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Re:  Council File No. 16-1110; ZA 2014-4048(CUB)(CUX)(ZV); ENV-2014-4049-
MND – Response to Appeal 

Dear Chairman Huizar and Honorable Committee Members: 

This letter responds to the appeal filed by Unite HERE Local 11 (“Appellant”) 
challenging the above-referenced approval of a variance and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(“MND”) relative to an adaptive re-use hotel project at 416 W. 8th Street (the “Project”). 

As set forth in greater detail below, the pending appeal should be denied for the following 
reasons: 

 Appellant recklessly and falsely accuses Central Area Planning Commissioner 
Chung-Kim of conflict of interest, falsely stating that Commissioner 
Chung-Kim’s husband, Roy Choi is employed by the Applicant – Jeremy 
Selman/YSHRE LA, LLC (“Applicant”).  He is not.  The Applicant employs 
celebrity chef Roy Choi, not Commissioner Chung-Kim’s husband Roy Choi, 
who is the Chief Executive Officer of the KCM Agency in Los Angeles.   

 Appellant has thoroughly failed to meet its burden of providing substantial 
evidence that the Zoning Administrator (“ZA”) and Central Area Planning 
Commission (“APC”) erred or abused their discretion. 

 The Appeal offers no argument or evidence whatsoever regarding the variance 
approved by the APC.  In the absence of any contrary substantial evidence from 
the Appellant, the City Council must apply the legally required standard to the 
Appeal and properly deny the Appeal with regard to the variance. 

 Appellant’s speculative concerns about public safety are not supported by any 
substantial evidence.  The ZA imposed conditions assuring the safe and 
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responsible service of alcohol, including a requirement to provide a detailed 
security plan approved by LAPD, and to meet with LAPD on a quarterly basis.  
Close scrutiny of the relevant crime statistics shows that there is not an increase in 
violent crimes in the vicinity of the Project.  The ZA carefully reviewed crime 
statistics and demonstrated that “alcohol arrests constituted only 10% of the 
crimes reported in the [reporting] district.”  (ZA Approval, Finding 5, p. 25 
[emphasis added].) 

 Appellant fails to meet its burden of showing substantial evidence that the APC 
and ZA erred or abused their discretion or failed to comply with the law when 
finding that the MND adequately analyzed the potential environmental impacts of 
allowing alcohol consumption, and open rooftop live entertainment and dancing 
in a by-right hotel.  Of the Appellant’s 70-page package, only three pages directly 
address the Project MND.  The remaining 67-pages of the package contain only 
general articles that do not directly address the Project MND in any way.  
Furthermore, Appellant misstates the appropriate legal standard requiring further 
environmental review and in some instances asserts arguments clearly 
contradicted by the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).  Finally, 
substantial evidence exists showing that the MND fully complies with CEQA. 

1. SUMMARY OF THE APPROVAL AND APPEALS  

The Applicant proposes to adaptively re-use the building historically known as the 
Commercial Exchange Building, which is eligible for designation as a historic monument and 
meets the eligibility criteria for adaptive re-use under the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance.  The 
building was built in 1923 and—typical of buildings from that era—contains no on-site parking.  
The building is located in the Downtown Center Business Improvement District, the Central City 
Parking District, the City Center Redevelopment Project Area, the Adaptive Reuse Incentive 
Area, and in the Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone.  It is an ideal setting for the adaptive re-use 
of the Commercial Exchange Building into a thoughtful, design-driven boutique hotel with food 
and beverage service – a concept that the Applicant has successfully implemented elsewhere in 
Los Angeles, as well as in New York, Miami, and Chicago. 

ZA Charlie Rausch carefully considered and approved conditional uses and adopted the 
MND for the adaptive re-use of the Commercial Exchange Building.  The ZA approved 
conditional use permits to allow the service of alcohol and dancing, and dismissed a variance 
application to permit live entertainment and dancing in an outdoor rooftop pool bar and 
restaurant – ruling that the rooftop swimming pool, dining, and un-amplified music is permitted, 
but that rooftop dancing and entertainment must be conducted within an enclosed building.  The 
ZA imposed strict conditions on the operation and adopted the MND, concluding that the 
mitigation measures imposed upon the Project would ensure that the Project does not result in 
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any significant environmental impacts.  The ZA approved the requests, adopted all required 
findings, and issued its determination letter on March 15, 2016 (the “ZA Approval”).   

a. The Area Planning Commission Grants Applicant’s Appeal in Part to 
Correct and Modify the ZA Approval 

The Applicant appealed the ZA Approval to the APC for the limited purpose of 
reinstating the variance request, correcting the site plan attached to the ZA Approval, and 
correcting particular conditions of approval (the “Applicant Appeal”).  The APC granted in part 
the Applicant’s Appeal.  The APC reinstated the variance and adopted the requisite variance 
findings, modified conditions of approval, replaced the site plan attached to the ZA Approval 
with the correct site plan, and adopted the MND. 

b. The Area Planning Commission Rejects Appellant’s Appeal for Lack of 
Evidence 

The Appellant appealed the ZA Approval in its entirety (the “Appellant’s APC 
Appeal”).  As is Appellant’s pattern and practice when challenging adaptive re-use hotel 
projects, Appellant filed an improperly brief one-page appeal that failed to meet its burden of 
providing substantial evidence that the ZA erred or abused his discretion in granting the ZA 
Approval and adopting the MND.  Appellant’s APC Appeal did not directly challenge ZA 
Approval or the MND at all.  Although the Appellant’s APC Appeal claimed to challenge the 
entire decision, it only raised general and unspecified concerns about crime and parking; and the 
parking concern is expressed as a component of a speculative public safety concern.  Nowhere 
did Appellant’s APC Appeal identify errors in the ZA Approval or the MND.  The APC Appeal 
merely disagreed with the ZA Approval.   

The APC held a duly-noticed public hearing on July 12, 2016, to consider both appeals.  
At the APC hearing, Appellant raised new environment arguments, asserting that the MND 
failed to comply with CEQA with regard to parking, water supply, air quality, and cumulative 
impacts.  Again, Appellant provided no evidence supporting these speculative impacts. 

The APC denied Appellant’s APC Appeal in its entirety—concluding that the Appellant 
presented no evidence that the Project would result in significant environmental impacts or that 
the MND was inadequate.   

The APC published its written determination on August 26, 2016 (the “APC 
Determination”).  Appellant appealed the APC Determination to City Council.  Although 
Appellant attacks the Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) in its appeal to City Council, the CUP is 
not further appealable to City Council, only the variance and MND are before the City Council 
on Appeal. 
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2. THE APPEAL SHOULD BE DENIED 

a. The City Council’s Discretion is Limited to Whether Substantial Evidence 
Exists that the APC Abused its Discretion or Failed to Proceed in a Manner 
Prescribed by Law Regarding the Project Variance and MND 

The City Council’s discretion is limited in this appeal.  The City Council can only 
overturn the APC Determination if substantial evidence shows that the ZA erred or abused his 
discretion or otherwise failed to follow applicable legal requirements.  The City Council does not 
exercise its legislative or policy-making powers on appeal of administrative approvals, but sits as 
a quasi-judicial body to determine if there has been an abuse of discretion or a failure to follow 
established legal requirements.  It is the Appellant’s burden to provide such substantial evidence, 
and the Appellant has utterly failed to meet that burden.  

Most of Appellant’s arguments on appeal are not within the scope of the City Council to 
decide.  Contrary to Appellant’s arguments and claims, this Appeal is not about whether the 
Commercial Exchange Building may be adaptively re-used as a hotel.  The Appeal is not about 
on-site parking at the by-right hotel under Adaptive Re-Use Ordinance.  It is not about whether 
to permit alcohol service at a by-right hotel.   

A hotel is a permissible by-right use within the zone applicable to this Project site, and no 
discretionary City approvals are being sought or are necessary to establish a hotel on this site.  
Because a hotel use is permitted by-right within an existing structure, no CEQA compliance is 
necessary to adaptively re-use the Commercial Exchange building to a hotel use.  Yet, the 
Appeal and Appellant’s previous testimony are directed at convincing the City that the impacts 
of a hotel use are significant and that the City should disapprove a hotel on this site.  CEQA 
compliance for this project is not about the hotel use; it’s about alcohol service, live 
entertainment and dancing in a by-right hotel.  The City Council does not have the power to 
disapprove a hotel use on this site. 

This appeal is not about on-site parking at the proposed hotel.  The City’s own law, the 
Adaptive Re-Use Ordinance, expressly states that, when an eligible historic building has no 
on-site parking and is adapted for permissible re-use, the new use is not required to provide 
parking – unless the new use expands the existing floor area.  A hotel – even without on-site 
parking – is a permitted use of the Commercial Exchange Building.  It is not within the power or 
discretion of the ZA, the APC, or the City Council to require on-site parking for this Project 
because such a requirement would contradict existing City law.   

This appeal is not about whether to permit alcohol service at a by-right hotel.  The 
Project’s CUP for alcohol service is not before the City Council on appeal; the APC’s 
determination to deny the appeal with regard to alcohol service is not further appealable to City 
Council.  Yet, again, Appellant disregards this limitation.  Appellant claims in its appeal to the 
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City Council that “Granting the conditional use permit to sell and dispense a full line of alcoholic 
beverages for on-site consumption would contribute to an oversaturation of liquor licenses in the 
vicinity….”  The APC’s determination to approve a CUP allowing alcohol service for on-site 
consumption is final.  It is not within the power of the City Council to review the Project CUP 
for alcohol service.  

