming plan on Chaparal Street.  Condition 32(a)-
(b), Determination at C-17 to C-18; Condition 64-65, Determination at C-31; Draft EIR at IV.K-
46 (PDF K-4); Final EIR at II-50 (PDF K-5).  Archer will continue providing and funding 
crossing guards at the intersection of Sunset Boulevard and Barrington Avenue.  Condition 79, 
Determination at C-34; Errata 1 at IV-42 (MM K-12). 
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If other institutions in Brentwood and throughout the City were required to implement 
similar transportation management measures, it could result in significant reductions in traffic 
congestion during the morning and afternoon peak periods.  Archer’s traffic management 
program is the solution.  There is no doubt that Archer has set a new standard for traffic 
management in the City of Los Angeles.   

Certain appellants also claim that the School’s perceived intensification of use will serve 
as precedent for other schools.  Under the LAMC, educational uses are permitted in the RE and 
R3 zones with a CUP.  Many independent schools in Los Angeles already have or are permitted 
to build under their CUPs the facilities that Archer plans to add to its campus, including 
gymnasiums, performing arts and visual arts facilities, and regulation athletic fields.  Moreover, 
independent schools regularly go through the periodic process of updating their CUPs or 
obtaining new CUPs to accommodate current needs.  For example, the City has provided for a 
Plan Approval process to modify the conditions of approval contained in a CUP as times change 
or as needs dictate.  In addition, the LAMC authorizes private schools to seek new CUPs, which 
involves an extensive public process and conditions of approval.  Archer’s CUP has required that 
the School obtain four Plan Approvals since it was initially adopted in 1998.  During that time, 
several other independent schools throughout the City of Los Angeles have also obtained new 
CUPs and/or Plan Approvals.  For example, the Marlborough School received Plan Approvals in 
August 2013 (ZA 98-0454(CUZ)(PA 4)), March 2012 (ZA 98-0454(CUZ)(PA3)), November 
2006 (ZA 98-0454(CUZ)(PA2)) and February 1999 (ZA 98-0454(CUZ)).  Similarly, Harvard-
Westlake Upper School received a modified approval in September 2006, CPC 2006-2375-PAD, 
for the installation of athletic field lights.  Buckley received a new CUP in 2008 to allow for the 
demolition of existing facilities and construction of new facilities, an increase in enrollment, and 
new conditions of approval.  See CPC 2006-7806 CU-SPE-SPR (October 8, 2008).   

Archer’s proposed facilities are in line with the facilities permitted for other independent 
schools throughout the City.  Archer’s proposed hours and operations are generally consistent 
with or more restrictive than the conditions at these other schools, which provide flexibility for 
school operations while including appropriate limits on school uses and hours of operations to 
ensure that the school’s operations and its facilities remain compatible with the residences in the 
vicinity of the campus and the community.   

As to the perceived intensification of use, the Planning Commission has mandated 
stringent limitations and restrictions on use to protect the surrounding community through 
conditions that are more restrictive than those required by Archer’s existing CUP, which, among 
other things, currently does not have limits on vehicle trips and requires only 50 percent busing.3 
Condition 13(b)(ii), (d)(iii), (e), Determination at C-5.  

As described in the Staff Recommendation to Planning Commission, the Project strikes a 
balance between the needs of the School and the community.  The Staff Recommendation notes 
                                                 
3 Some appellants assert that previously-imposed conditions contained in the existing CUP 

should not be removed without a demonstration of changed circumstances warranting 
those conditions unnecessary.  See, e.g., Waxman/RNA Appeal at 2-3.  However, as 
described above, on balance, the Project’s conditions will be more restrictive than those 
contained in Archer’s existing CUP.   
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that “[i]mproving the School’s functionality will result in benefits to the surrounding neighbors 
as activities currently held indoors will be moved internally,” and that the School will implement 
traffic mitigation that will contribute to the welfare of the community at large.  Staff Report at A-
20.  The Planning Commission appropriately determined that “[w]ith the approval of a new CUP 
and other concurrent entitlement requests, the School would continue to be subject to numerous 
stringent conditions of approval, which would ensure that the School’s operation and its facilities 
would remain compatible with the residences in the vicinity of the campus.”  Determination at F-
7. 

IV. ARCHER FORWARD’S IMPROVEMENTS ARE NECESSARY TO FULFILL 
THE SCHOOL’S EDUCATIONAL MISSION 

Certain appeal letters refer to “wants versus needs,” suggesting that Archer Forward’s 
facility and operational improvements are not necessary.4  Certain appellants assert that Archer 
has not demonstrated changed circumstances warranting modification of the School’s CUP.5  As 
demonstrated through the testimony of dozens of current and former Archer students, parents, 
and teachers, the Project is critical to meeting Archer’s current and future needs.  Education has 
changed dramatically since Archer began operating at the Archer campus, and the rate of future 
change will only increase with continual advancements in learning and technology.   

The existing CUP that once served the School is no longer adequate.  Meeting the current 
needs of students and teachers means that the School must modernize its existing facilities and 
operations to address the instructional needs of existing and future programs provided by Archer.  
As described in the Draft EIR, the objectives of the Project are closely tied to the concept of 
improving existing facilities and operations on the Project Site by creating a cohesive and 
integrated campus environment with new, state-of-the-art and technologically advanced 
facilities.  Draft EIR at II-13 to II-14.  To meet the Project’s underlying purpose of modernizing 
the existing facilities and providing Archer with a campus that can maximize the fulfillment of 
its educational mission now and in the future, Archer has identified improvements that are 
needed to bring the existing campus in line with other long-established educational facilities.   

This goal is driven by the inherent challenges that are posed by the age and layout of the 
existing on-site facilities, which include classrooms that are not appropriately sized to 
accommodate the needs of today’s and tomorrow’s academic programs and lack of space for 
ample collaboration and multiple instructional modalities reflecting girls’ specific learning 
styles.  In addition, the Archer campus does not have an assembly space where the entire school 
can meet together.  Also, due to the inadequate athletic and visual and performing arts spaces, 
Archer currently rents off-site venues for certain athletic practices, games, and arts 
performances.  Accordingly, the School has determined that modifications to its existing physical 
site are necessary to bring the School’s facilities up to modern standards that are enjoyed by 
many other independent schools in Los Angeles.  Likewise, the Planning Commission 

                                                 
4 See, e.g., BHA Appeal at 6 (asserting that Archer does not “need” the Project, but “merely 

desires the Project because it is envious of nearby schools such as Brentwood School and 
Harvard-Westlake”). 

5 See, e.g., BRC Appeal at 2-3; BASPOA Appeal at 3; BRC Appeal at 2-3.   
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Determination acknowledged that the improvements will enable Archer to “foster academic 
excellence just as other independent schools in the area have modernized their facilities.”  
Determination at F-2.  See Section III above for a discussion of other independent schools that 
have modernized their facilities.   

V. THE PROJECT HAS BEEN DESIGNED TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE 
CHARACTER OF THE SURROUNDING COMMUNITY  

A. The Project Substantially Complies With Residential Zoning Standards 

Appellants continue to claim that the Project would not be consistent with the scale and 
character of the neighborhood.  The Project’s consistency with the scale and character of the 
neighborhood was analyzed in the Draft EIR, and these claims have been responded to ad 
naseum in the Final EIR (Topical Response 12), Errata 1 (Section A), and Errata 2 (Section B.3).  
As explained therein, the Project has been designed to respond to the residential scale and 
character of the surrounding area.  In addition, in response to concerns from neighbors and 
comments throughout the environmental review and entitlement process, refinements have been 
made to the site plan for additional consistency with the residential scale and character of the 
neighborhood.  These refinements include reducing the square footage and massing, width, and 
length of some of the proposed buildings, removing athletic field lights, and creating expanded 
landscape buffers. 

1. The Project’s Consistency with LAMC Height and Setback Requirements 

Although some appeals assert that the Project would not be consistent with residential 
zoning,6 the Project substantially complies with LAMC residential zoning requirements.  As 
described in the Draft EIR, land use impacts related to LAMC consistency would be less than 
significant.  Draft EIR at IV.H-5 to IV.H-6, IV.H-49 to IV.H-57.  As described in greater detail 
below, the floor area on the Project Site as a whole is considerably below the maximum density 
that is permitted on the Project Site.  Final EIR at III-179.  The Project also substantially 
complies with residential limits on height and setbacks.  The Project would have 25-foot front 
yards along Chaparal Street and Barrington Avenue, in compliance with residential front yard 
requirements.  Final EIR at III-180.  The Project, as refined in response to comments, would also 
comply with residential side yard requirements.  Final EIR at III-180 to III-181.   

Regarding residential height limits, as set forth in the LAMC, the northern portion of the 
Project Site along Chaparal Street and Barrington Avenue is zoned as RE11-1 (Residential 
Estate, Height District 1).  Draft EIR at IV.H-5.  In accordance with the LAMC, new buildings 
within Height District 1 that are located within the RE11 zone may not exceed 36 feet except 
when the roof of the uppermost story of a building or structure or portion of a building or 
structure has a slope of less than 25 percent, in which case the maximum height may not exceed 
30 feet.  Id.  As described in Topical Response No. 12, Site Plan Consistency with the 
Residential Scale and Character of the Neighborhood, of the Final EIR, the Project will 
substantially comply with residential height limits.  However, as described on page IV.H-22 of 
                                                 
6 See BASPOA Appeal at 1; Wright Appeal at 3; BRC Appeal at 4-5; Waxman/RNA Appeal at 

5-6; BHHA Appeal at 6.  
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the Draft EIR, the Project is requesting a modification of the height regulations pursuant to 
LAMC Section 12.24F for the height of the Multipurpose Facility, which would have a roof 
slope of less than 25 percent and would be taller than the required maximum height of 30 feet.  
Notwithstanding, due to changes in elevation, the height of the Multipurpose Facility would 
measure and would visually appear as approximately 28 feet in height from public ways along 
Chaparal Street.  Final EIR at III-184.  This height is generally consistent with the heights of 
adjacent residences along Chaparal Street.  Id.  Indeed, the Planning Commission Determination 
acknowledges that “[t]he new School buildings would be proportioned to modulate height and 
maintain the residential street scale and character when viewed from Chaparal Street and 
Barrington Avenue.”  Determination at F-3. 

2. The Project’s Compatibility With Surrounding Community 

Appellants also assert that the Project’s buildings would not be consistent with the 
surrounding community.7  As described in the Planning Commission’s Determination, the 
Project will not adversely affect or degrade adjacent properties.  Determination at F-6.  Views of 
the campus from Sunset Boulevard would remain unchanged since the North Wing Renovation, 
Multipurpose Facility, Performing Arts Center, and Visual Arts Center would not be visible from 
Sunset Boulevard.  The Performing Arts Center on the Chaparal Parcel and Visual Arts Center 
on the Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel would each comply with the LAMC’s height 
regulations, as well as with the required front yard, side yard, and rear yard setbacks.  As 
described in detail in Section IV.H of the Draft EIR, the buildings would be designed with 
features to shield neighboring uses from internal campus activities and noise, including having 
no operable windows that open on the sides of buildings directly adjacent to Chaparal Street.  
Draft EIR at IV.H-21; see also Final EIR at III-185.  In addition, on the Campus Portion of the 
Barrington Parcel, non-operable windows will be installed along the residential property 
boundary with 125 North Barrington Avenue and the Residential Portion of the Barrington 
Parcel.  On the Chaparal Parcel, non-operable windows will be installed along the residential 
property boundary with 11718 Chaparal Street.  Final EIR at III-186.  Fences, walls, and 
additional landscaping are proposed to provide an additional buffer for the benefit of nearby 
properties.   