This appeal is about two relatively narrow questions:   

i. Whether Appellant has shown substantial evidence that the APC erred or 
abused its discretion or failed to comply with the law in approving the 
variance; and 

ii. Whether Appellant has shown substantial evidence that the APC and ZA 
erred or abused their discretion or failed to comply with the law when 
finding that the MND adequately analyzed the potential environmental 
impacts of allowing alcohol consumption and open rooftop live 
entertainment and dancing in a by-right hotel. 

The answer to both questions is “No” and the Appeal must be denied.   

b. Appellant’s Restate a False and Reckless Claim that APC Commissioner 
Chung-Kim’s Husband is Employed by the Applicant 

The Appellant reveals an appalling carelessness and disrespect by falsely accusing APC 
Commissioner Chung Kim of a conflict of interest.  Demonstrating Appellant’s careless 
disregard for the truth and a recklessness unwillingness to confirm its speculation, Appellant 
wrongly suggests that APC Commissioner Chung-Kim’s husband, Roy Choi, is employed by the 
Applicant.  Appellant has the wrong Roy Choi. 

Ten minutes of research by Appellant would have revealed that the Roy Choi employed 
by the Applicant is not the same Roy Choi married to APC Commissioner Chung-Kim.  The Roy 
Choi married to APC Commissioner Chung-Kim is the Chief Executive Officer of the KCM 
Agency in Los Angeles.  The Roy Choi employed by the Applicant is a celebrity chef at POT 
Bar—the food and beverage operation at LINE Hotel Los Angeles of which the Applicant is a 
partner.  Chef Roy Choi (born February 24, 1970) is a Korean American chef who gained 
prominence as the creator of the gourmet Korean taco truck, Kogi.  He is a chef who is 
celebrated for “food that isn't fancy” and is known as one of the founders of the food truck 
movement.1 

                                                            
1 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Roy_Choi. 



ARMBRUSTER GOLDSMITH & DELVAC LLP 
 
Los Angeles City Council PLUM Committee 
Council File No. 16-1110 
ZA 2014-4048(CUB)(CUX)(ZV); ENV-2014-4049-MND 
October 28, 2016 
Page 6 
 

This reckless and false claim by Appellant is made all the more egregious because the 
same claim was debunked by this firm defending a previous appeal by this Appellant.  An 
appellant so careless with the facts as this Appellant simply cannot be trusted to present reliable 
facts to the City Council and should be afforded no credibility. 

c. The Appeal Fails to Meet its Burden of Showing the ZA or APC Erred or 
Abused its Discretion or Failed to Follow the Law with Regard to the 
Variance Approval 

The Appeal is silent with regard to the variance approval.   

Although the Appeal claims to challenge the entire decision, it only raises general and 
unspecified concerns regarding downtown crime and DUI rates, an unsupported claim for “full 
environmental review,” an improper attack on the Project CUP which is not appealable to City 
Council, and the aforementioned erroneous claim of a conflict of interest regarding APC 
Commissioner Chung-Kim.  

The Appeal offers no argument or evidence whatsoever regarding the variance, but this 
Appellant routinely raises new issues in oral testimony that are not raised in its written appeals.  
Likely, this Appellant will again engage in this disrespectful tactic at the public hearing on this 
appeal.  But, neither the City nor the Applicant knows what objections Appellant may make to 
the variance (if any) because the Appellant did not include them in the Appeal.   

Appellant may be careless with its facts and disrespectful of the City’s procedures, but it 
is not unsophisticated and unfamiliar with the municipal process in the City of Los Angeles.  To 
the contrary, the Appellant is an active labor union that lobbies the City government regularly, 
participates in elections, and has appealed other boutique hotel projects downtown.  If the 
Appellant raises challenges to the variance for the first time at the public hearing, the City 
Council should not provide Appellant any benefit of the doubt.  The City Council should 
discount any arguments made by the Appellant at the hearing because Appellant failed to raise 
any issues in the written appeal. 

In contrast to Appellant’s silence, the ZA offered express variance findings at the APC 
hearing, which the APC adopted.  The variance findings and facts in support of each finding are 
set forth in the APC Determination.  In the absence of any contrary evidence from the Appellant, 
the City Council must apply the legally required standard to the Appeal and properly deny the 
Appeal with regard to the variance. 

d. Appellant’s Public Safety Concerns are Speculative and Unsupported; 
Substantial Evidence Supports the APC Determination 

Appellant’s speculative concerns about public safety are not supported by any substantial 
evidence.  The Appeal speculates without any supporting evidence relevant to the area of the 
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Project that approval of the Project will “directly contribute to security concerns….”  The only 
evidence Appellant cites are two news reports.  One of the citations focuses on Koreatown—an 
area significantly west of the Project.  (See, footnote 2 of the Appeal.)  The second citation 
references City-wide homicide rates.  No evidence is presented about any crime or DUIs in the 
vicinity of the Project.  Despite this lack of evidence, Appellant speculates that “[a]llowing 
dancing and live entertainment at the site, as well as an outdoor rooftop bar and pool, would also 
add to these public safety issues in Downtown, an increasingly residential area.”  Yet, the Appeal 
presents no evidence whatsoever of any crime rates or DUI rates in the area of the Project and 
presents no evidence how dancing and live entertainment in a hotel or alcohol consumption in a 
hotel will in any measurable way increase crime or cause greater public safety issues.  It is not 
enough for Appellant to merely speculate.  Appellant must provide evidence, and Appellant fails 
this regard. 

The APC must not accept mere speculation as evidence and must deny the Appeal for 
failing to provide any evidence supporting its speculative public safety concerns. 

In contrast to the dearth of evidence supporting the Appeal, substantial evidence exists 
supporting the ZA Approval and the APC Determination that the Project will improve public 
safety at this site.  The best evidence that the Project poses no public safety concerns is the 
absence of any concerns expressed by the Los Angeles Police Department (“LAPD”).  On July 
15, 2015, the LAPD toured the Project site and met with the Applicant’s representatives.  The 
Applicant’s representatives forwarded Project information to LAPD Officer Maria Crescenzo 
and Captain Michael Oreb.  The LAPD also reviewed the application and the conditions of 
approval.  As a result, the LAPD was satisfied with the public safety aspects of the project and 
did not oppose the application or express any concern regarding the application.  

The ZA cites the existing condition of the Commercial Exchange Building and the 
benefits of re-use as enhancing public safety.  The ZA observed in Finding 4 that the building is 
currently vacant “thus attracting vandalism…” and adaptive re-use will re-activate a historic 
building and provide “enhanced security for both patrons of the hotel, restaurants and bars, 
but also the surrounding community.”  (ZA Approval, Finding No. 4, p. 24 [emphasis added].)  
Unlike the vacant property it is today, the conditions of approval imposed by the ZA require 
nighttime illumination and a security plan approved by the LAPD.   

Furthermore, the ZA imposed conditions assuring the safe and responsible service of 
alcohol, including a requirement to provide a detailed security plan approved by LAPD and to 
meet with LAPD on a quarterly basis.  (ZA Approval, Conditions No. 27 & No. 35.)  The ZA 
imposed a mere 10-year life on the CUP for a hotel designed to stand for another 100 years.  (ZA 
Approval, Condition No. 9.)  If at any time operation of the Project disrupts or interferes with 
peaceful enjoyment in the vicinity, then the ZA has the right to require a Plan Approval process 
and impose additional conditions.  (ZA Approval, Condition No. 11.)  LAPD training is required 
for all employees who manage, supervise, or dispense alcoholic beverages.  (ZA Approval, 
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Condition No. 17.)  The ZA required the Applicant implement a Designated Driver Program and 
to prevent intoxicated guests from driving to reduce any risk of DUI.  (ZA Approval, Condition 
No. 30.)  The ZA required the Applicant to implement electronic age verification to prevent 
under-age drinking.  (ZA Approval, Conditions No. 41.)  The Project Applicant will also comply 
with LAPD’s “Design Out Crime Guidelines:  Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design.”  (ZA Approval, MND Mitigation Measure 43.i.) 

Clearly, the ZA gave careful consideration to public safety concerns and imposed 
significant conditions and requirements addressing public safety prior to approving the Project.  
All of the aforementioned ZA’s findings and conditions were adopted by the APC and set forth 
in the APC Determination.  In stark contrast to the lack of evidence supporting the Appeal, 
substantial evidence supports the ZA’s determination to approve the Project. 

With regard to recent crime statistics, close scrutiny of the relevant crime statistics shows 
that there is not an increase in violent crimes in the vicinity of the Project.  The ZA carefully 
reviewed crime statistics and demonstrated that “alcohol arrests constituted only 10% of the 
crimes reported in the [reporting] district.”  (ZA Approval, Finding 5, p. 25 [emphasis added].)  
The Project is located in the Central Los Angeles Crime Reporting District, which has 
experienced a recent increase in violent crimes, but the vast majority of violent crimes in the 
Central District occur in the eastern portion of the district—not in the western portion where the 
Project is located.  The LA Times website maintains an interactive map of all Part 1 crime in the 
Central District.  (http://maps.latimes.com/neighborhoods/neighborhood/downtown/crime/).  
This Central District crime map reveals that the vast majority of violent crimes in the Central 
District occur in the eastern portion of the district.  Although certainly all crime should be of 
concern, the data shows that the violent crime rate in the vicinity of the Project is significantly 
lower than in the eastern portion of the Central District.  Consequently, the Appellant’s reliance 
on City-wide crime rates is inapplicable to the vicinity of the Project, and the Appellant’s 
arguments are undermined by the crime statistics in the vicinity of the Project. 

e. Appellant’s CEQA Concerns are Speculative and Unsupported; Substantial 
Evidence Supports the ZA Approval and APC Determination Regarding the 
MND 

Appellant oddly refers the City Council to “attached documents from our attorney, Corey 
J. Briggs (Briggs Law Corporation), on the Mitigated Negative Declaration.”  Yet, Attorney 
Brigg’s name never appears in the attachments.  Mr. Briggs never addresses the City Council in 
the Appeal and never attests in any way to his representation or involvement in the package of 
materials accompanying the Appeal. 