As described in detail in Section IV.H of the Draft EIR, the Project’s design will ensure 
that its size and appearance is compatible with the surrounding character.  See also Final EIR 
Topical Response 12, Site Plan Consistency with the Residential Scale and Character of the 
Neighborhood.  The Planning Commission appropriately determined that the Project would 
create a visually unified campus with buildings designed to respect and maintain the residential 
scale and character of the surrounding area.  Determination at F-3.  As described in the Planning 
Commission’s Determination: 

The Project seeks to add high aesthetic and cultural value to the 
Brentwood community by designing and building an 
architecturally-significant campus.  The Project provides for 
buildings that are at once artful and contemporary, yet highly 
complementary to the Spanish Colonial Revival Style of the 

                                                 
7 See, e.g., Waxman/RNA Appeal at 6; BASPOA Appeal at 3; BHA Appeal at 2.   
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existing Main Building.  The use of wood for trim and special 
architectural features echoes the look of the historic building and 
adds warmth and natural beauty to the contemporary forms.  The 
new school buildings would be proportioned to modulate height 
and maintain the existing street character and scale. 

Determination at F-3 to F-4. 

The Project has been designed to minimize building footprints and increase green space 
within the campus.  As described on page IV.H-15 of the Draft EIR, extensive new landscaping 
and landscaped gardens, courtyards, plazas, and pedestrian paths would be located throughout 
the Project Site and would include a North Garden adjacent to the Multipurpose Facility.  
Through such open space areas, the buildings and the landscape within the campus would be 
integrated to provide for clearly defined pathways.  The existing landscape fronting Sunset 
Boulevard, including the generous lawn at the campus’s main entry, would be maintained.  As 
part of the Project refinements made in the Final EIR, the campus would be screened from 
Chaparal Street by a double row of trees and 8-foot-high site wall.  Further, in response to 
comments, the Project was refined to shift the athletic field approximately 7 feet 6 inches to the 
east.  Shifting the athletic field would move the athletic field as far away as possible from the 
neighbors to the west of the campus property boundary while still maintaining regulation size 
soccer and softball fields.  This expanded setback would allow for an enhanced landscape buffer 
along the western property boundary of the campus.  Final EIR at III-188.  In response to 
comments, the planting area between the southern edge of the underground parking structure and 
the southern property line was increased from 7 feet 10 inches to 22 feet to accommodate an 
expanded landscape buffer that would enhance the views from neighboring apartments to the 
south and eliminate views of parked cars.  In addition, in response to comments, the Project 
would more than double the width of the landscaped planting strip along the southern boundary 
of the Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel and add a row of evergreen trees to further 
enhance the landscape buffer.  Id. 

To further create open space and programming opportunities at grade on the Project Site, 
parking is proposed in a new underground parking structure within the western portion of the 
campus.  The parking structure would accommodate all on-campus parking in one location.  
Draft EIR at IV.H-21 to IV.H-22.  The underground parking structure would free up parking for 
Brentwood merchants and reduces the need for pedestrians to cross Sunset Boulevard and 
Barrington Avenue, enhancing community safety.  In addition, subterranean parking would allow 
Archer to have an all-pedestrian campus, which enhances safety for students and visitors, 
decreases vehicle noise by keeping cars underground, and provides an aesthetic benefit since the 
cars would be parked out of sight.  To reduce the need for energy-consuming and noise-
producing mechanical ventilation equipment, the underground parking structure would be 
sustainably designed and naturally ventilated.  By increasing Archer’s on-site parking, 
circulation, and queuing capacity, the Project would improve traffic and parking conditions in 
the vicinity of the Project Site.  



 

Attachment A-10 
LA\4125113.13 

Some appeals express concern about the size and location of the Multipurpose Facility 
and Performing Arts Center, which are located on RE-11 zoned parcels along Chaparal Street.8  
As described in detail in Topical Response 12, Site Plan Consistency with the Residential Scale 
and Character of the Neighborhood, in the Final EIR, the Multipurpose Facility and Performing 
Arts Center have been designed to maintain the residential scale and character along Chaparal 
Street by employing stepped profiles, complying with residential setbacks, and having heights 
that are consistent with the heights of adjacent residences.  For example, each building would 
have 25-foot front yards along Chaparal Street, in compliance with residential front yard 
requirements.  The buildings would be located behind 8-foot walls covered in vines and 
continuous landscaping to effectively reduce the massing of the buildings along Chaparal Street 
with only portions of the buildings being visible along breaks in the landscaping.  Final EIR at 
III-183.   

The Multipurpose Facility would be consistent with the scale and character of the 
surrounding residential community.  See Final EIR at III-184 to III-185.  The Multipurpose 
Facility was reduced from 41,400 square feet to 39,330 square feet.  Id. at III-184.  Due to the 
building’s stepped profile and ground sloping, from vantage points along Chaparal Street, the 
Multipurpose Facility would visually appear to be approximately 28 feet in height.  Id.  This 
height is generally consistent with the heights of adjacent residences along Chaparal Street.  To 
further reduce the impression of height along Chaparal Street, the upper seven feet of the 
Multipurpose Facility has been set back an additional six feet nine inches from the property line, 
creating a stepped profile along the full length of the north side of the building.  Id.  This design 
feature limits the height of the north wall of the Multipurpose Facility along Chaparal Street.  Id. 
at III-185.  Finally, the Multipurpose Facility has been designed with simple lines to present a 
profile that complements the clean linear character of the existing site wall and right-of-way.  Id.  
Smooth, lightly colored plaster walls would be consistent with Archer’s historic Main Building 
and adjacent residences and would help unify the building with its neighborhood context.  Id.  
Along the Chaparal Street elevation, architectural relief would modulate the exterior wall surface 
to avoid a monolithic appearance.  Id. 

The Performing Arts Center was refined and reduced from 22,600 square feet to 19,025 
square feet with a reduction in seating from 650 seats to 395 seats.  See Final EIR at III-185 to 
III-186.  In response to comments raised regarding the size of the Performing Arts Center, and 
Archer is willing to further refine the Project to reduce the Performing Arts Center from 19,025 
square feet to 18,150 square feet.  This refinement further reduces the bulk and scale of the 
Performing Arts Center considered in the EIR and would not result in additional impacts. 

The Performing Arts Center would be consistent with residential height and setback 
requirements.  The Performing Arts Center is located partially below grade.  The height of the 
Performing Arts Center is 36 feet, which is consistent with LAMC residential height limits.  Id. 
at III-186.  Due to the building’s stepped profile and ground sloping, from vantage points along 
Chaparal Street, the Performing Arts Center would visually appear to be no more than 28 feet in 
height.  The east side of the Performing Arts Center would be set back 20 feet from the eastern 
property line and screened from the adjacent residential property by a 200-foot-long landscaped 

                                                 
8 See, e.g., Waxman/RNA Appeal at 2.   
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buffer.  The setbacks within the Chaparal Parcel and stepped building design would reflect 
residential design standards for the Project Site.  The Performing Arts Center would be screened 
from Chaparal Street by the double row of trees and 8-foot-high site wall proposed as part of the 
Project, and would use materials and architectural treatments consistent with those of Archer’s 
Main Building and adjacent residences.  Id. 

B. The Baseline Mansionization Ordinance Does Not Apply to the Project 

The Project Site is comprised of eight separate parcels.  The southern portion of the 
Project Site along Sunset Boulevard, which is comprised of two lots containing the eastern and 
western portions of the Main Building, is zoned R-3 (Multiple Dwelling, Height District 1).  The 
northern portion of the Project Site along Chaparal Street and Barrington Avenue, which is 
comprised of the remaining six lots, is zoned RE11-1 (Residential Estate, Height District 1).  The 
Project proposes the development of school uses only on the Project Site.9   

Certain appeals assert that the portions of the School located in the RE11-1 zone should 
be subject to the residential floor area limits set forth in the City’s Baseline Mansionization 
Ordinance (“BMO”).10  However, the BMO’s residential floor area requirements do not apply to 
Archer Forward.  On July 1, 2008, just days after the BMO went into effect, Councilmembers 
Jack Weiss and Wendy Greuel introduced a motion calling for clarification of the ordinance’s 
application to non-residential development.  Noting that “as adopted, the Baseline 
Mansionization Ordinance appears to regulate and may restrict the expansion of” non-residential 
development in single-family zones, the Council directed the Planning Department and City 
Attorney to clarify the ordinance’s impacts on these projects.11 

The City Council’s findings adopting technical and clarifying changes to the BMO in 
200912 provided that the BMO is not intended to apply to schools: 

                                                 
9 As described in Errata 1, the Project proposes to extend the eastern lot line of the Chaparal 

Parcel in a southerly direction such that it intersects the existing southern lot line of the 
Barrington Parcel to combine the Chaparal Parcel and the Campus Portion of the 
Barrington Parcel.  The remaining 15,574-square-foot Residential Portion of the 
Barrington Parcel would be maintained for residential use, and has not been factored into 
the floor area calculations for the Project.  As described in Errata 1, the Project would 
continue to use the Barrington Parcel for construction access and staging. During 
operation, the Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel would not be used for 
independent school use. 

10 See, e.g., BASPOA Appeal at 1; Waxman/RNA Appeal at 5-6.  See also BHHA Appeal at 2, 
BRC Appeal at 1, and Wright Appeal at 3 for general comments about floor area. 

11 City Council Motion, introduced July 1, 2008, adopted Aug. 6, 2008, Council File No. 06-
1293-S1. 

12 See January 5, 2009, Revised Findings of the Director of Planning and Council, Council File 
06-1293-S1; City Council Motion re: Making Technical and Clarifying Changes to the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code to Clarify the Application of Floor Area Limitations for 
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There are several uses (schools, religious institutions, police/fire 
stations, etc.) in single family zones that are only allowed with the 
approval of a discretionary entitlement such as a Conditional Use 
Permit or Public Benefit Project.  These types of uses are a 
completely different type of development from single-family 
homes, and have entirely different scales.  The Baseline 
Mansionization Ordinance was never intended to address the size 
of non-residential structures which were already permitted 
through these types of discretionary reviews.  Moreover, the 
issues that go along with the construction of the types of facilities 
are typically addressed through the required public hearing 
processes and conditions of approval which help to mitigate 
potential impacts on surrounding properties.  (emphasis added) 

Because no residential development is proposed, the City has determined that the global 
3:1 floor area ratio applies to the Project.13  The City has broad discretion to interpret its own 
Zoning Code (Gray v. County of Madera, 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1129-1130 (2008)), and, as the 
legislative history makes clear, the BMO is not intended to apply to non-residential projects.  
Accordingly, the Project is subject to Section 12.21.1.A.1 of the LAMC, which provides that the 
total floor area contained in a lot in Height District No. 1 shall generally not exceed “three times 
the Buildable Area of the Lot.”14  The Buildable Area of the Project Site is approximately 
234,800 square feet.  Using the applicable 3:1 floor area ratio, at full build-out, the Project would 
comprise approximately 150,262 square feet, or 21 percent of the total allowable floor area.   

Even if the residential floor area limit applied, the Project would be in compliance with 
the residential floor area when the Project Site is considered as a whole.  Given the historic 
monument status of the historic main building, and the preservation of the front lawn on Sunset 
Boulevard, viewing the site as a whole is particularly appropriate.  LAMC Section 12.07.01.C.5 
sets forth the maximum residential floor area for lots in the RE11 zone being developed for 
residential purposes.  Section 12.07.01.C.5 provides that the maximum residential floor area in 
the RE11 zone shall not exceed 35 percent of the lot area, and an additional 20 percent bonus 
may be applied if certain criteria are met.  Under the maximum residential floor area limits, a 
total of approximately 282,984 square feet could be constructed on the Project Site.  At full 

                                                                                                                                                             
Residentially Zoned Properties Not Located in a Hillside Area or Coastal Zone, February 
25, 2009, Council File 06-1293-S1. 

13 See memo from Ken Gill, Assistant Engineering Bureau Chief, Department of Building and 
Safety, dated October 15, 2014, contained in the Project administrative file and 
referenced in the Staff Report at A-6.  

14 As set forth in LAMC Section 12.03, buildable area is defined as “all that portion of a lot 
located within the proper zone for the proposed main building, excluding those portions 
of the lot which must be reserved for yard spaces, building line setback space, or which 
may only be used for accessory buildings or uses.  For the purpose of computing the 
height district limitations on total floor area in buildings of any height, the buildable area 
that would apply to a one-story building on the lot shall be used.” 
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build-out of the proposed 150,262 square feet, the Project would comprise only approximately 
53 percent of the total allowable residential floor area.   

The BMO is intended to reduce the bulk and scale of buildings in residential zones.  
While the BMO does not apply to the Project, the design of the Project’s buildings achieve that 
intent.  Moreover, Councilmember Bonin previously requested, and Archer agreed, that the 
existing residential lot on Barrington Avenue should preserve a residential use, further 
demonstrating modifications to the Project to reduce the bulk and scale of buildings in residential 
zones.  As described in Section V.A, above, the Project’s design will ensure that its size and 
appearance is compatible with the surrounding character.  Specifically, the Multipurpose Facility 
and Performing Arts Center have been designed to maintain the residential scale and character 
along Chaparal Street by employing stepped profiles, complying with residential setbacks, and 
having heights that are consistent with the heights of adjacent residences.   

Finally, LAMC Section 12.24.F provides that a decision approving a CUP “may state that 
the height and area regulations required by other provisions of this Chapter shall not apply to the 
conditional use approved.”  The Planning Department’s decision approving the Project’s CUP 
states that residential floor area restrictions do not apply to the Project.  Determination at F-6.  
This authority extends to the  City’s calculation of floor area over the Project Site as a whole.15  
This method of calculation is permissible, because the use of the Project Site would be governed 
by a CUP that would be issued for the School.   

C. The Project is Consistent With the General Plan 

The BASPOA, BRC, RNA, and BHHA Appeals claim that the Project is not compatible 
with the City of Los Angeles General Plan.  This assertion is contrary to robust analysis by the 
Planning Department and analysis in the EIR.  The Draft EIR contained a list of applicable 
policies from each chapter of the General Plan Framework, and provided a consistency analysis 
of the Project with those policies.  See Draft EIR at Table IV.H-1.  In light of this consistency 
analysis, the EIR concluded that “the Project would be consistent with the relevant goals, 
objectives, and policies of the General Plan Framework.”  Draft EIR at IV.H-17.  Among other 
things, the EIR noted that the Project would create a “visually unified campus with new 
buildings designed to complement the historic Main Building and respond to and respect the 
residential scale and character of the surrounding area” in furtherance of the goals and objectives 
of the General Plan.  Id.   

The Planning Commission concurred that the Project “is in substantial conformance with 
the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan.”  Determination at F-11.  The Planning 
Commission’s findings consider the Project’s consistency with the General Plan’s Land Use, 
Housing, and Urban Form and Neighborhood Design policies and goals in detail.  Id. at F-11 to 
F-15.  The Planning Commission’s findings also note that the General Plan Framework Element 
calls for “providing adequate facilities for schools to serve the needs of the existing and future 
populations in locations complementary to existing land uses and community character.”  Id. at 
F-11.  Thus, there is substantial evidence in the record supporting the Commission’s 
determination that the Project is consistent with the General Plan.  
                                                 
15 See Waxman/RNA Appeal at 6; Wright Appeal at 3. 
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The BRC Appeal asserts that the Project is not compatible with several specific General 
Plan objectives, policies, and goals.  The BRC’s contentions lack merit.   

• The BRC asserts that the Project is not compatible with Objective 3.2 of the 
Framework Element because the Project would cause significant traffic-related 
cumulative impacts.  This statement is inaccurate; the Project would not cause 
significant operational cumulative traffic impacts, as described in Section VII.D, 
below.  In addition, the EIR concluded that the Project is consistent with 
Objective 3.2 in light of the Project’s Traffic Management Program and 
mitigation measures.  Draft EIR at IV.H-19 to IV.H-20.   

• The BRC asserts that the Project would not comply with Framework Element 
Policy 3.2.4, Objective 4.3 of the Housing section, or Sections 3.5.2 and 3.5.3 
because the Project would be inconsistent with the scale and character of the 
neighborhood.  Policy 3.2.4 and Objective 4.3 were analyzed in the EIR, and the 
Project was deemed consistent with them.  Draft EIR at IV.H-20 to IV.H-22; 
IV.H-26 to IV.H-27.  In addition, as set forth in detail in Section V.A, above, the 
Project has been designed to be compatible with the scale and character of the 
surrounding residential neighborhood.   

• The BRC asserts that the Project would not meet Goal 3B of the Framework 
Element because the Project would not preserve the single-family residential 
neighborhood.  Again, the EIR determined that the Project would be consistent 
with Goal 3B because of the Project’s design elements to ensure compatibility 
with the surrounding neighborhood.  Draft EIR at IV.H-22 to IV.H-23.  Further, 
as described in the Planning Commission Determination, “[t]he School has been 
located within this stable residential area. . . since 1999 and has been subjected to 
numerous conditions of approval, which ensure that the School’s operations are 
compatible with the residences in the vicinity of the campus.”  Determination at 
F-13.  In addition, the Project would maintain a residential lot on Barrington 
Avenue and would not seek to change the residential zoning on any of the parcels 
that comprise the Project Site, such that there would be no net loss of residential 
lots.   

• The BRC asserts that the Project would not meet Objective 5.4 because Archer 
does not provide community facilities and improvements.  This assertion conflicts 
with the determination in the EIR that the “Project would contribute to the 
development and improvement of community facilities within the Brentwood-
Pacific Palisades Community” and the determination that the Project would be 
consistent with Objective 5.4.  Draft EIR at IV.H-27.  In addition, Archer would 
provide an “essential benefit” to the immediate area by implementing its Traffic 
Management Program.  Determination at F-19.  Further, pursuant to Condition 28, 
the Project would include enhanced landscape buffers along Chaparal Street that 
could be enjoyed by the community.  Determination at C-14 to C-15.  This 
analysis also demonstrates that the Project would be consistent with Objective 4 
of the Transportation Element, contrary to the BRC’s assertions.    
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D. The Project is Consistent With the Community Plan 

The BASPOA, BRC, RNA, and BHHA Appeals also claim that the Project is not 
compatible with the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan.  This assertion conflicts with 
clear evidence in the EIR.  A similar consistency analysis was conducted for the Community 
Plan as was done for the General Plan.  See Draft EIR at Table IV.H-2.  In light of this 
consistency analysis, the EIR concluded that “the Project would be consistent with the general 
intent of the Community Plan.”  Id. at IV.H-33.  

The Planning Commission concurred that the Project “is in substantial conformance with 
the purposes, intent and provisions of the . . . Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan.”  
Decision at F-11.  The Planning Commission’s findings consider the Project’s consistency with 
the Community Plan’s land use policies and programs in detail.  Id. at F-15 to F-20.  The 
Planning Commission’s findings also note that the Community Plan calls for “providing 
adequate facilities for schools to serve the needs of the existing and future populations in 
locations complementary to existing land uses and community character.”  Id. at F-11.  Thus, 
there is substantial evidence in the record supporting the Commission’s determination that the 
Project is consistent with the Community Plan.  

The BRC Appeal asserts that the Project is not compatible with several specific 
Community Plan objectives, policies, and goals.  The BRC’s contentions lack merit.   

• The BRC asserts that the Project would not comply with Community Plan Goal 4 
to provide open space.  However, Goal 4 was expressly analyzed in the EIR.  See 
Draft EIR at IV.H-37 to IV.H-38.  As described therein, the Project has been 
intentionally designed to increase green space within the campus.  Id.; see also 
Final EIR at III-179.  The Project would also include a double row of trees along 
Chaparal Street.  Determination at C-14 to C-15.   

• The BRC claims that the Project would not meet Policy 6-1.1 because the project 
is not compatible with residential uses.  Policy 6-1.1 was also considered in the 
EIR, and the Project was deemed consistent with the policy.  See Draft EIR at 
IV.H-37 to IV.H-38.  In addition, as set forth in detail in Section V.A, above, the 
Project has been designed to be compatible with the scale and character of the 
surrounding residential neighborhood.   

• The BRC asserts that the Project would be inconsistent with Policies 13-1.2 and 
13.-1.3 because of purported traffic impacts.  Again, Policies 13-1.2 and 13-1.3 
were analyzed in the EIR, and the Project was deemed consistent with these 
policies in light of the Project’s design elements and conditions that would limit 
traffic on residential streets.16  See Draft EIR at IV.H-42. 

Finally, the BHA Appeal asserts that the Planning Department failed to address a 
particular Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan policy relating to the availability of 
                                                 
16 This analysis also demonstrates that the Project would be compatible with General Plan Policy 

4.1.  BRC Appeal at 4. 
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infrastructure for new development.  However, this policy is inapplicable to the Project, as it 
applies only to increases in residential density, and the Project does not propose an increase in 
residential density.  See Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan Policy 1.2-4. 

VI. THE ACCELERATED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE WAS ANALYZED IN 
THE PROJECT’S EIR  

Certain appellants assert that a reduction in the Project’s construction schedule requires 
further environmental review and recirculation of the Project’s EIR.17  These arguments fail, as 
the Project’s reduced construction schedule was analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR.  Draft EIR at 
II-39, IV.B-43, IV.I-71 to IV.I-77, IV.I-120 to IV.I-121, IV.K-96 to IV.K-102, Appx. C3; see 
also Final EIR at I-42, I-83 to I-85, I-97 to I-98; Errata 2 at 9-16, Appx. A.  

In response to community concerns and a request from Councilmember Bonin, Archer 
reduced its construction schedule to allow for completion within 3 years (36 months) other than 
for Preconstruction Activities and Postconstruction Activities provided that construction hours 
are permitted Monday through Saturday as permitted by the LAMC.  If Saturday construction is 
not implemented, the 3-year construction schedule would need to be extended by approximately 
7.5 months for a total construction duration of 3 years and 7.5 months.  Errata 2 at 9-10.  The 
construction time period was originally proposed in the Draft EIR to take place over 6 years.  
Draft EIR at II-16.  The Project was refined in the Final EIR to reduce the construction time 
period from 6 years to 5 years.  Final EIR at II-5.  The Project’s construction timeframe was 
compressed to 3 years by expediting the sequencing of construction activities and providing for 
more overlap of construction activities.  Errata 2 at 9-10.   