The package of materials accompanying the Appeal does not meet Appellant’s burden of 
showing substantial evidence that the APC and ZA erred or abused their discretion or failed to 
comply with the law when finding that the MND adequately analyzed the potential 
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environmental impacts of allowing alcohol consumption, and open rooftop live entertainment 
and dancing in a by-right hotel.  Of the Appellant’s 70-page package, only three pages directly 
address the Project MND.  The remaining 67-pages of the package contain only general articles 
that do not directly address the Project MND in any way.  The Appellant’s package consists of:   

 Outline:  A three-page outline of challenges to the Project MND, speculating 
without evidentiary support that impacts will be greater than the MND discloses, 
and misstating the applicable legal standard for overturning an MND;  

 Exhibit 1:  Downloaded pages from the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (“EPA”) website generally addressing global climate change and 
greenhouse gas emissions (“GHGs”) that do not address the Project or the MND 
in any way; 

 Exhibit 2:  The Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety Information 
Bulleting P/ZC 2002-011 Summary of Parking Regulations; 

 Exhibit 3:  An article by Commercial Real Estate Appraiser Donald Sonnenman, 
ASA, addressing hotel appraisers in Appraisal Journal downloaded from 
www.freepatentsonline.com discussing “Variables that Influence Parking 
Demand”; 

 Exhibit 4:  A US EPA general guidance document entitled “Saving Water in 
Hotels” that does not directly address the Project or the MND in any way; 

 Exhibit 5:  An article from www.responsibletravelreport.com generally 
discussing “Green Hotels,” but not directly addressing the Project or the MND in 
any way; 

 Exhibit 6:  A download from www.allianceforwaterefficiency.com entitled 
“Hotels and Motels Introduction” that generally addresses water savings potential 
in hotels and motels, but does not directly address the Project or the MND in any 
way; 

 Exhibit 7:  An article from www.responsibletravelreport.com generally 
discussing steps hotels are taking to address sustainability, but not directly 
addressing the Project or the MND in any way; and 

 Exhibit 8:  A February 14, 2015 post from Los Angeles Downtown News 
“Downtown Development:  the Latest Info on 96 Projects.” 
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Appellant’s three-page Outline sets forth six bullet points challenging the Project MND 
with regard to GHGs, Seismic Hazards, Parking, Water Supply, Cultural Resources, Cumulative 
Impacts.  The Outline then sets forth a few speculative bullet points regarding these potential 
impacts without providing any evidence that Project MND is inadequate.  Rather than addressing 
the MND directly or the technical reports supporting the MND, the Outline refers to the general 
articles attached to the Appeal as exhibits.  In short, the Outline does not provide any substantial 
evidence that the MND is inadequate regarding any of the five categories set forth in the Outline. 

Furthermore, the Outline misstates the appropriate legal standard requiring further 
environmental review.  For each impact category challenged in the Outline, the last bullet point 
states:  “there is a fair argument that the project has the potential to cause [GHGs, Seismic 
Hazards, Parking, Water Supply, Cultural Resources, Cumulative Impacts] impacts that have not 
been subjected to adequate environmental review.”  Quite simply, that is not the standard for 
determining whether an MND is inadequate.  The correct legal standard for determining whether 
an MND is inadequate is as follows:  Whether there is a “fair argument based on substantial 
evidence in the record that a project may have a significant adverse environmental impact.”  
(Laurel Heights Improvement Assoc. v. U.C. Regents (1993) 47 Cal.4th 376.)  Appellant’s 
Outline overlooks the key requirements that the fair argument must be based on substantial 
evidence and that any impacts must be significant.  Appellant’s evidence is most certainly not 
substantial.  And even if it was, substantial evidence of some modicum of impact is insufficient.  
There must be substantial evidence that the impact will be significant and adverse.  The Appeal 
and the Appeal Outline never address the severity or significance of the impacts that Appellant’s 
claim will arise.  On that basis alone, then, Appellant has failed to meet is burden. 

i. Appellant’s Provide No Substantial Evidence of Significant GHG 
Impacts; Substantial Evidence Supports the MND 

Appellant’s mere mention of potentially GHG emissions in its woefully brief Outline and 
its reference to general articles about GHGs and global climate change hardly warrants a 
response.  Implying that a boutique hotel – which is allowed by-right – could generate sufficient 
GHGs to make a significant impact on the global climate change simply reveals the Appellant’s 
cavalier rejection of the burden to provide evidence supporting its Appeal.   

Appellant merely speculates that because a by-right hotel will generate traffic trips and 
consume energy, then GHG emissions will occur and cause a significant impact.  But 
Appellant’s assertions do not address the legal standard or provide any evidence.  It is not 
sufficient to merely state that activities will generate GHGs, Appellant must provide evidence 
that the GHGs generated will be so great as to cause a significant impact or exceed established 
significance thresholds.  Appellant does not even attempt to provide such evidence. 

Had Appellant looked carefully at the MND, Appellant would have seen that the MND 
addressed GHG emissions.  First, Section III of MND expressly states that Project GHG 
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emissions will not be significant because the emissions do not exceed established regulatory 
standards for such emissions – particularly Southern California Air Quality Management District 
Standards.  Again, Appellant never mentions, much less attempts to refute, the specific language 
in the MND addressing air quality and GHGs.  Appellant is content to merely take up the City 
Council’s time with an Appeal that claims that CEQA compliance is inadequate with regard to 
GHGs without ever addressing the specific discussion of GHGs and air quality in the MND. 

ii. Appellant’s Provide No Substantial Evidence of Significant Seismic 
Impacts; Substantial Evidence Supports the MND 

Appellant asserts without any supporting evidence that at an active fault located a half-
mile away from the Project site is evidence of a significant seismic impact.  Appellant also 
asserts without elaboration that compliance with the City Building Code standards is “not a 
sufficient mitigation measure.”  Based on this flimsy evidence, Appellant asserts that potential 
seismic impacts have not been subject to adequate environmental review.   

First, the MND disclosed that an active fault known as Puente Hills Blind Thrust Fault is 
located 0.69 km from the Project site.  An active fault located a half-mile from the Project site 
does not establish a potentially significant seismic impact on-site.   

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guideline establishes the context for 
evaluating the significance of potential seismic impacts. 

“Because the region is generally considered to be geologically active, 
most projects will be exposed to some risk from geologic hazards, 
such as earthquakes.  Thus, significant geologic impacts exceed the 
typical risk of hazard for the region.”  (City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Thresholds Guideline E.1-1.) 

Thus, whether the risk of seismic hazard is significant depends upon evidence showing 
that risk exceeds the typical risk of hazard accompanying life in a seismically active region.  
Appellant has offered no such evidence.  The standard for significance is whether there is an 
active fault on-site, not a half-mile away from the site. 

The City’s CEQA Thresholds Guideline also sets forth the basis for relying upon 
Building Code compliance as mitigation. 

“The Los Angeles Building Code provides requirements for 
construction, grading, excavations, use of fill, and foundation work 
including type of materials, design, procedures, etc., which are 
intended to limit the probability of occurrence and the severity of 
consequences from geological hazards.  Necessary permits, plan 
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checks, and inspections are also specified.”  (City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guideline E.1-2.) 

Thus, Appellant’s claim that compliance with Building Code requirements is not 
adequate is merely Appellant’s unsubstantiated opinion.  

iii. Appellant Provides No Substantial Evidence of Significant Parking 
Impacts; Substantial Evidence Supports the MND 

1. Appellant’s Parking Concerns are Unsupported and Contrary 
to the Adaptive Re-Use Ordinance 

The Appeal Outline never expressly states that the Project will result in significant 
parking impacts.  Rather, it correctly states that Project provides no on-site parking.  It 
incorrectly states that the Project is not providing the minimum number of on-site parking spaces 
required.  And it mischaracterizes Appeal Exhibit No. 3 as an “expert research paper” which in 
truth it is not.  The article attached as Appeal Exhibit No. 3 is written by a Commercial Real 
Estate Appraiser, Donald Sonnenman, who is Accredited Senior Appraiser by the Real 
Property/Urban American Society of Appraisers.  (See, Mr. Sonnenman’s resume attached as 
Exhibit A.)  Mr. Sonnenman holds a Certified Financial Planner Degree from the Denver 
College for Financial Planning and BS Degree in Mechanical Engineering from the Illinois 
Institute of Technology.  Mr. Sonnenman may be an expert in appraising the value of hotels, but 
he is no expert in calculating environmental impacts.  Nothing in his credential involves 
expertise in civil engineering, transportation planning, or experience measuring environmental 
impacts relative to traffic and parking.  In short, Mr. Sonnenman’s article “Variables that 
Influence Parking Demand” for Appraisal Journal provides no evidence whatsoever – much less 
“expert” testimony – of potential parking or traffic impacts relative to this Project. 

Furthermore, the Appeal Outline mistakes the applicable parking requirements for this 
Project.  Neither the ZA, nor the APC, nor the City Council has the authority to impose a parking 
requirement on an adaptive re-use project.  The Adaptive Re-Use Ordinance (“ARO”) expressly 
states that when a historic building has no on-site parking and is adapted for permissible re-use, 
the new use is not required to provide parking – unless the new use expands the existing floor 
area.  A hotel – even without on-site parking – is a permitted use of the Commercial Exchange 
Building and is not within the discretion of the City.  A hotel on the Commercial Exchange 
Building without on-site parking is permitted by-right.  The Approval and, therefore, the Appeal 
is limited to the conditional use approvals for live entertainment, dancing, and alcohol service.  
The Project is an adaptive re-use of an existing historic structure and does not expand the floor 
area of the use.  Consequently, the ZA did not err or abuse his discretion by approving the 
Project without on-site parking.  To the contrary, it would have been an error and an abuse of 
discretion for the ZA or the APC to impose any parking requirement in contradiction to the plain 
language of the ARO. 
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2. The Absence of On-Site Parking is Not a CEQA Issue 

CEQA expressly dictates that parking impacts shall not be considered significant impacts 
on the environment for a project such as this adaptive re-use Project.  Appellant’s claim of 
potential parking impacts contradicts the plain language of CEQA. 