The Draft EIR analyzed the potential impacts under an accelerated construction schedule 
during which Project construction activities could be concurrent and completed within a shorter 
time period.  Draft EIR at II-39, IV.B-43, IV.I-71 to IV.I-77, IV.I-120 to IV.I-121, IV.K-96 to 
IV.K-102, Appx. C3; see also Final EIR at I-42, I-83 to I-85, I-97 to I-98; Errata 2 at 9-16, Appx. 
A.  The 3-year construction schedule tiers off of the accelerated construction schedule and 
assumes no increase in maximum numbers of construction equipment, grading, construction 
truck and construction worker trips, or construction hours of operation above what were already 
evaluated for the peak construction day within the Draft EIR.  Errata 2 at 10.  Under a 3-year 
construction schedule, the sequencing of construction activities would be expedited and 
additional overlap of construction activities throughout the construction period would be 
provided, similar to the accelerated construction schedule evaluated in the Draft EIR.  Id. 

While the intensity of the peak construction days (and thus the determination of 
significance level) is unchanged from what was analyzed in the Draft EIR, the number of peak 
days could be greater than under the 6 year or 5 year construction plan.  Errata 2 at 10.  
However, the overall duration of construction activities and associated impacts would occur for a 
shorter period.  The increase in the number of peak construction days would not result in new 
impacts under CEQA as construction-related impacts are determined based on a peak day.  
Errata 2 at 12.  Potential air quality, noise, and traffic impacts from construction under the 3-year 
                                                 
17 Wright Appeal at 2-3, 6-8; BRC Appeal at 9-10; Waxman/RNA Appeal at 7-8; BHHA Appeal 

at 12-13.   
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construction schedule would be within the envelope of the impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR’s 
accelerated construction schedule.  Draft EIR at IV.B-43, IV.I-71 to IV.I-77, IV.I-120 to IV.I-
121, IV.K-96 to IV.K-102; Errata 2 at 12.  In each of these areas, potential impacts would not 
exceed the maximum analyzed in the Draft EIR for a single day, although the number of days at 
which that maximum level is reached may increase.  In addition, construction impacts would be 
temporary and fluctuating in significance, even within the context of the 3-year construction. 

The Wright Appeal raises concerns regarding potential traffic impacts under the 
shortened construction schedule, noting concerns regarding “queueing.”  Wright Appeal at 6-7.  
The Draft EIR analyzed traffic impacts under the accelerated construction schedule on pages 
IV.K-96 through IV.K-102.  See also Final EIR at I-97 to I-98; Errata 2 at 14-15, Appx. A.  The 
Draft EIR determined that maximum trip generation would be similar under the accelerated and 
proposed construction schedules during all analyzed time periods, but that the maximum trip 
generation would occur on more days under the accelerated construction schedule.  Draft EIR at 
IV.K-101.  The Draft EIR also analyzed the traffic impacts on street segments in the 
neighborhood under the accelerated construction schedule and determined that the Project would 
not result in a significant impact on Barrington Avenue between Sunset Boulevard and Chaparal 
Street but that it would result in a significant traffic impact at Chaparal Street between 
Barrington Avenue and Westgate Avenue during portions of construction.  Id. at IV.K-102; see 
also Errata 2 at 15.  This significant impact would also occur under the initially proposed 6-year 
construction schedule, but is anticipated to occur on more days under the accelerated 
construction schedule.  Draft EIR at IV.K-102; see also Errata 2 at 15.  The Draft EIR analyzed 
access to the Project site for haul trucks and equipment under the accelerated construction 
schedule.  Draft EIR at IV.K-96.  see also Errata 2 at 10-11.  Haul routes and staging under the 
accelerated construction schedule would be similar to those in the Project’s original 6-year 
schedule.  Draft EIR at IV.K-101; see also Errata 2 at 10-11.  In addition, Mitigation Measure K-
5 requires off-site staging during peak haul traffic where trucks will be radioed into the Project 
site to avoid queuing on adjacent streets.  Errata 2 at 40; Draft EIR at IV.K-110; see also 
Condition 72(j), Determination at C-33.   

In addition, the BRC Appeal alleges that traffic impacts from the 3-year construction 
schedule were not analyzed in the Draft EIR, including the identification of off-site parking.  
BRC Appeal at 9.  The Draft EIR discusses potential options for off-site parking for staff, 
faculty, students, and construction workers under the accelerated construction schedule “along 
Constitution Avenue, San Vicente Boulevard, or Wilshire Boulevard and the surface parking lot 
south of Sunset Boulevard at Barrington Village” with Archer providing a shuttle.  Draft EIR at 
IV.K-101; see also Errata 2 at 11.  Further, Mitigation Measure K-6 requires Archer to develop a 
parking plan prior to commencement of construction activities, which included identification of 
off-site parking facilities.  Final EIR at II-55; Errata 2 at 40-41; see also Condition 73, 
Determination at C-33 to C-34.  In addition, Archer is willing to develop a Construction Parking 
Plan to identify on- and off-site parking locations for construction personnel, ensure that 
construction personnel shall not park on residential streets within 500 feet of the School, provide 
a method of transportation to and from off-site parking, and limit the number of construction 
personnel vehicles permitted to park on-site. 

The Wright Appeal further raises concerns regarding potential air quality impacts under 
the shortened construction schedule, alleging that the Draft EIR only analyzed air quality impacts 
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under a 6-year and 5-year construction schedule.  Wright Appeal at 7-8.  This assertion is false.  
The Draft EIR analyzed air quality impacts under an “accelerated construction scenario” on page 
IV.B-43; see also Final EIR at I-42; Errata 2 at 12.  As explained in Appendix C3 of the Draft 
EIR, the “accelerated construction” would “include all phases of the Project constructed 
concurrently and completed within a shorter time period.”  Draft EIR, Appx. C3, at 1 (emphasis 
added).  Concurrent construction is precisely what is proposed for the Project’s 3-year 
construction schedule.  Errata 2 at 10, 12.  Air quality impacts under the Project’s 3-year 
construction schedule, therefore, were analyzed in the Draft EIR contrary to the Wright Appeal’s 
allegations.   

The BRC Appeal alleges that the Preconstruction Activities and Postconstruction 
Activities excluded from the 36 month timeline are too vaguely defined.  BRC Appeal at 10.  
Illustrative examples of Preconstruction Activities and Postconstruction Activities, however, are 
included in Condition 29(a)(ii):  “Examples of Preconstruction Activities may include 
improvements necessary for fire safety and access, interior abatement of existing buildings prior 
to demolition, installation of campus electrical service upgrade, and site preparation.  Examples 
of Post-construction Activities may include interior finishing work, exterior painting, and 
exterior hardscape and landscape improvements.”  Determination at C-15.  The BRC Appeal’s 
allegation, therefore, is unfounded. 

The BRC and Waxman/RNA Appeals allege that the Draft EIR did not analyze the 
proposed location of the Temporary Classroom Village in the Draft EIR.  As discussed on page 
11 of Errata 2, the Draft EIR analyzed the Temporary Classroom Village under a three-year 
construction schedule located within the Chaparal Parcel and the Barrington Parcel.  Appendix 
C3 of the Draft EIR contains a site plan depicting the location of the Temporary Classroom 
Village at this location, and this location was noted in the Draft EIR’s Noise section.  Draft EIR, 
Appx. C3, at 5; id. at IV.I-74 (“Under an accelerated construction schedule the Temporary 
Classroom Village could be relocated to the Chaparal Parcel and the Barrington Parcel.”).  The 
Final EIR also noted that the location of the Temporary Classroom Village on the Barrington and 
Chaparal Parcels remained an option under the accelerated construction schedule.  Final EIR at I-
3, n.1.  The Waxman/RNA Appeal also alleges that noise impacts from a Temporary Classroom 
Village under an accelerated construction schedule were not analyzed in the Project’s 
environmental review.  To the contrary, the Draft EIR analyzed noise impacts from the 
Temporary Classroom Village located on the Chaparal Parcel and Barrington Parcel  under an 
accelerated construction schedule and found them to be less than significant.  Draft EIR at IV.I.-
74 to IV.I-75; see also Final EIR at I-84; Errata 2 at 12-14. 

The Wright, BRC, and BHHA Appeals allege that the shortened construction schedule 
requires recirculation of the Project’s EIR.  This allegation lacks merit, because all potential 
construction impacts that would occur under the shortened construction schedule were already 
analyzed in Draft EIR, as was further discussed in detail in Errata 2.  CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5 requires that an EIR that has been made available for public review, but not yet 
certified, be recirculated only if significant new information has been added to the EIR.  
“Significant new information” includes the following: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 
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(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a 
level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental 
impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded.  

Id. at § 15088.5(a)(1)-(4).  “Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the 
EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.”  Id. 
at § 15088.5(b). 

As described above, information regarding the shortened construction schedule was 
contained in Errata 2 and merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant changes to the 
information that has already been presented in the EIR.  In addition, the modifications to the EIR 
are not significant because the EIR is not changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
Project.  The clarifications to the construction schedule provided in Errata 2 would not result in 
any new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of any impact already 
identified in the EIR.  Thus, none of the conditions in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines 
are met, and recirculation is not required. 

Finally, the Waxman/RNA and Wright Appeals propose additional restrictions on 
construction access and staging, including eliminating the use of the Residential Portion of the 
Barrington Parcel for staging.  As described in Errata 1, the Project would continue to use the 
Barrington Parcel for construction access and staging.  During operation, the Residential Portion 
of the Barrington Parcel would not be used for independent school use.  See Errata 2 at 5.  The 
staging would be temporary in nature and would be necessary for the completion of Project 
construction.   

VII. THE PROJECT INCLUDES NUMEROUS MITIGATION MEASURES AND 
CONDITIONS TO REDUCE OPERATIONAL IMPACTS ON THE 
COMMUNITY 

Several appeals assert that the use of the School under the new CUP would be too 
impactful on the community.18  These appeals raise concerns about how the community would 
be impacted by traffic, parking, and noise associated with School activities after construction is 
completed.  Each of these issues is addressed in the sections below.   

A. Operational Traffic Impacts Have Been Reduced to Less than Significant  

                                                 
18 See, e.g., BASPOA Appeal at 2; Wright Appeal at 4; BHA Appeal at 2-3; BHHA Appeal at 

14-15.  
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The BHA, BRC, and BHHA Appeals allege that the Project’s analysis of traffic impacts 
was not supported by substantial evidence.19  To the contrary, the Draft EIR, Final EIR, and 
Erratas 1 and 2 contained substantial evidence supporting the traffic analysis.  Draft EIR at IV.K-
1 to IV.K-137, Appxs. P-1, P-2, P-3; Final EIR at I-107 to I-132, II-46 to II-67, II-89 to II-90, 
Appx. P-4; Errata 1 at IV-21 to IV-25, IV-29 to IV-30, IV-33 to IV-43, Appx. P-5; Errata 2 at 2-
3, 9, 14-15, 24-25, Appx. A.  In addition, the BHA, BRC, and BHHA Appeals allege that the 
EIR used improper methodology in analyzing traffic impacts.20  Traffic impacts, however, were 
properly analyzed in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the City of Los Angeles 
2006 CEQA Thresholds Guide, and the LADOT Traffic Study Guidelines.  Draft EIR at IV.K-
41; Final EIR at III-137, III-381; see also e.g., Final EIR at I-113.   

The BHA Appeal raises concerns that despite Archer’s exemplary traffic management 
program, trips generated by guests at Special Events or Athletic Competitions will cause traffic 
impacts.  BHA Appeal at 3-4.  As set forth in the Final EIR, mitigation measures limiting peak 
hour arrivals for Special Events and Athletic Competitions reduce the Project’s traffic impacts 
from operations to below a level of significance.  Final EIR at III-113 to III-126, III-136.   
Mitigation Measure K-2 imposes trip caps that limit weekday afternoon peak period arrivals for 
Special Events and Athletic Competitions to 44 cars for start times between 3 p.m. and 4 p.m. 
and to 126 cars for start times between 6 p.m. and 7 p.m.  Final EIR at II-52, III-114; see also 
Condition 13(b)(ii)(a), (d)(iii)(a)-(b), Determination at C-4 to C-5.  No Special Events or Athletic 
Competitions may start between 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 p.m.  Condition 13(b)(ii)(b), (d)(iii)(a), 
Determination at C-4 to C-5.  Mitigation Measure K-2 also includes a trip cap of 241 vehicles 
arriving for Special Events and Athletic Competitions with start times between 1 p.m. and 2 p.m. 
on Saturdays; however, no such Special Events and Athletic Competitions are scheduled at that 
time.   Final EIR at II-52, III-114; see also Condition 13(d)(iii)(d), Determination at C-6.  Project 
Design Feature K-7 provides for enforcement of the trip caps set forth in Mitigation Measure K-
2 by requiring Archer to develop an Event Parking and Transportation Management Plan 
enforcing Mitigation Measure K-2.  Final EIR at II-50, III-127 to III-128; see also Condition 
21(c), Determination at C-12; Condition 67, Determination at C-31 to C-32. 

The Wright Appeal raises concerns related to traffic queuing and cut-through traffic at 
peak hours.  Wright Appeal at 6-7.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project includes vehicular 
circulation and queuing improvements, including widening the School’s existing circular 
driveway on both the east and west sides to allow for dedicated right- and left- turn lanes at the 
exit to Sunset Boulevard.  Draft EIR at IV.K-77 to IV.K-78; Final EIR at III-140.  Regarding 
cut-through traffic, construction of the I-405 Sepulveda Pass Improvement Project temporarily 
increased congestion along certain residential streets, which resulted in increased traffic volumes 
on some streets due to motorists avoiding Sunset Boulevard, including the use of Saltair Avenue 
to Chaparal Street to North Barrington Avenue and back to Sunset Boulevard.  Final EIR at III-
155.  A traffic volumes study conducted by Fehr & Peers in the fall of 2014, however, 
demonstrates that traffic volumes on these residential streets has decreased as the I-405 
Sepulveda Pass Improvement Project nears completion, and is likely to decrease further upon 
completion.  Id. at III-155 to III-160.  Further, Fehr & Peers conducted a license plate survey on 
                                                 
19 BHA Appeal at 6, 7; BRC Appeal at 7-8; BHHA Appeal at 10-11, 15-16. 
20 BHA Appeal at 4, 6; BRC Appeal at 7-8; BHHA Appeal at 10-11, 15-16. 
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May 22, 2014, to determine if vehicles exiting from Archer were turning right on to westbound 
Sunset Boulevard, then right on to northbound Westgate Avenue in order to cut through the 
neighborhood to travel eastbound on Sunset Boulevard.  Final EIR at III-139 to III-140.   Fehr & 
Peers observed that no vehicles made a right-turn from Archer on to westbound Sunset 
Boulevard and a right-turn on to northbound Westgate Avenue during its three-hour observation 
period between 3 p.m. and 6 p.m.  Id.  Pursuant to Project Design Feature K-5, nonetheless, 
Archer has agreed to coordinate with the LADOT and neighborhood residents to provide up to 
$15,000 toward the development and implementation of a traffic calming plan for Chaparal 
Street between Saltair Avenue and Barrington Avenue to minimize cut-through traffic.  Id. at II-
50, III-140; Condition 32(b), Determination at C-18; Condition 65, Determination at C-31.  
Further, Archer’s per-event and annual trip caps will limit the number of vehicles arriving and 
departing the School at peak hours.  Condition 13(b)(ii), (d)(iii), (e), Determination at C-4 to C-
6; Final EIR at II-52 (MM K-2 setting per-event trip caps).  Projected impacts of Project-
generated trips on neighborhood streets would not be significant.  Final EIR at III-139. 

Much of the opposition to the Project has been about traffic.  The School contributes very 
little traffic to Sunset Boulevard.  Attempts to blame Archer for traffic congestion along Sunset 
Boulevard have been soundly rejected.  At the Planning Commission hearing Planning staff 
further reiterated that Archer is not a major contributor to Brentwood traffic.  CPC Transcript at 
12:5-7 (“Archer is not a major contributor to the heavy traffic that is in the area.”); see also Staff 
Report at A-20 (“[T]he issue of traffic congestion is endemic to the West Los Angeles area and 
consequently, no one entity can be held responsible for the current gridlock conditions.”). 

To put Archer’s traffic into perspective, during the entire p.m. peak between 3 p.m. – 7 
p.m. Monday – Friday, at the intersection of Sunset Boulevard and Barrington Avenue, cars from 
Archer are projected to be less than 2 percent of the total cars, and cars from Archer’s Athletic 
Competitions and Special Events are estimated as a maximum of 128 of the 15,949 total cars on 
a “worst case day.”  While Archer seeks more flexibility to have additional Athletic 
Competitions and Special Events on campus, Archer also proposes additional restrictions that 
will limit traffic impacts under Archer Forward for the benefit of neighbors and the community.  
See, e.g., Condition 13(b)(ii), (d)(iii), (e), Determination at C-4 to C-6 (implementing per-event 
and annual trip caps for Athletic Competitions and Special Events). 

B. The Project’s Proposed Underground Parking Structure Would Not Increase 
Vehicle Trip Generation 

The Wright Appeal also raises concerns that Archer should reduce the number of parking 
spaces provided in its underground parking structure in order to limit the number of trips to 
campus.  Wright Appeal at 5.  The Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (“LADBS”) 
and Planning have determined that the parking requirement for Archer Forward is 208 parking 
spaces.  See Errata 1 at 21-22; see also Memorandum from Lincoln Lee, LADBS, dated 
November 6, 2014, found in the Project administrative file.  The Project proposed an 
underground parking structure with 185 permanent parking spaces.  Archer is also willing to 
further refine the Project to reduce the number of permanent striped parking spaces from 185 
spaces to 164 spaces.  The on-site parking may be expanded to accommodate a total of 208 
parking spaces with the use of tandem spaces and 251 parking spaces when necessary with use of 
attendant assisted parking.  The Planning Commission found that the underground parking 
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structure would meet the parking demand on site for all but the largest Special Events, which 
frees up parking for Brentwood merchants and reduces the need for pedestrians to cross Sunset 
and Barrington, increasing community safety.  Determination at F-5.   

In addition, the number of parking spaces will not cause traffic impacts.  As described in 
detail in Section VII.A, above, numerous other conditions restrict traffic impacts, including 
student busing requirements and Special Event restrictions.  As described in the Draft EIR and 
Errata 1, the Project’s impacts with regard to parking would be less than significant.  Draft EIR 
at IV.K-79, IV.K-105, IV.K-137; Errata 1 at 23.  As stated above, Archer’s trip caps limit 
weekday peak period arrivals for Special Events and Athletic Competitions to 44 cars for start 
times between 3 p.m. and 4 p.m. and to 126 cars for start times between 6 p.m. and 7 p.m.—
which are both well below Archer’s parking requirement of 208 spaces. 

C. Operational Noise Impacts Have Been Reduced to the Lowest Feasible Levels 

Some appellants assert that the Project’s operations would result in noise impacts to the 
community.21  The Project has been conditioned to eliminate significant operational impacts, 
except for noise impacts from outdoor athletic field use.  Draft EIR at IV.I-109 to IV.I-110, IV.I-
121 to IV.I-122; see also id. at IV.I-77, IV.I-112; Final EIR at III-105 to III-111.   

Certain appellants raise concerns regarding noise impacts from athletic field use and 
request further limitations on its use.22  The Project proposed in the Draft EIR allowed athletic 
field use until 8 p.m. on weekdays, resulting in significant noise impacts later in the evening.  
Draft EIR at IV.I-87 to IV.I-110.  In response to comments, Archer added Mitigation Measure I-
3 requiring athletic field use to end at 6 p.m. on weeknights (with flexibility for overtime).  Final 
EIR at II-42, III-106 to III-107; see also Condition 13(a)(i)(b), (a)(ii)(b), (b)(i)(b), (d)(ii), 
Determination at C-3 to C-5; Determination at Exhibit 2.  Further, Archer agreed to limit 
Saturday use of the athletic field to four hours per day on ten days per year.  Final EIR at II-42, 
III-107; see also Condition 13(c), Determination at C-5; Condition 50, Determination at C-29; 
Determination at Exhibit 2.  With the removal of the weekday use of the athletic field from 6 
p.m. to 8 p.m. from the Project, use of the athletic field for these ten Saturdays is needed to 
maximize the functionality and use of the athletic field and meet the requirements associated 
with interscholastic athletic activities.  Final EIR at III-107.  The Project’s use of athletic fields 
on Saturdays is further discussed in Section VIII.C, below.   

Archer has included numerous measures to reduce potential noise impacts to the 
community.  For instance, Archer eliminated Interscholastic Athletic Tournaments, Special 
Events in the North Garden, Special Events on the athletic field (except for Upper School 
graduation), and the community use and rental, lease, or use of the facilities for non-School uses.  
Condition 13(b)(iv), Determination at C-5; Condition 13(d)(ii), Determination at C-5; Condition 
12(a), Determination at C-2.  In addition, Archer has eliminated use of a portable public address 

                                                 
21 See, e.g., BASPOA Appeal at 2; Wright Appeal at 4-5; Waxman/RNA Appeal at 3-4. 
22 BASPOA Appeal at 2; Wright Appeal at 4-5; Waxman/RNA Appeal at 3; see also BRC 

Appeal at 11 (referencing Saturday athletic field use without specific reference to noise); 
BHHA Appeal at 14 (same). 
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system except for use during graduation, consistent with Archer’s existing CUP.  Condition 
27(a), Determination at C-13.  Archer has also included a mandatory requirement to use an 
underground pedestrian pathway that extends from the underground parking structure to the 
Multipurpose Facility and the Performing Arts Center after 8 p.m.  Condition 27(j), 
Determination at C-14.  To further reduce the Project’s noise impacts, all building entrances and 
windows will open only to the campus interior.  Condition 27(d), Determination at C-13 to C-14; 
Condition 45, Determination at C-28; Determination at F-4, F-6, F-13, F-18.  In addition, Archer 
Forward will create enclosed facilities for activities that currently occur outside.  Basketball and 
volleyball will occur in the gymnasium, for example, compared to the existing outdoor courts.  
All existing surface parking will be moved into the underground parking structure, reducing 
noise associated with existing surface parking on campus. 