The Project meets the CEQA definition of an “Employment Center Project” on an “In-
Fill Site” in a “Transit Priority Area.”  (CEQA § 21099(a)1, (a)4, (a)7.)  In such circumstances, 
CEQA dictates: 

“[Parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or 
employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area 
shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” 
(CEQA § 21099(d)1 [emphasis added].)   

Because the Project is an employment center project on an infill site within a transit 
priority area, the California legislature has precluded any CEQA argument regarding potential 
parking impacts.  Thus, the entirety of Appellant’s CEQA arguments regarding parking must be 
rejected. 

3. Substantial Evidence Shows There is Adequate Parking Supply 
in the Vicinity of the Project 

Although no parking requirements can be imposed upon an adaptive re-use project such 
as this Project, concerns over any lack of parking are unwarranted because there is a large supply 
of publicly-available parking in the vicinity of the Project.  The ZA Approval expressly notes 
that the properties “directly adjacent to the [Project] site are… improved with a 7-story parking 
structure.” (ZA Approval, pp.15, 22.) 

The Applicant engaged Civic Enterprise Associates to prepare a Parking Supply Analysis 
(“PSA”) of the surrounding area, attached hereto as Exhibit B.  The May 4, 2016 PSA surveyed 
the stock of publicly-available parking in the vicinity of the Project.  The PSA provides 
substantial evidence showing: 

Within the 1,000-foot radius Study Area, there are approximately 8,811 
striped parking spaces that are available for public parking.  There are two 
basic types of parking facilities:  

(a) Thirty-three (33) stand-alone parking facilities, with a total of 5,056 
spaces (approximately 57% of all spaces).  The parking facilities range in 
size from 14 to 75 striped spaces.  
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(b) Ten (10) parking facilities appurtenant to other uses, with a total of 3,746 
spaces (approximately 43% of all spaces).  The parking facilities range in 
size from 80 to 1,895 striped spaces. 

Within the 750-Foot Radius Study Area, there are approximately 3,969 striped 
parking spaces in the Study Area that are available for public parking. 

Tables 1 through 5 of the PSA identify the exact locations and number of spaces of each 
lot within the two Study Areas.   

Thus, there can be no reasonable doubt that this supply of nearby available parking is 
more than adequate to safely accommodate the parking needs of patrons, guests, and employees 
of the Project. 

iv. Appellant Provides No Substantial Evidence of Significant Water Supply 
Impacts; Substantial Evidence Supports the MND 

Again, Appellant should have read the MND and APC Determination before appealing 
them.  Many of the water conservation measures Appellant seeks and which are recommended in 
Appellant’s Exhibits 4 through 6 are expressly required as mitigation measures in the MND and 
as conditions in the APC Determination.  (See, APC Determination Conditions 43 j through n.)  
The MND and the APC Determination require: 

 High-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf) and high efficiency urinals 
(maximum 0.5 gpf); 

 Restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute; 

 Only self-closing restroom faucets; 

 High-efficiency Energy Star-rated dishwashers; and 

 Prohibitions on single-pass cooling systems that use potable water to cool 
equipment. 

Appellant offers no evidence that the Project will result in significant impacts to water 
supply.  Instead, Appellant offers general articles about how much water hotels typically use and 
how to conserve water in hotels.  If anything, Appellant’s Exhibits 4 through 6 are substantial 
evidence that the Appeal should be denied, because Appellant’s own exhibits validate the water 
conservation measures incorporated into this Project. 
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v. Appellant Provides No Substantial Evidence of Significant Cultural 
Resources Impacts; Substantial Evidence Supports the MND 

Appellant assumes without evidence that interior improvements to the building will 
significantly impact the historically valuable components of the building.  This assumption is not 
only unfounded, it is also contradicted by substantial evidence.  Appellant also incorrectly 
characterizes the rooftop program as “substantial construction” affecting a historic resource.  In 
fact, there are no enclosed guest event or guest dining structures on the rooftop. The only 
enclosed structures on the roof are restrooms, elevator lobby, and kitchen.  Furthermore, all 
renovations to the Commercial Exchange Building are being completed in compliance with the 
Secretary of Interior Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties. 

Apparently, Appellant has not bothered to read the APC Determination before filing this 
Appeal.  Had Appellant read the APC Determination, Appellant would know that the Los 
Angeles City Planning Department’s Office of Historic Resources thoroughly reviewed the 
Project and enforced the Secretary of Interior Standards.  (APC Determination pp. 24-25.)  As set 
forth in the APC Determination, the City regulations require rooftop entertainment and dancing 
within the applicable zone must be conducted within an enclosed building—which the Applicant 
proposed.  But an enclosed building on the roof of an eligible historic structure would violate the 
Secretary of Interior Standards.  On that basis, the City rejected the proposal to build an enclosed 
structure on the roof.  Thus, Appellant’s claim that the rooftop program involves “substantial 
construction” is simply untrue.  The rooftop program of the building involves no construction of 
any new structures. 

The variance for the project is, therefore, a mechanism of cultural resource protection.  
The variance to allow live entertainment and dancing on the open rooftop is only necessary 
because the Secretary of Interior Standards protect the Commercial Exchange Building’s historic 
value by prohibiting an enclosed rooftop structure.  (APC Determination p. 25.) 

Appellant’s overlook that a significant impact is caused to a historic resource when the 
features that contribute to its historic value are eliminated or substantially altered.  None of the 
1924 Beaux Arts style exterior is being altered in any way.  To the contrary, it is being preserved 
and restored.  The primary historic features contributing to the historic value of the Commercial 
Exchange Building are its exterior architecture, its exterior sign, and the history relevant to its 
exterior.  The building has the distinction of having been vertically split to permit widening of 
Olive Street.  The building’s exterior also holds one of the tallest neon signs in Los Angeles.  To 
allow the widening of Olive Street in the mid-1930s, a 10-foot slice was removed from the center 
of the Commercial Exchange Building and engineers rejoined the remaining halves by sliding 
the western portion eastward.  The Project preserves and restores the historic exterior and 
structure of the building. 
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The Commercial Exchange Building is not currently a designated historical landmark, but 
is eligible for listing as a historical landmark.  Contrary to the Appellant’s assumptions and 
speculation, the Applicant has initiated the process of recognizing the building as a National 
Historic Landmark.  (See, United States Dept. of Interior, National Park Service Project 
No. 31923, attached as Exhibit C.)  That process requires review and approval of all planned 
improvements-exterior and interior. 

The City Office of Historic Resources and the United States Department of Interior have 
thoroughly reviewed the adaptive re-use of the Commercial Exchange Building to ensure all of 
the planned improvements – inside and out – preserve the historic character of the building. 

vi. Appellant Provides No Substantial Evidence of Significant Cumulative 
Impacts; Substantial Evidence Supports the MND 

Finally, Appellant incorrectly asserts that the MND did not address cumulative impacts.  
Appellant offers no evidence that significant cumulative impacts will arise.  Instead, Appellant 
merely provides a list of numerous projects proposed for the Downtown area in a news report.  
Appellant makes no attempt to identify which of those projects are moving forward, which have 
submitted applications to the City, or which are in proximity to the Project.  Appellant merely 
observes that Downtown Los Angeles is growing leaps to the speculative conclusion that 
cumulative impacts will, therefore, be significant. 

Had Appellant looked carefully at the MND, Appellant would have seen that Section 
XVIII of the MND addressed cumulative impacts.  The MND expressly acknowledged the 
growth of the downtown area, and also correctly stated that “The Mitigation Measures required 
herein will reduce the potential cumulatively considerable impacts to a less than significant 
level.”   

Again, Appellant never mentions much less attempts to refute the specific language in the 
MND addressing cumulative impacts or the adequacy of mitigation set forth in the MND.  
Appellant is content to merely take up the City Council’s time with an Appeal that claims that 
CEQA compliance is inadequate without ever addressing the specific discussion of cumulative 
impacts in the MND. 

3. CONCLUSION 

Appellant has falsely accused an honorable APC Commissioner of conflict-of-interest.  
Appellant is, at best, cavalier with its facts and, in most instances, simply wrong on the facts.  
Appellant appeals the variance, then is silent throughout its appeal regarding any defects in the 
variance.  Appellant offers no substantial evidence that the ZA or APC erred or abused its 
discretion in adopting the MND.  Appellant misstates the requirements of CEQA and then fails 
to meet even Appellant’s own misstated CEQA standard when attacking the MND—often 
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claiming that the MND is silent on an issue when simply reading the MND would have revealed 
that the MND discussed the very issue Appellant claims the MND ignored. 

The failures of this Appeal are insurmountable, and every claim made by Appellant is 
refuted by substantial evidence in the record.  Thus, there exists no factual or legal basis for the 
City Council to grant the appeal.  The Appeal must be denied. 