Further, Archer is willing to limit the maximum number of regular season Interscholastic 
Athletic Competitions to 114 days per academic year, with a maximum of 56 days of regular 
season Interscholastic Athletic Competitions per academic year on the athletic field.  If Archer 
and the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks reach a scheduling agreement 
for use of athletic fields that meet Archer’s needs in close proximity to the campus, the 
maximum number of regular season Interscholastic Athletic Competitions on-site shall be 
limited to 98 days per academic year, with a maximum of 40 days of regular season 
Interscholastic Athletic Competitions per academic year on the athletic field.  Archer is also 
willing to agree that no Interscholastic Athletic Competitions will be held on Saturdays.  The 
limitations on the number of Interscholastic Athletic Competitions held on campus and on the 
athletic field benefit the community by reducing the incidence of noise and use in the community 
from Interscholastic Athletic Competitions on campus.   

Some appellants have requested additional measures to reduce noise impacts, including 
the prohibition of Interscholastic Athletic Tournaments, limitations on use of the North Garden, 
and an extension of the requirement to use the underground pedestrian pathway to earlier on 
weekdays and on weekends.  Wright Appeal at 4-5; Waxman/RNA Appeal at 3.  As described 
above, Archer has already eliminated Interscholastic Athletic Tournaments.  Condition 13(b)(iv), 
Determination at C-5; Final EIR at II-8 to II-9.  Further, anticipated use of the North Garden 
would not result in significant impacts.  Draft EIR at IV.I-83 to IV.I-84; Final EIR at III-109.  
Because no significant impacts would result from the remaining normal operational use of the 
campus, no additional operational restrictions are required.23  Archer nonetheless agreed to 
prohibit Special Events from occurring in the North Garden.  Condition 13(d)(ii), Determination 
at C-5.  To further ensure that the North Garden would not be used for large gatherings, 
hardscape and landscape features have been added to the design of the North Garden.  Condition 
27(i), Determination at C-14.  Additionally, Archer is willing to limit daytime outdoor use of the 
North Garden to reading, studying, and similar activities in order to reduce the incidence of noise 
and use in the community from activities in the North Garden. 

                                                 
23 The Wright Appeal further asserts that no additional operational changes should be allowed for 

20 years.  However, as described above, the School’s operations will not result in 
significant impacts with the exception of Saturday athletic field use.  Changes that result 
in new or more severe significant impacts would be subject to CEQA review.  Therefore, 
there is no basis for an additional 20-year restriction on operational changes.   
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In addition, noise impacts due to talking on the School’s pedestrian pathways and access 
routes prior to and after Special Events and Athletic Competitions would be less than significant.  
Draft EIR at IV.I-84 to IV.I-85, Appx. N-1 at 98-109; Final EIR at III-110.  In response to 
comments on the Draft EIR, however, Archer included as Project Design Feature I-8 a 
requirement to use the underground pedestrian pathway that extends from the underground 
parking structure to the Multipurpose Facility and the Performing Arts Center after 8:00 p.m. on 
weekdays.  Final EIR at II-10, II-42; see also Condition 27(j), Determination at C-14.  This 
measure is more than sufficient to mitigate noise impacts from students and guests arriving at 
leaving Archer’s campus. 

Finally, the Waxman/RNA Appeal alleges additional noise mitigation is needed along the 
Project’s western property boundary.  Waxman/RNA Appeal at 4.  In response to comments on 
the Draft EIR, the Project was refined to shift the athletic field approximately 7 feet 6 inches to 
the east, away from the western property boundary.  Final EIR at I-15, II-2.  Shifting the athletic 
field approximately 7 feet 6 inches to the east would move the athletic field as far away as 
possible from the neighbors to the west of the campus property boundary while still maintaining 
regulation-size soccer and softball fields.  Final EIR at III-106.  With this expanded setback, 
refinements to the Project included an enhanced landscape buffer along the western property 
boundary of the campus.  Final EIR at I-15, II-2.  In addition, the School’s western property 
boundary will be bounded by an eight-foot concrete masonry wall and enhanced landscaping.  
Determination at C-15, F-4, F-22, F-29. 

D. Archer Has Eliminated Non-School Uses 

The BASPOA, Wright, and Waxman/RNA Appeals request that Archer eliminate “non-
school related uses,” including summer school.  As described on page III-110 of the Final EIR, 
community use of the school facilities or the rental, lease, and use of the facilities for non-school 
uses is no longer proposed as part of the Project. 

Regarding summer school, the Draft EIR determined that there would be no significant 
operational impacts associated with summer school.  As described on page II-37 of the Draft 
EIR, as part of the Project, summer academic and camp programs may occur for up to six weeks 
when the academic year is not in session between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Monday 
through Friday.  See also Final EIR at III-97 to III-98; Errata 2 at 20-21.  Schools in Los Angeles 
routinely offer summer academic and camp programs for purposes of academic remediation, 
enrichment, or acceleration, and athletic skill development.  With appropriate facilities, the 
School’s summer program also would be able to offer traditional camp programs, which include 
sports (e.g., volleyball, basketball, soccer, and softball), games, arts, crafts, nature, and cooking.  
The School’s program would be held primarily in the School Buildings and Courtyards.  Final 
EIR at III-98; Errata 2 at 20-21.  All participants in the summer programs would arrive and 
depart on buses, as required by Condition 13i.  Determination at C-7.  There would be no parent 
drop offs or pick-ups allowed at the School or in the surrounding neighborhood.  Final EIR at III-
98; Errata 2 at 20-21.     

Archer is willing to limit its six-week Summer Enrichment Program by reducing the 
number of student participants from 350 to 150 and eliminating use of the athletic field.  The 
reduction in student participants and elimination of athletic field use will benefit the community 
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by reducing the incidence of noise and use in the community.  Archer is also willing to place all 
revenue from its Summer Enrichment Program in the School’s scholarship fund.  Increasing 
scholarship funding will allow Archer to further increase the diversity of its student population.   

VIII. THE PROJECT’S FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS ARE SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE  

Several appellants claim that the Statement of Overriding Considerations fails to disclose 
significant environmental impacts of the Project or is not supported by substantial evidence.24  
This is untrue. 

When a lead agency approves a project that will result in the occurrence of significant 
and unavoidable environmental effects, the CEQA Guidelines require the agency to “state in 
writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the final EIR and/or other information 
in the record.”  CEQA Guidelines, § 15093(b).  This statement of overriding considerations is 
composed of “larger, more general reasons for approving the project, such as the need to create 
new jobs, provide housing, generate taxes, and the like” and “must be supported by substantial 
evidence contained in the final EIR and/or other information in the record.”  Concerned Citizens 
of South Central L.A. v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist., 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 847 (1994). 

Here, the Planning Commission complied with CEQA in its adoption of the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations.  First, it found several unavoidable environmental impacts of the 
Project, as identified in the Final EIR.  In compliance with CEQA, the Planning Commission has 
imposed all feasible mitigation measures to reduce these impacts.  The Planning Commission 
also considered five alternatives that would have the potential to reduce the Project’s significant 
and unavoidable impacts; however, the Planning Commission rejected these alternatives as 
infeasible.  Thus, a limited number of impacts are projected to remain significant even following 
implementation of the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring Program.  Pursuant to Section 15093(b) 
of the CEQA Guidelines, the Planning Commission has adopted a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations based on information in the Draft and Final EIRs, Errata 1, and Errata 2, 
including a list of 13 benefits of the Project that justify approval of the Project despite its 
significant environmental effects, because the overriding considerations outweigh the 
environmental impacts of the Project.  

Several specific allegations regarding the Project’s CEQA Findings and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations are addressed below. 

A. Construction Impacts Are Temporary In Nature  

The BHA Appeal asserts that construction-related impacts are improperly characterized 
as “temporary.”  As set forth in the Draft EIR, because construction of the Project would occur 
for only a limited, defined period of time, the impacts associated with construction would only 
occur during that time.  Draft EIR at IV.I-32 to IV.I-77 (analyzing temporary construction noise 
impacts); id. at IV.K-84 to IV.K-102 (analyzing temporary construction traffic impacts); see also 
Final EIR at III-132 to III-133, III-150 to III-151 (discussing temporary construction traffic 

                                                 
24 See, e.g., BHHA Appeal at 13-14; BRC Appeal at 10-11; BHA Appeal at 6.  
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impacts and noting that the impacts would be “temporary in nature”); id. at III-168 to III-170 
(discussing temporary construction noise and vibration impacts).  However, even though 
construction noise, vibration, and traffic impacts would be temporary, the EIR concluded that 
those impacts would remain significant and unmitigable.  See Final EIR at I-21, I-29 to I-30.  
Accordingly, Archer has committed to implement all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 
duration and severity of these impacts, including adopting an accelerated construction schedule.   

B. The City’s Finding That Archer Provides Benefits to the Community is 
Supported By Substantial Evidence  

The BHA Appeal challenges the City’s finding that Archer would provide a benefit to the 
community.  Substantial evidence in the record refutes the BHA’s claim.   

As part of Archer Forward, the School would continue to implement its comprehensive 
transportation management program that encourages the reduction of vehicle trips.  Archer 
would also develop an Event Parking and Transportation Management Plan that would be 
employed for Interscholastic Athletic Competitions and Special Events.  The Event Parking and 
Transportation Management Plan would include appropriate tools to manage and control traffic 
and parking.  Archer will establish the Sunset Educational Corridor Association, a collaborative 
designed to encourage other independent schools along the Sunset Boulevard corridor to 
implement transportation management programs similar to the School’s transportation 
management program.  Further, Archer Forward would set a standard for traffic management 
program requirements for independent schools, which if incorporated by other schools in the 
community and throughout the City, could improve traffic conditions throughout the community, 
City, and region.  The Planning Commission found that, by establishing this precedent and 
reducing the School's traffic impacts, Archer Forward would provide a beneficial service to the 
community, City, and region.  Determination at F-3. 

The Planning Commission also found that the Project also will enhance the built 
environment in the surrounding neighborhood by providing a visually unified campus with 
buildings that respect the scale and character of the surrounding area; enhanced landscaping and 
green space that contribute to the beautification of the streetscape; and an underground parking 
structure that reduces noise, shields cars from view, and improves circulation on and around the 
Project Site.  Determination at F-3. 

Further, as explained in the City’s Statement of Overriding Considerations, the School, a 
501(c)(3) public charity, serves the educational needs of girls from across the greater Los 
Angeles area.  During the 2014-2015 academic year, students came from 91 different ZIP codes 
and 143 feeder schools, and 39 percent of the School's students are students of color, which is 
more than the population of the surrounding Brentwood community.  The School’s robust bus 
and transportation management program allows it to serve the needs of girls who live throughout 
the Los Angeles area.  Twenty-four percent of the School's students receive financial aid.  
During the 2014-2015 academic year, the School awarded $3.5 million in financial aid to make 
the School accessible to girls of many socio-economic backgrounds.  Providing access to a high 
quality education to girls from across the City furthers the City’s goal to develop a highly 
qualified future labor force. 
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Archer helps students become leaders and life-long learners, strengthening their capacity 
to contribute positively to their communities.  Through classroom and grade level activities, as 
well as individual community service requirements, Archer girls learn the importance of 
engaging in their community and that they can make a difference.  Archer students participate in 
a variety of organizations and local causes, including: Brentwood Green, registering voters in 
Brentwood, Save the Coral Tree Campaign, Operation Gratitude, Daybreak Women’s Shelter, 
AIDS Walk LA, MEND, Adopt-a-Family, #BringBackOurGirls, and an annual blood drive with 
St. John’s Hospital and Health Center.  During the 2013-2014 school year, Archer students 
volunteered more than 6,250 hours.  Students have also recently led goods and fundraising drives 
for Westside Food Bank, My Friend’s Place, UNICEF, Keep a Child Alive, Greater West 
Hollywood Food Coalition, and Daybreak Women’s Shelter, where students also help cook 
meals and provide entertainment.   