Very truly yours, 

 

R.J. Comer 

cc: Charlie Rausch, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Central Area Planning Commissioner Jennifer Chung-Kim 
Elizabeth Peterson, Elizabeth Peterson Group 
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Donald Sonneman, ASA 
AblePlus Valuations 

9715 Lorrraine Way, #203, Santee, CA 92071 
Phone:  (619)-334-3105    Website: companyvalu.com     E-mail: ds@companyvalu.com 

 

 

 
QUALIFICATIONS: COMMERCIAL REAL ESTATE APPRAISAL 

 
EDUCATION AND PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 
 
BS Mechanical Engineering - Illinois Institute of Technology 
 
CFP (Certified Financial Planner Degree) - Denver College for Financial Planning 
 
ASA Designation (Accredited Senior Appraiser) - Real Property/Urban, American Society of Appraisers 
(#015326). To obtain the designation requires experience, review of narrative reports and basic education. 
 
PUBLICATIONS 
 
Appraisal Journal (the most highly regarded national publication for real estate appraisers): 

• Variables That Influence Hotel Parking Demand (Jan. 1999 issue) 
• The Challenges of Appraising Residential Alzheimer’s Assisted Living Facilities (Jan. 2000 issue) 
• Challenges in Appraising “Simple” Warehouse Properties, (April 2001 issue)  
 

Business Valuation Review (journal published by the ASA): 
• The Single Customer Business – Valuation of a Captive Business (March 2000 issue)  
• Business Valuation Controversies and Choices: Understand Them & Their Impact on Value 

(June 2000 issue) 
• Blockage Discounts for Large Blocks of Publicly Traded Stocks – Benchmark Data to Test for 

Reasonableness (December 2000 issue) 
 
Appraisal Institute – Appraising Industrial Properties (2005). Paid consultant, developing portions of two 
chapters of book by multiple authors. 
 
EXPERIENCE - COMMERCIAL REAL ESTATE APPRAISAL  

Fourteen years of commercial real estate appraisal experience as both employee and independent 
contractor.  Valuation of 0.5 Billion dollars of commercial properties. Several properties exceeding 20 
million dollars of market value.  Litigation support is over 30% of all assignments. 
 
Common property categories  
Offices, Medical Offices, Retail Buildings, Apartments, Standard Industrial, Vacant Land: Commercial, Industrial, 

Residential, Agricultural 

Challenging assignments and non-standard property categories 
Assisted Living Facilities/Residential Assisted Living Facilities for Alzheimer’s & Dementia (proposed) 

Skilled Nursing Facilities 

Hotels – Limited Service to Luxury Resort (existing and proposed) 

Shopping centers, Car Care Centers, Mini-storage Facilities (existing and proposed) 

Residential subdivisions (proposed) 

School Buildings, Churches, Post Office, Day Care Center 

Eminent domain - Partial Takings and Full Acquisitions (County of San Diego, City of Escondido) 

Easements - Beach and underwater easement for repair of Cardiff sewage outfall, Drainage easement, 

conservation easement, access easement 

Properties subject to ground leases 



QUALIFICATIONS - DONALD SONNEMAN, ASA (CONTINUED) 
 
 

EXPERIENCE - COMMERCIAL REAL ESTATE APPRAISAL (CONTINUED) 
Troubled Properties  
Construction defect and Stigma – Luxury Golf Course Condominiums, Office Building, Apartments 

Impaired view – Luxury Golf Course Condominiums,   Impaired access – Fast Food, Auto Parts 

Inadequate parking – Hotel, Shopping Center 

Excessive collection loss - Apartment 

Insurance claims/fire damage – Office building, Industrial Facility 

Extensive tenant damage - Apartments 

Failure to complete construction – Hotel in mixed use residential development 

Below market occupancy, bankruptcy – debt reorganization analysis 

 
Major Industrial Properties  
Senior Appraiser/Analyst. Ad Valorem Tax experience with the Oregon Department of Revenue. Appraisal of 
industrial properties valued at 1 million to 10 million dollars.  Properties were located in Portland, Eugene, 
Salem and other Oregon communities.  As part of the metals team, estimated value of industrial building and 
structures, as well as machinery, equipment and personal property. 
 
General Property Tax Assessment  
Ad Valorem Tax experience for the Marion County Tax Assessor (Salem, Oregon) includes valuation of $32 
million dollars of commercial real estate including retail facilities, restaurants, motels, and mini-storage facilities. 
 
Review of Appraisals 
Under sub-contract with IRS reviewed some real estate appraisals and business valuations submitted to IRS for 
estate tax or gift tax purposes. 
 
LICENSES/CERTIFICATIONS 
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser - State of California (AG003493) 
 
State Certified General Appraiser - State of Oregon (C000476) – Inactive Status 
 
Registered Appraiser - State of Oregon (required for County Assessors & Revenue Dept. Appraisers) 
 
Certifications/Registrations for previous occupations (no longer current):  
 Registered Tax Preparer (Cal.)    

Registered Investment Advisor (Cal.) 
 Life and Disability Agent (Cal.)    

Variable License (Cal.)   
Series 7 Securities License 

 
REAL ESTATE APPRAISAL EDUCATION – BASIC 
 
Residential Real Estate Course 101 (Society of Real Estate Appraisers 
 
Capitalization Theory & Techniques Parts A & B (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Case Studies in Real Estate Valuation (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Report Writing and Valuation Analysis (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Standards & Practice, Parts A & B (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Real Estate Finance (Mesa College) 

 



QUALIFICATIONS - DONALD SONNEMAN, ASA (CONTINUED) 
 

 
ADVANCED & SPECIALIZED REAL ESTATE APPRAISAL COURSES  & SEMINARS 
 
Litigation Valuation (Appraisal Institute) , Attorneys, Appraisers & Real Estate (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Expert Witness Class (Oregon Dept. of Revenue) 
 
Condemnation on Trial: Mock trial, goodwill and real estate appraisal (International Right of Way Association) 
 
Appraising Troubled Properties (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Easements (International Right of Way Association), Easement Valuation (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Condemnation Appraising: Basic Principles and Applications (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Condemnation Appraising: Advanced Principles and Applications (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Small Hotel/Motel Valuation (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Appraisal of Nursing Facilities (Appraisal Institute) and 1999 seminar update 
 
Appraisal of Retail Facilities (Appraisal Institute) 
 
San Diego Retail Property Analysis Development, Marketing & Finance 
 
Valuation of Fast Food Restaurant Facilities (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Appraisal of Partial Interests(Appraisal Institute) 
 
San Diego Ground Leasing Workshop (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Valuation of Detrimental Conditions in Real Estate (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Valuing Property Affected by Contamination (International Association of Assessing Officers) 
 
Development Feasibility (University of California – Extended Studies) 
 
Residential Subdivision Feasibility (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Subdivision Analysis/Apartment Analysis (Appraisal Institute), Land Development Seminar (Appraisal Institute)
 
Construction Estimating & Bidding 101 (San Diego State University audited only) 
 
Single Tenant, Net Leased Properties (Appraisal Institute) 
 
Evolution of Investment Analysis (Pacific Realty Advisors) 
 
What Does it Cost to Operate That Building (Appraisal Institute) 
 
 

ALSO AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST: BUSINESS VALUATION EXPERIENCE & EDUCATION  
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Civic	  Enterprise	  Associates	  LLC	  
	  	  

230	  W.	  AVENUE	  26,	  LOS	  ANGELES,	  CA	  	  90031	  •	  213.403.0170	  •	  FAX	  213.403.0172	  •	  
WWW.CIVICENTERPRISE.COM	  

	  

	  	  
MEMORANDUM	  

	  
To:	   YSHRE	  LA,	  LLC	  

Sydell	  Group	  	  	  
	  

From:	   Civic	  Enterprise	  Associates	  LLC	  
Mott	  Smith	  
	  

Date:	   May	  4,	  2016	  

Re:	   Freehand	  Hotel:	  416	  West	  8th	  Street,	  Los	  Angeles,	  CA	  
Parking	  Supply	  Analysis	  	  

	   	  

	  
I. SUMMARY	  
	  
This	  memorandum	  has	  been	  prepared	  by	  Civic	  Enterprise	  Associates	  LLC	  (CE)	  to	  provide	  information	  
about	  the	  supply	  of	  parking	  in	  the	  vicinity	  of	  the	  proposed	  Freehand	  Hotel	  project,	  located	  at	  416	  West	  
8th	  Street,	  Los	  Angeles,	  California	  (the	  “Site”),	  Assessor’s	  Parcel	  No.	  5144-‐018-‐030,	  that	  potentially	  would	  
be	  available	  to	  Freehand	  Hotel	  patrons	  and	  workers,	  and	  also	  potentially	  available	  for	  valet	  parking	  
operations.	  	  	  
	  
CE	  compiled	  an	  inventory	  of	  off-‐street	  parking	  facilities	  within	  approximately	  2-‐3	  blocks	  of	  the	  Site	  that	  
offer	  parking	  to	  the	  general	  public	  (“publicly	  available”).	  The	  inventory	  was	  then	  broken	  into	  two	  
subcategories.	  The	  first	  consisting	  of	  all	  of	  the	  parking	  facilities	  within	  a	  1,000-‐foot	  radius	  of	  the	  Site	  (the	  
“1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area”).	  And	  the	  second	  consisting	  of	  all	  the	  parking	  facilities	  within	  a	  750-‐foot	  
radius	  of	  the	  Site	  (the	  “750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area”).	  	  A	  parking	  facility	  was	  considered	  within	  a	  radius	  
boundary	  if	  any	  portion	  of	  the	  property	  fell	  within	  the	  radius.	  	  The	  1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area	  is	  more	  
specifically	  described	  in	  Section	  II-‐A	  and	  Figure	  1;	  and	  the	  750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area	  is	  more	  specially	  
described	  in	  Section	  III-‐A	  and	  Figure	  4.	  For	  purposes	  of	  this	  inventory,	  parking	  was	  considered	  to	  be	  
publicly	  available	  if	  it	  is	  currently	  available	  to	  and	  used	  by	  the	  general	  public	  for	  short-‐term,	  daily,	  or	  
monthly	  parking.	  	  
	  