In sum, not only does the School provide an essential benefit to its students, but Archer 
students provide an essential benefit to the community and Los Angeles as a whole. 

C. The City’s Findings Regarding Special Events and Athletics are Supported 
By Substantial Evidence  

The BASPOA, Wright, BRC, Waxman/RNA, and BHHA Appeals assert that Saturday 
use of the athletic fields should be eliminated to further reduce the Project’s operational noise 
impacts.  The City’s conditions reduce Saturday athletic field use to the lowest feasible usage by 
limiting Saturday athletic field use for only four hours for ten days per year.  See Condition 
13(a)(i)(b), Determination at C-4; Condition 50, Determination at C-29.  This restriction reduces 
the Project’s potentially significant noise impacts from the Saturday use of the athletic field to 
only ten days a year within a limited timeframe.   

In response to comments, the Project was refined in the Final EIR to remove the use of 
the athletic field from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. and the associated athletic field lighting for that use at the 
request of neighbors.  By eliminating use of the field from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m., Archer needs use of 
the athletic field for the ten Saturdays per year to maximize the functionality and use of the 
athletic field and meet the requirements associated with interscholastic athletic activities. 

As described in the Staff Recommendation to the Planning Commission, because 
Saturday use of the field is already allowed under the current CUP but was not being used at the 
time of the Notice of Preparation, the Project’s operational noise impact was conservatively 
analyzed in the EIR against a baseline of no Saturday activity on the athletic field.  Staff Report 
at A-15.  Thus, Archer merely requests a continuation of the current condition allowing limited 
Saturday use of the athletic field.  In addition, this limited Saturday use is necessary in light of 
the elimination of athletic field lights from the Project, which were removed at the request of 
neighbors.  Because Archer cannot conduct games at nights during the winter months, limited 
Saturday use is needed to accommodate athletic program scheduling.  
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D. The City’s Findings Regarding Cumulative Traffic Impacts are Supported 
By Substantial Evidence  

The BRC and BHHA Appeals assert that the Findings and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations omit a significant cumulative operational traffic impact.  The BRC appeal cites to 
the potential cumulative operational traffic impact before the implementation of mitigation.  
BRC at 8 (citing to Final EIR at I-119.)  As disclosed in the Final EIR and clarified in Errata 4 to 
the Final EIR, the Project’s cumulative operational traffic impacts (i.e., the “Future (Horizon 
Year 2020) with Project Conditions” impacts) actually will be less than significant once 
mitigation is imposed.  See Final EIR at I-130.  Therefore, this impact was accurately stated in 
the Findings.  

E. The Project’s Mitigation Measures and Conditions Are Enforceable 

Some appeals express concern about the enforceability of Project mitigation measures 
and Conditions of Approval.25   

With respect to mitigation measures, as described in the Planning Commission’s 
Determination, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City will monitor or 
require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained throughout the life 
of the Project, and may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of such monitoring.  
Determination at 2.  In addition, as described in the Mitigation Monitoring Program, the 
Project’s mitigation measures will be subject to “monitoring,” i.e., “an ongoing or periodic 
process of project oversight,” and “reporting,” i.e., “a writing compliance review that is 
presented to the decision-making body or authorized staff person.”  Final EIR at IV-1.  Archer 
will be obligated to provide documentation concerning implementation of project design features 
and mitigation measures to the enforcement agencies.  Id. at IV-2.  

With respect to Conditions of Approval, the Project’s Conditions of Approval are 
recorded against the property and are subject to verification and enforcement by the City.  Archer 
has a proven track record of exemplary compliance with its existing CUP, widely regarded as 
one of the most restrictive in the City.  In the 2007 Plan Approval determination, while 
discussing compliance with the existing CUP, the Zoning Administrator found that Archer’s 
“compliance with the terms and Conditions of Archer’s conditional use . . . has been exemplary, 
complete and effective.”  In 2013, the Zoning Administrator again determined that Archer “has 
substantially complied with the terms and Conditions of approval previously established.”  For 
the past 15 years, Archer has gone to great lengths to operate in a way that is fundamentally 
respectful of the immediate neighborhood and the community at large.  Archer would continue to 
comply with the conditions established in its new CUP. 

Specific concerns about mitigation measures and Conditions of Approval are addressed 
below.  

                                                 
25 See, e.g., BHA Appeal at 4-5; BRC Appeal at 7; Waxman/RNA at 5; BASPOA Appeal at 3. 
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1. Conditions and Mitigation Measures for Trip Caps 

Specific concerns were raised regarding proposed “trip caps” for the Project.26  In order 
to reduce operational traffic impacts, the Project has been conditioned to limit the number of 
trips generated by guests arriving at or departing from Special Events and Interscholastic 
Athletic Competitions.  To verify the efficiency and compliance with trip caps and the Event 
Parking and Transportation Management Plan, Archer would secure a third party independent 
compliance monitor to prepare the first annual compliance report.  Condition 21(c), 
Determination at C-12.  This condition should alleviate any concerns that the community will be 
burdened with enforcement responsibility.  This condition, in combination with the elements of 
Archer Forward’s Traffic Management Program, would minimize Archer’s effect on traffic in 
the adjacent community, which provides an essential benefit to that immediate area.  

Archer’s per-event trip caps are set forth in Mitigation Measure K-2.  Errata 1 at IV-36 to 
IV-37; see also Condition 13(b)(ii), (d)(iii), (e).  Pursuant to Condition 17 and Project Design 
Feature K-7, Archer must submit to the Department of Transportation an Event Parking and 
Transportation Management Plan that includes a parking reservation system that implements the 
Project’s trip caps.  Determination at C-9 to C-10; see also Condition 67, Determination at C-31 
to C-32.   Archer will distribute the Plan to Planning Department, the Council Office, Brentwood 
Community Council, Brentwood Village Chamber of Commerce, Brentwood Homeowners 
Association, and all residents immediately abutting and adjacent to the School and inform other 
schools participating in Athletic Competitions at Archer of its Plan.  Condition 17(b), 
Determination at C-9.  To prevent off-site parking at the Barrington Village Public Parking Lot 
and on residential streets within 500 feet of the School, Archer will require students, faculty, 
staff, and guests walking on to campus to have a pre-issued Walking Pass, Bicycle Pass, or 
Transit Pass, pursuant to Conditions 17(f) and 20.  Determination at C-10, C-12. 

2. Condition Requiring a Transportation Management Program 

The Waxman/RNA Appeal further raises concerns regarding enforcement of Archer’s 
Transportation Management Program.  Waxman/RNA Appeal at 5.  This concern is unfounded. 

Pursuant to Condition 16(e), a licensed traffic engineer will conduct annual traffic counts 
at all school driveways at the School’s expense for the first five years after issuance of the 
certificate of occupancy.  Determination at C-9.  Archer must inform parents, students, faculty 
and staff in writing of its event and transportation management policy and disciplinary system on 
an annual basis according to Condition 18.  Id. at C-11.  Further, as described on page III-646 of 
the Final EIR, the School will maintain a progressive disciplinary system of enforcement to 
ensure compliance with the Traffic Management Program.  See also Final EIR Topical Response 
No. 3, Overview of Reduced Parking Spaces, Parking Demand, and Parking Enforcement.  In 
addition, Condition 21 requires that Archer submit yearly Transportation Management 
Compliance Report for five years to the City Planning Department, the Department of 
Transportation, and the Council Office demonstrating compliance with its transportation 
management program and trip caps.  Id. at C-12.   

                                                 
26 BHA Appeal at 4-5; BRC Appeal at 7; Waxman/RNA at 5; BHHA Appeal at 9-10. 
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3. Mitigation Requiring 70 Percent Busing 

Finally, the BHA Appeal asserts that Mitigation Measure K-1 would be ineffective, but 
provides no evidence in support of that contention.  Pursuant to Mitigation Measure K-1, Archer 
would be required to raise the percentage of students who are required to use the fixed-route bus 
service from 50 percent to 70 percent.  While the existing percentage of students who use the 
fixed-route bus service currently exceeds the increased level set forth in Mitigation Measure K-1 
(70 percent), the increased requirement of 70 percent would exceed that currently required under 
Archer’s existing CUP (50 percent).  See Final EIR at III-101 to III-102. 

Nonetheless, in response to requests from Councilmember Bonin, Archer is willing to 
refine the Project to require 76 percent busing.  The 76 percent busing requirement will ensure 
that enrollment of more than 450 students will not result in increased vehicle trips to campus.  
The increased busing requirement would benefit the community by limiting vehicle trips, and 
would not result in additional impacts. 

F. The Project’s Findings Regarding Air Quality Impacts Do Not Change Using 
the OEHHA Guidance Manual 

The Wright Appeal contends that the Project’s EIR utilized outdated guidance for 
assessing air toxics “hot spots.”27  Subsequent to release of the Draft EIR for public review and 
preparation and distribution of the Final EIR, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (“OEHHA”) adopted a new version of the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance 
Manual for the Preparation of Risk Assessments (“Guidance Manual”).28  This occurred long 
after the Notice of Preparation had been issued and the City has not changed its procedures or 
policies as to this issue in response to OEHHA’s action.   

The Guidance Manual was developed by OEHHA, in conjunction with CARB, for use in 
implementing the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program (Health and Safety Code Section 44360 et. 
seq.).  The Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program requires stationary sources to report the types 
and quantities of certain substances routinely released into the air.  The goals of the Air Toxics 
“Hot Spots” Act are to collect emission data, to identify facilities having localized impacts, to 
ascertain health risks, to notify nearby residents of significant risks, and to reduce those 
significant risks to acceptable levels. 

The intent in developing the Guidance Manual is to provide health risk assessment 
procedures for use in the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program or for the permitting of new or modified 
stationary sources.  Air districts are to determine which facilities will prepare a health risk 
assessment based on a prioritization process.  The new Guidance Manual provides 
recommendations related to cancer risk evaluation of short term projects.  As discussed in 
Section 8.2.10 of the Guidance Manual, “[t]he local air pollution control districts sometimes use 
the risk assessment guidelines for the Hot Spots program in permitting decisions for short-term 
projects such as construction or waste site remediation.”   

                                                 
27 Wright Appeal at 8. 
28 http://www.oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/hotspots2015.html 
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The Draft EIR included a health risk assessment of short-term construction diesel 
particulate emissions  provided in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  Per SCAQMD’s 
direction, the analysis was conducted consistent with the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District’s (“SCAQMD”) Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212 and is based on 
OEHHA’s then – effective Guidance Manual.29  SCAQMD is currently evaluating the new 
Guidance Manual and will start the public participation process this summer as they develop 
recommendations on its use for SCAQMD permitting and CEQA analyses.  However, such 
recommendations have not yet been prepared.  