Within	  the	  1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area,	  there	  are	  approximately	  8,811	  striped	  parking	  spaces	  in	  the	  
Study	  Area	  that	  are	  available	  for	  public	  parking.	  There	  are	  two	  basic	  types	  of	  parking	  facilities:	  

(a) Thirty-‐three	  (33)	  stand-‐alone	  facilities,	  with	  a	  total	  of	  5,065	  spaces	  (approximately	  57%	  of	  all	  
spaces).	  The	  parking	  facilities	  range	  in	  size	  from	  14	  to	  745	  striped	  spaces.	  

(b) Ten	  (10)	  parking	  facilities	  appurtenant	  to	  other	  uses,	  with	  a	  total	  of	  3,746	  spaces	  (approximately	  
43%	  of	  all	  spaces).	  The	  parking	  facilities	  range	  in	  size	  from	  80	  to	  1,895	  striped	  spaces.	  

	  
Within	  the	  750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area,	  there	  are	  approximately	  3,969	  striped	  parking	  spaces	  in	  the	  
Study	  Area	  that	  are	  available	  for	  public	  parking.	  There	  are	  two	  basic	  types	  of	  parking	  facilities:	  
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(a) Twenty-‐two	  (22)	  stand-‐alone	  facilities,	  with	  a	  total	  of	  3,492	  spaces	  (approximately	  88%	  of	  all	  
spaces).	  The	  parking	  facilities	  range	  in	  size	  from	  19	  to	  745	  striped	  spaces.	  

(b) Two	  (2)	  parking	  facilities	  appurtenant	  to	  other	  uses,	  with	  a	  total	  of	  477	  spaces	  (approximately	  
12%	  of	  all	  spaces).	  The	  parking	  facilities	  range	  in	  size	  from	  89	  to	  388	  striped	  spaces.	  

	  
At	  several	  facilities,	  parking	  attendants	  “stack”	  vehicles,	  and	  thus	  the	  actual	  parking	  capacity	  is	  higher	  
than	  the	  number	  of	  striped	  parking	  spaces.	  	  
	  
	  
II. 1,000-‐FOOT	  RADIUS	  STUDY	  AREA	  

	  
A. Study	  Area	  and	  Methodology	  	  

	  
The	  proposed	  Freehand	  Hotel	  is	  located	  at	  the	  southeast	  corner	  of	  Olive	  Street	  and	  West	  8th	  Street	  in	  
downtown	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area,	  shown	  in	  Figure	  1	  below,	  is	  generally	  
bounded	  by	  6th	  Street	  to	  the	  north,	  Spring	  St.	  to	  the	  east,	  Olympic	  Blvd.	  to	  the	  south,	  and	  Flower	  St.	  to	  
the	  west.	  It	  includes	  20	  square	  blocks	  and	  represents	  an	  area	  within	  an	  approximately	  1,000-‐foot	  radius	  
of	  the	  Site.	  	  The	  blocks	  between	  Grand	  Ave.	  and	  Broadway	  exclude	  the	  northern-‐most	  parcels,	  which	  are	  
outside	  the	  1,000	  ft.	  radius.	  	  
	  
Figure	  1.	  Freehand	  Hotel	  Parking	  Study	  Area	  (1,000-‐Foot	  Radius)	  
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For	  purposes	  of	  this	  study,	  parking	  was	  considered	  to	  be	  publicly	  available	  if	  it	  is	  available	  for	  short-‐
term,	  daily,	  or	  monthly	  parking	  by	  the	  general	  public,	  and	  accessed	  directly	  from	  a	  street.1	  Parking	  
capacity	  and	  availability	  was	  determined	  by	  visual	  inspection	  wherever	  possible;	  supplemented	  by	  
review	  of	  ParkMe	  and	  Parkopedia,	  commercial	  websites	  that	  provide	  parking	  information;	  and	  
communications	  with	  property	  managers	  and/or	  review	  of	  certificates	  of	  occupancy	  and	  building	  
permits.	  
	  
The	  inventory	  does	  not	  include	  on-‐street	  parking;	  parking	  in	  residential	  buildings;	  or	  parking	  that	  is	  
posted	  as	  restricted	  to	  on-‐site	  uses.	  
	  
CE	  requested	  occupancy	  data	  from	  parking	  operators,	  but	  none	  was	  provided.	  
	  
	  

B. Parking	  Supply	  	  
	  

1. Parking	  Facilities	  Appurtenant	  to	  Other	  Uses	  
	  
There	  are	  10	  locations	  within	  the	  1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area	  in	  which	  public	  parking	  is	  available	  in	  
facilities	  appurtenant	  to	  other	  uses	  within	  the	  study	  area.	  These	  include	  parking	  in	  office	  buildings,	  
commercial	  complexes,	  and	  the	  Millennium	  Biltmore	  Hotel.	  These	  facilities	  range	  in	  capacity	  from	  80	  to	  
1,895	  striped	  spaces.	  There	  are	  a	  total	  of	  3,746	  striped	  parking	  spaces.	  The	  average	  daily	  rate	  for	  
parking	  in	  facilities	  appurtenant	  to	  other	  uses	  is	  $20.50.	  The	  average	  evening	  rate	  is	  $7.12.	  The	  average	  
weekend	  rate	  is	  $6.89.	  Table	  1	  and	  Figure	  2	  show	  the	  capacity	  and	  locations	  of	  these	  parking	  facilities.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Some	  small	  parking	  lots	  are	  accessed	  from	  alleys,	  and	  not	  included	  in	  the	  inventory.	  
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Table	  1.	  Parking	  Facilities	  Appurtenant	  to	  Other	  Uses	  (1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  

	  	  TOTAL	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3,746	  
	  
	  
	  

A

APN Street(Address Property(Description Parking(Type Total(Parking(
Capacity

1 5144$010$401&$
5144$010$410&

700&S.&Flower&St. The&BLOC Structure:&
Underground

1,895

2 5144$004$014 624&S.&Grand&Ave One&Wilshire& Structure:&
Underground

487

3 5139$003$001 900&S.&Hill&St. Athena&Parking Structure:&
Underground

388

4 5144$003$040 639&S.&Broadway Athena&Parking&Inc. Structure 286

5 5144$006$028 600&Wilshire&Blvd 600&Wilshire Underground 272

6 5144$006$025 666&S.&Hope&St. 626&Wilshire Underground& 130

7 5144$004$032 631&S.&Olive&St. Crown&Plaza Underground 119

8 5144$018$051 888&S.&Olive&St. Structure 89

9 5139$003$017 940&S.&Hill&St. Rooftop 80

10 5144$016$059 119&W.&9th&St. Joe's&Auto&Parks&#119 Underground No&Access&/&No&
Data

Parking(Facilities(Appurtenant(to(Other(Uses
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Figure	  2.	  Map	  of	  Parking	  Facilities	  Appurtenant	  to	  Other	  Uses	  (1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  

	  
	  
2. Stand-‐Alone	  Parking	  Facilities	  	  
	  	  

There	  are	  33	  stand-‐alone	  parking	  facilities	  in	  the	  1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area,	  with	  a	  total	  of	  5,065	  
striped	  parking	  spaces.	  These	  facilities	  range	  in	  capacity	  from	  14	  to	  745	  striped	  spaces.	  Many	  are	  staffed	  
with	  parking	  attendants.	  Where	  parking	  attendants	  “stack”	  vehicles	  in	  tandem,	  the	  actual	  capacity	  of	  
the	  parking	  lot	  is	  often	  substantially	  higher	  than	  the	  number	  of	  striped	  parking	  spaces.	  Most	  of	  these	  
lots	  provide	  parking	  for	  a	  flat	  daily	  or	  evening	  rate.	  Parking	  rates	  and	  hours	  of	  operation	  change	  
frequently,	  depending	  on	  demand.	  The	  average	  daily	  rate	  in	  stand-‐alone	  facilities	  in	  the	  Inventory	  Area	  
is	  $15.92.	  The	  average	  evening	  rate	  is	  $6.99.	  The	  average	  weekend	  rate	  is	  $6.66.	  Table	  2	  and	  Figure	  3	  
show	  the	  capacity	  and	  locations	  of	  these	  parking	  facilities.	  
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Table	  2.	  Stand-‐Alone	  Public	  Parking	  Facilities	  (1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  

	  

B

APN Street)Address Property)Description Parking)Type Total)Parking)
Capacity

11 5144$018$029 808)S.)Olive)St. Joe's)Auto)Parks)#808 Structure 745

12 )5144$003$035 646)S.)Olive)St Los)Angeles)Athletic)Club Structure 662

13 )5144$020$042)$
5144$020$176

801)S.)Grand)Ave. LAZ Structure 577

14 5144$011$021
5144$011$020

725)S.)Grand)Ave. LAZ Structure 564

15 5144$011$010 746)S.)Hope)St. Joe's)Auto)Parks)#746 Structure 301

16 )5144$015$053 214)W.)7th)St. City)Center)Parking Structure 243

17 5144$011$009 754)S.)Hope)St. Athena)Parking Structure 223

18 5144$016$056 817)S.)Spring)St. Joe's)Auto)Park)#817 Surface)Lot 137

19 5144$017$037 856)S.)Grand)Ave. City)Center)Parking)Lot Surface)Lot 129

20 5144$019$006
5144$019$022

848)S.)Grand)Ave. Athena)Parking Surface)Lot 127

21 )5144$019$021 845)S.)Olive)St. Athena)Parking Surface)Lot 123

22 144$016$052
144$016$053

839)S.)Spring)St. Joe's)Auto)Park)#839 Surface)Lot 122

23

5144$019$011
5144$019$010
5144$019$009

820)S.)Grand)Ave. Unified)Parking)Inc. Surface)Lot 94

24 5139$003$012
5139$003$013

916)S.)Hill)St. Joe's)Auto)Park)#916 Surface)Lot 90

25 5144$013$032 743)S.)Hill)St. Paragon)Parking Surface)Lot 88

26
5144$020$$192
5144$020$$193
5144$020$$194

830)S.)Flower)St. Keck)Medicine)of)USC Underground 83

27 5144$014$034 730)S.)Hill)St. City)Center)Parking Surface)Lot 82

28
5139$003$007
5139$003$008
5139$003$009

953)S.)Broadway Joe's)Auto)Park)#953 Surface)Lot 76

29 5144$003$040 ))913)S.)Broadway 913)S.)Broadway)Lot Surface)Lot 76

30 5144$013$018 725)$)727)S.)Hill)St. Edison)Auto)Park Surface)Lot 61

Stand9Alone)Public)Parking)Facilities
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	  	  TOTAL	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5,065	  
	  

B

APN Street)Address Property)Description Parking)Type Total)Parking)
Capacity

31
5144%019%019

5144%019%020
835*S.*Olive*St. Unified*Parking*Inc. Surface*Lot 59

32 5144%011%016 737*S.*Grand*Ave. Athena*Parking Surface*Lot 56

33 5144%015%024 730*S.*Broadway City*Center*Parking
Structure:*Ground*

Floor
42

34 5144%011%022 730*S.*Hope*St. Surface*Lot 38

35 *5144%013%026 724*S.*Olive*St. Paragon*Parking*Inc. Surface*Lot 36

36 5144%016%057 805*S.*Spring*St. United*Parking*Service Surface*Lot 36

37 5139%003%004 919*S.*Broadway Joe's*Auto*Park*#919 Surface*Lot 34

38 5144%013%030 731*S.*Hill*St. Paragon*Parking Surface*Lot 33

39 5144%018%033 833*S.*Hill*St. Joe's*Auto*Parks*#833 Surface*Lot 33

40 5144%018%025 834*S.*Olive*St.* Joe's*Auto*Park*#834 Surface*Lot 32

41 5144%013%031 737*S.*Hill*St. * Surface*Lot 30

42 5144%016%062 826*S.*Broadway Joe's*Auto*Parks*#826 Surface*Lot 19

43 *5144%004%029 640*S.*Grand*Ave. Surface*Lot 14

Stand9Alone)Public)Parking)Facilities
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Figure	  3.	  Map	  of	  Stand-‐Alone	  Public	  Parking	  Facilities	  (1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  

	  
	  
	  
	  

C. Summary	  of	  Parking	  Supply	  (1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  
	  
In	  summary,	  there	  are	  approximately	  8,811	  publicly-‐available	  off-‐street	  parking	  spaces	  within	  2	  to	  3	  
blocks	  of	  the	  proposed	  Freehand	  Hotel	  site,	  as	  follows	  in	  Table	  3:	  
	  
Table	  3:	  Summary	  of	  Parking	  Supply	  (1,000-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

Category Number-of-Parking-
Facilities Striped-Parking-Spaces %-of-Total

Stand<Alone-Structures-&-Lots 33 5,065 57%
Parking-in-Facilities-
Appurtenant-to-Other-Uses 10 3,746 43%

Total 43 8,811
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III. 750-‐FOOT	  RADIUS	  STUDY	  AREA	  
	  
A. Study	  Area	  and	  Methodology	  	  

	  
The	  proposed	  Freehand	  Hotel	  is	  located	  at	  the	  southeast	  corner	  of	  Olive	  Street	  and	  West	  8th	  Street	  in	  
downtown	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area,	  shown	  in	  Figure	  4	  below,	  is	  generally	  bounded	  
by	  7th	  Street	  to	  the	  north,	  Broadway	  to	  the	  east,	  9th	  Street	  to	  the	  south,	  and	  Hope	  Street	  to	  the	  west.	  It	  
includes	  6	  full	  square	  blocks,	  portions	  of	  7	  square	  blocks,	  and	  represents	  an	  area	  within	  an	  
approximately	  750-‐foot	  radius	  of	  the	  Site.	  	  
	  
Figure	  4.	  Freehand	  Hotel	  Parking	  Study	  Area	  (750-‐Foot	  Radius)	  

	  
	  
For	  purposes	  of	  this	  study,	  parking	  was	  considered	  to	  be	  publicly	  available	  if	  it	  is	  available	  for	  short-‐
term,	  daily,	  or	  monthly	  parking	  by	  the	  general	  public,	  and	  accessed	  directly	  from	  a	  street.2	  Parking	  
capacity	  and	  availability	  was	  determined	  by	  visual	  inspection	  wherever	  possible;	  supplemented	  by	  
review	  of	  ParkMe	  and	  Parkopedia,	  commercial	  websites	  that	  provide	  parking	  information;	  and	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Some	  small	  parking	  lots	  are	  accessed	  from	  alleys,	  and	  not	  included	  in	  the	  inventory.	  
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communications	  with	  property	  managers	  and/or	  review	  of	  certificates	  of	  occupancy	  and	  building	  
permits.	  
	  
The	  inventory	  does	  not	  include	  on-‐street	  parking;	  parking	  in	  residential	  buildings;	  or	  parking	  that	  is	  
posted	  as	  restricted	  to	  on-‐site	  uses.	  
	  
CE	  requested	  occupancy	  data	  from	  parking	  operators,	  but	  none	  was	  provided.	  
	  
	  

B. Parking	  Supply	  	  
	  

1. Parking	  Facilities	  Appurtenant	  to	  Other	  Uses	  
	  
There	  are	  2	  locations	  within	  the	  750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area	  in	  which	  public	  parking	  is	  available	  in	  
facilities	  appurtenant	  to	  other	  uses	  within	  the	  study	  area.	  These	  facilities	  range	  in	  capacity	  from	  89	  to	  
388	  striped	  spaces.	  There	  are	  a	  total	  of	  477	  striped	  parking	  spaces.	  Table	  4	  and	  Figure	  5	  show	  the	  
capacity	  and	  locations	  of	  these	  parking	  facilities.	  
	  
Table	  4.	  Parking	  Facilities	  Appurtenant	  to	  Other	  Uses	  (750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  

	  
	  	  TOTAL	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  477	  
	  
	  
	  

A

APN Street(Address Property(Description Parking(Type Total(Parking(
Capacity

1 5139%003%001 900'S.'Hill'St. Athena'Parking Structure:'
Underground

388

2 5144%018%051 888'S.'Olive'St. Structure 89

Parking(Facilities(Appurtenant(to(Other(Uses
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Figure	  5.	  Map	  of	  Parking	  Facilities	  Appurtenant	  to	  Other	  Uses	  (750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  

	  
	  
2. Stand-‐Alone	  Parking	  Facilities	  	  
	  	  

There	  are	  22	  stand-‐alone	  parking	  facilities	  in	  the	  750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area,	  with	  a	  total	  of	  3,492	  
striped	  parking	  spaces.	  These	  facilities	  range	  in	  capacity	  from	  19	  to	  745	  striped	  spaces.	  Many	  are	  staffed	  
with	  parking	  attendants.	  Where	  parking	  attendants	  “stack”	  vehicles	  in	  tandem,	  the	  actual	  capacity	  of	  
the	  parking	  lot	  is	  often	  substantially	  higher	  than	  the	  number	  of	  striped	  parking	  spaces.	  Most	  of	  these	  
lots	  provide	  parking	  for	  a	  flat	  daily	  or	  evening	  rate.	  Parking	  rates	  and	  hours	  of	  operation	  change	  
frequently,	  depending	  on	  demand.	  The	  average	  daily	  rate	  in	  stand-‐alone	  facilities	  in	  the	  Inventory	  Area	  
is	  $12.53.	  The	  average	  evening	  rate	  is	  $7.22.	  The	  average	  weekend	  rate	  is	  $6.69.	  Table	  5	  and	  Figure	  6	  
show	  the	  capacity	  and	  locations	  of	  these	  parking	  facilities.	  
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Table	  5.	  Stand-‐Alone	  Public	  Parking	  Facilities	  (750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

B

APN Street)Address Property)Description Parking)Type Total)Parking)
Capacity

3 5144%018%029 808*S.*Olive*St. Joe's*Auto*Parks*#808 Structure 745

4 *5144%020%042*%
5144%020%176

801*S.*Grand*Ave. LAZ Structure 577

5 5144%011%021
5144%011%020

725*S.*Grand*Ave. LAZ Structure 564

6 5144%011%010 746*S.*Hope*St. Joe's*Auto*Parks*#746 Structure 301

7 5144%011%009 754*S.*Hope*St. Athena*Parking Structure 223

8 5144%017%037 856*S.*Grand*Ave. City*Center*Parking*Lot Surface*Lot 129

9 5144%019%006
5144%019%022

848*S.*Grand*Ave. Athena*Parking Surface*Lot 127

10 *5144%019%021 845*S.*Olive*St. Athena*Parking Surface*Lot 123

11

5144%019%011
5144%019%010
5144%019%009

820*S.*Grand*Ave. Unified*Parking*Inc. Surface*Lot 94

12 5144%013%032 743*S.*Hill*St. Paragon*Parking Surface*Lot 88

13 5144%014%034 730*S.*Hill*St. City*Center*Parking Surface*Lot 82

14 5144%013%018 725*%*727*S.*Hill*St. Edison*Auto*Park Surface*Lot 61

15 5144%019%019
5144%019%020

835*S.*Olive*St. Unified*Parking*Inc. Surface*Lot 59

16 5144%011%016 737*S.*Grand*Ave. Athena*Parking Surface*Lot 56

17 5144%015%024 730*S.*Broadway City*Center*Parking Structure:*Ground*
Floor

42

18 5144%011%022 730*S.*Hope*St. Surface*Lot 38

19 *5144%013%026 724*S.*Olive*St. Paragon*Parking*Inc. Surface*Lot 36

20 5144%013%030 731*S.*Hill*St. Paragon*Parking Surface*Lot 33

Stand9Alone)Public)Parking)Facilities
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	  	  TOTAL	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3,492	  
	  