IX. THE PROJECT HAS ADEQUATELY ANALYZED PROJECT ALTERNATIVES, 
INCLUDING ALTERNATE LOCATIONS  

A. The Project’s Alternatives Analysis Appropriately Considered Project 
Objectives 

Contrary to appellants’ comments about Project objectives,30 Archer’s project objectives 
are closely tied to the concept of improving existing operations on the Project Site by creating a 
cohesive and integrated campus environment, with new, state-of-the-art and technologically 
advanced facilities.  Final EIR at III-210.  The Project’s EIR has satisfied CEQA requirements 
for the identification of project objectives, as previously explained in the Final EIR.  CEQA does 
not restrict an agency’s discretion to identify and pursue a particular project designed to meet a 
particular set of objectives.  California Oak Foundation v. Regents of University of California, 
188 Cal.App.4th 227, 276-277 (2010); Final EIR at III-259.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) 
explains that a “clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a 
reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in 
preparing findings.”  As described in Section II.3 of the Draft EIR, “[t]he underlying purpose of 
the Project is to modernize the facilities and provide Archer with a campus that can maximize the 
fulfillment of its educational mission now and in the future.”  Specific objectives to achieve that 
goal are then stated in the Draft EIR.  See Draft EIR at II-13 to II-17.  Therefore, the Project 
objectives included in the Draft EIR satisfy CEQA. 

In addition, the Project objectives are not so narrowly drawn as to preclude an informed 
analysis of Project alternatives.  Under CEQA, a lead agency must consider a “reasonable range” 
of alternatives to a project, or to the project’s location, “which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project.”  CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a); see also id., § 13053.5(a); In re Bay-
Delta Programmatic Envt’l Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings, 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1166 
(2008) (“a lead agency may structure its EIR alternatives analysis around a reasonable definition 
of underlying purpose and need not study alternatives that cannot achieve that basic goal).  An 
agency need not consider “every conceivable alternative” and may determine how many is a 
reasonable range.  Id., § 15126.6(a); Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 
553, 566 (1990).  Here, the EIR analyzed a reasonable range of Project alternatives.  Specifically, 

                                                 
29 http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/risk-assessment/risk-assessment-

procedures-v-7.pdf?sfvrsn=4 
30 See, e.g., BRC Appeal at 5-6; Waxman/RNA Appeal at 8; BHHA Appeal at 8.  



 

Attachment A-32 
LA\4125113.13 

the Draft EIR evaluated five alternatives to the Project in detail, which include: No Project—
Continued Operation of Existing Campus; No Project—Development and Use in Accordance 
with Existing Approvals; Alternate Site Layout; Reduced Program within Existing Campus 
Boundary (Option A and Option B); and Reduced Excavation, Export, and Program.  This is in 
full compliance with CEQA requirements.   

B. Alternate Locations Would Be Infeasible 

Some appellants allege that an alternative location may be appropriate for the Project.31  
The possibility of an alternative location was discussed in detail in Topical Response 15, 
Alternative Locations, of the Final EIR.  See Final EIR at III-208 to 210.  As described therein, 
and on page V-3 of the Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, an alternate site alternative was 
considered and rejected as infeasible because it would not meet many of the basic Project 
objectives.  Therefore, an alternate site alternative was eliminated from detailed analysis in the 
EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f). 

California Public Resources Code Sections 21001(g), 21002.1(a), and 21061 require that 
an EIR identify alternatives to the project.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) provides that 
an EIR must include a reasonable range of alternatives to the project or to the location of the 
project and that the EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  Under 
CEQA, an EIR need not extensively consider an alternative that is infeasible.  Stated differently, 
in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(f)(2)(B), alternatives presented in an EIR 
must be able to “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.”  An agency may 
properly determine that no feasible locations exist either because basic project objectives cannot 
be achieved at another site or because there are no sites meeting the criteria for feasible alternate 
sites.  City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist., 176 Cal. App. 4th 889, 921 
(2009).  In addition, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(f)(1), a lead agency 
may consider whether an alternate site is owned by the project proponent when determining 
whether an alternate site is feasible and may also consider whether the project proponent could 
reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise obtain access to an alternate site if one is not owned by 
the proponent.  Per Cal. Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz, 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 993 
(2009), there is no requirement that off-site alternatives be explored in every case.   

As explained in Topical 15 to the Final EIR and page V-3 of Section V, Alternatives, of 
the Draft EIR, an alternate site would not meet many of the basic Project objectives.  
Specifically, the objectives of the Project are closely tied to the concept of improving existing 
operations on the Project Site by creating a cohesive and integrated campus environment, with 
new, state-of-the-art and technologically advanced facilities.  Development of the Project on an 
alternate site would provide no potential to achieve the basic Project objectives related to: 
modernizing and reconfiguring classroom spaces within the existing campus; creating dedicated 
and modern facilities for the athletic, visual arts, and performing arts programs on the campus; 
and upgrading the existing outdoor athletic field to comply with California Interscholastic 
Federation regulations.  Moreover, development of the Project on an alternate site would not 
meet the Project objective to allow expanded use of the Project Site to ensure the continued 
preservation of the historic Main Building.  In addition, the School already owns the Project Site 
                                                 
31 See, e.g., Wright Appeal at 5-6; BRC Appeal at 6; BHHA Appeal at 8.  
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and does not own or control another property of a comparable size in the Project area of the Los 
Angeles region.  Further, it is not expected that the School can reasonably acquire, control, or 
have access to an alternate site within Los Angeles that would provide for the uses and square 
footages contemplated for the Project.  Therefore, the EIR concluded that locating the Project on 
an alternate site would be infeasible.  This is consistent with case law including Jones v. Regents 
of Univ. of Cal., 183 Cal.App.4th 818, 828 (2010), which holds that the EIR for a development 
plan for a special research campus did not have to consider the alternative of developing the 
planned facilities at an off-site location where an off-site location would prevent realization of 
the project’s primary objective of creating a more campus-like setting at the existing site and 
fostering a collaborative work environment.   

In addition, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A), an EIR is 
not required to analyze alternate sites that would not eliminate or substantially reduce significant 
adverse effects.  Given the urbanized, residential environment surrounding the general Project 
area, it is anticipated that development on an alternate site would likely produce the significant 
construction-related regional air quality, noise and vibration (human annoyance), and 
construction traffic impacts as the Project, although in a different location.  Similarly, while 
development on an alternate site would likely avoid the Project’s significant and unavoidable 
operational noise and traffic impacts in the vicinity of the Project Site, it would likely result in 
significant noise and traffic impacts at another site.  See Final EIR at III-209.   

X. THE PROPOSED LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT DOES NOT NEED TO BE 
PROCESSED SIMULTANEOUSLY WITH THE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT  

The Wright, BRC, Waxman/RNA, and BHHA Appeals assert that the Project’s potential 
Lot Line Adjustment should be processed as part of the CUP application to avoid CEQA 
“piecemealing.”32  However, there is no requirement that the Lot Line Adjustment be included in 
the discretionary entitlement package approved by the Planning Commission.  As described in 
Errata 2, a  Lot Line Adjustment is a type of parcel map exception.  The City of Los Angeles 
parcel map regulations are set forth in Chapter I, Article 7, Section 17.50 of the LAMC.  Section 

                                                 
32 The Project was refined to remove the proposed Aquatics Center and maintain the majority of 

the Barrington Parcel, referred to as the Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel, for 
residential use.  A 10,473-square-foot portion of the Barrington Parcel (referred to as the 
Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel) will be used as the location of the Visual Arts 
Center.  Archer also proposes to extend the eastern lot line of the Chaparal Parcel in a 
southerly direction such that it intersects the existing southern lot line of the Barrington 
Parcel to combine the Chaparal Parcel and the Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel.  
The remaining 15,574-square-foot Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel will be 
maintained for residential use.  A Lot Line Adjustment may be required to align the 
eastern lot line of the Chaparal Parcel and the Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel.  
If the Project is approved, Archer would seek a future Lot Line Adjustment to adjust the 
existing lot lines of the Chaparal Parcel and the Barrington Parcel.  The Chaparal Parcel 
and the Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel would both be legal lots that would 
conform to the General Plan, zoning, and building ordinances after the potential future 
Lot Line Adjustment. 
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17.50.B.3 of the LAMC provides that the parcel map regulations shall not apply to certain 
divisions of land, including: 

Those where the Advisory Agency of the Appeal board determines 
that all the following conditions exist: 

(1) A lot line adjustment is made between four or fewer existing 
adjoining lots or parcels and the land taken from one lot or parcel 
is added to an adjoining lot or parcel; 

(2) The resulting number of lots or parcels remains the same or is 
decreased; 

(3) The parcels or lots resulting from the lot line adjustment will 
conform to the local general plan, any applicable coastal plan, and 
zoning and building ordinances. 

A Lot Line Adjustment is processed by the Los Angeles Department of Planning. 

The future Lot Line Adjustment is a parcel map exemption, and the LAMC provisions for 
parcel maps would not apply because the Lot Line Adjustment would be made between four or 
fewer existing adjoining parcels and the land taken from one parcel would be added to an 
adjoining parcel; the resulting number of parcels would remain the same; and the parcels 
resulting from the Lot Line Adjustment would conform to the local General Plan and zoning and 
building ordinances.  Accordingly, the Lot Line Adjustment would not need to be obtained prior 
to Project approval, and would only be sought if the Project were approved. 

If the Project is not approved, Archer would not seek a Lot Line Adjustment.  If the 
Project is approved, and a Lot Line Adjustment is denied, the Project would still be permitted to 
proceed pursuant to the terms and conditions of a conditional use permit; however, a separate 
legal residential lot within the Barrington Parcel would not be created.  Thus, because the Project 
is not dependent upon the Lot Line Adjustment, the Project may proceed to approval without the 
prior approval of the Lot Line Adjustment. 

Further, the Wright, Waxman/RNA, and BHHA Appeals suggest that LAMC Section 
12.36.C.5 or the Multiple Approvals Ordinance requires that the Lot Line Adjustment approval 
be obtained prior to Project approval.  The filing requirements pursuant to Section 12.36.B apply 
to entitlements necessary to complete the Project.  See LAMC § 12.36.B (noting that applicants 
should file applications at the same time or approvals “necessary to complete the project”).  
However, the Lot Line Adjustment is not necessary to complete the Project, and may not even be 
pursued by the School.  Therefore, the Lot Line Adjustment may properly follow approval of the 
CUP. 

XI. ARCHER FORWARD HAS RECEIVED SUBSTANTIAL SUPPORT FROM THE 
LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY 

The BHA Appeal asserts that the Staff Recommendation’s acknowledgement that Archer 
supporters spoke in favor of the Project at the Hearing Office hearing is “misleading.”  While 
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BHA may disagree with the views expressed by Archer supporters, the fact remains that Archer 
Forward has received a substantial amount of support from the Los Angeles community.  As 
shown in the presentation made by Archer to the Planning Commission, and demonstrated in the 
record, many hundreds of area residents have supported Archer Forward.  Dozens of Archer 
students, alumni, parents, and teachers spoke in enthusiastic support of the Project at the Hearing 
Officer hearing, as well as non-Archer-affiliated community members.  As was described in 
detail in this letter, Archer will provide substantial benefits to local communities.  It is not 
surprising that many in the communities have recognized these benefits.   
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