Figure	  6.	  Map	  of	  Stand-‐Alone	  Public	  Parking	  Facilities	  (750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

B

APN Street)Address Property)Description Parking)Type Total)Parking)
Capacity

21 5144%018%033 833)S.)Hill)St. Joe's)Auto)Parks)#833 Surface)Lot 33

22 5144%018%025 834)S.)Olive)St.) Joe's)Auto)Park)#834 Surface)Lot 32

23 5144%013%031 737)S.)Hill)St. ) Surface)Lot 30

24 5144%016%062 826)S.)Broadway Joe's)Auto)Parks)#826 Surface)Lot 19

Stand9Alone)Public)Parking)Facilities
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D. Summary	  of	  Parking	  Supply	  (750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  
	  
In	  summary,	  there	  are	  approximately	  3,969	  publicly-‐available	  off-‐street	  parking	  spaces	  within	  2	  to	  3	  
blocks	  of	  the	  proposed	  Freehand	  Hotel	  site,	  as	  follows	  in	  Table	  6:	  
	  
Table	  6:	  Summary	  of	  Parking	  Supply	  (750-‐Foot	  Radius	  Study	  Area)	  

Category	   Number	  of	  Parking	  
Facilities	   Striped	  Parking	  Spaces	   %	  of	  Total	  

Stand-‐Alone	  Structures	  &	  Lots	   22	   3,492	   88%	  

Parking	  in	  Facilities	  	  
Appurtenant	  to	  Other	  Uses	   2	   477	   12%	  

Total	   24	   3,969	   	  	  
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Summary:  

The following amendment to the Part 2 of the Commercial Exchange Building 

addresses the design concerns raised by the National Park Service regarding 

the prior Amendment and Additional Information previously submitted.  

The list of items addressed in this amendment is as follows:  

1. Revised Structural Reinforcement and Seismic Plan. 
a. Accommodates lowering the roof for MEP equipment.  

2. Redesign of the Upper Floor Corridor Plan. 
a. Incorporates door rhythm and design with glazed doors, side 

lights, and transoms based on historic layout.  

3. Redesign of the Roof Plan.  
a. Amends design to decrease proposed addition and relocate 

mechanical equipment. 

4. Redesign of the Storefronts.  
a. Amends design to 1924 storefront design with retention of one 

historic storefront currently in place.  

5. Redesign of the First Floor Mezzanine. 
a. Amends design to highlight columns in 1st floor.  

6. Redesign of the Upper Floor Elevator Lobbies. 
a. Amends design to incorporate coiling door to meet fire code 

requirements.  

7. Redesign of the Upper Floor Hallway MEP. 
a. Amends design to move MEP from hallways to interior of hotel 

rooms.  

Narrative of Amendment Items: 

 

1.) Structural reinforcement and seismic stability 

     

The structural and seismic upgrading includes the removal of hollow clay 

walls and the construction of a shear wall system that is integrated at the 

ground level retail that has five sections located on column lines 6 - 10.   

New shear walls will also run on the South side of the building from column 

line 2 -4 / C -E and column line 9 - 11 / C -E. To lessen the load to allow 

less impact on the ground level the roof structural slab will be removed and 

rebuilt at a lower elevation. This will also allow the lowering of the height 

of the roof deck so the improvements on the roof are less visible and will 

provide an opportunity to create a well for mechanical equipment on the west 

side of the rooftop to lower mechanical equipment further. The equipment and 

rooftop improvements are not visible along the primary historic facades and 

are minimally visible along the secondary facades.   

Amends Part 2 Block #6, 12, 15, 20 

Drawings #A101, A101M, A102, A104, A113 
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2.) Reconstruction of the upper floors corridors: 

      

As part of the seismic plan all remaining hollow clay tile corridor walls 

will be removed. The corridors will be rebuilt with new material and be 6’0” 

wide. The corridors will replicate the historic appearance and scale of the 

corridors, including reconstructing the ceiling plane at the original height 

with trim details and marble base boards and floors. The following are more 

specific details of each floor layout which is designed to replicate the 

historic conditions found in the building.  

Elevator Lobbies on Every Floor 

At every elevator lobby the historic ceiling pattern will be retained and 

repaired. To the south west of every floor by the staircase there was a 

random window pattern. These windows conditions will be repaired or 

replicated and the windows back-painted to prevent visibility through glass. 

On the north wall of the elevator lobbies was a former office which will now 

become a hotel room. The hotel room entrance for this room at every floor, 

historic or non-historic, will have a glazed door with transom and a double 

side light. This will be salvaged door material where possible or replicated 

pieces if there is not enough to cover every floor. The goal is to make every 

elevator lobby appear as it did historically.  

 

Historic Floors 

On floors 2,3,4,6,8,9,10,11 there are surviving historic doors, transoms and 

side lights configurations that will be reused and/or replicated on these 

floors in order to recreate the historic appearance. Careful attention was 

paid to recreating the rhythm of the door pattern to the greatest degree 

possible. Wherever possible, sidelights and trim details of doors will be 

visible from the interior of the rooms but will be back-painted for privacy.  

 

The marble flooring will be retained where it exists on floors 

4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12, and 13. New flooring material will be used on 2nd & 3rd 

floor and at the west end of the corridors where the marble flooring 

terminates. Marble base boards will be installed on all floors:2, 3, 

4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13.  

 

Door configuration summary:  

 

Historic Floors: 

Floor 2 will be solid, single paneled doors with a glazed transom 

Floor 3 will have glazed door, with a glazed transom.  

Floors 4,6,8,9, 10, and 11 will be single panel glazed doors with transoms 

and narrow sidelights. 

 

All floors at west end corridor are non-original conditions between column 

line 1 – 3/ A –E. We proposed integrating a T-shaped corridor at the end that 

would have glazed doors with a transom, no sidelights. The interior of the 

rooms on all floors will include base board and trim features found in the 

original design. 
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Non-Historic Floors: 

Floors 5,7,12 & 13 have no historic door fabric remaining. On these floors we 

will use new paneled wood doors that incorporate the style and character of 

the existing doors, with no transoms or sidelights.  Careful selection of 

material will incorporate the stylistic character to be in line with the 

historic floors that utilize salvaged materials. Crown molding will be 

installed in the corridors. The interior of the rooms on all floors will 

include base board and trim features found in the original design.  

 

All floors at west end corridor are non-original conditions between column 

line 1 – 3/ A –E. We proposed integrating a T-shaped corridor at the end that 

would have solid, non-glazed doors with a transom, no sidelights. The doors 

at this portion of the corridor will have glazed/paneled doors to match the 

corridor condition on that floor.  No transoms or sidelights will be provided 

in this area. The interior of the rooms on all floors will include base board 

and trim features found in the original design. 

 

Amends Part 2 Block #19, 20 

Drawing A102, A104, A113, A301, A302, A601, A800, A801, A930 

 

3.) Revised roof plan: 

 

The revised roof plan will include a new addition containing the bar and 

restroom area.  This addition will not to exceed the size of the elevator 

penthouse proposed at 20’2 ½” and be set back to column line B.   

 

As per the seismic plan the roof slab will be rebuilt at a lower level to 

lessen impact of seismic upgrades required on the ground level and to allow 

an opportunity to lower the improvements on the roof. Due to this lower roof 

slab the mechanical equipment will sit lower and a 3’4” well will be created 

at the southwest corner to recess the equipment as low as possible.  

 

The historic flag poles will be removed.  

 

Amends Part 2 Block #7, 8, 12  

Drawing #A114, A115, A200, A201, A300, and A301 (section) and Sight-line 

study attachment 

 

4.) Storefronts:  

 

The entire retail storefront will be returned to the appearance of the 1924 

Walker & Eisen design with the transom pattern and large plate glass windows, 

with the one exception being the storefront in Column line 3 & 4 (aka 

storefront #3 - Guatemala Express 432 W. 8th Street).  This storefront will 

be retained and repaired with allowable code modifications (converting the 

double doors to a single door) for this storefront to serve as the new 

entrance to the restaurant. The back of the storefront display window will be 

angled slightly to resolve circulation and functionality issues. The wood 

base of the display case will retained but cut down to match this new 

storefront backing. 
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At the historic main entrance at the northeast side, the entryway will be 

replicated based on surviving historic material and photographs. The fire 

control room that was proposed for this entryway will be relocated out of the 

entrance to the south wall of the main first floor. The historic elevator 

lobby will be restored to its original appearance and historic function, with 

a new opening in the center arch, enabling a connection from the elevator 

lobby to the main hotel lobby/restaurant area.   

 

Amends Part 2 Block #3, 6 

Drawing #A101, A101M, A200, A931, A932 

 

5.) Redesign of first floor mezzanine:  

 

The new first floor mezzanine is redesigned to avoid obscuring the outside 

edge of the structural columns on column line 2 and 5. The outer edge of the 

mezzanine has been recessed from the front face of the columns so that the 

columns remain clearly visible in the main first floor public space.  The 

mezzanine will intersect the edge of Storefront Number 3 between column line 

3 & 4 to address design concerns of hiding the MEP that will run under the 

mezzanine floor and allow ventilation to this area. The mechanical equipment 

will be concealed above the storefront.  

 

Amends Part 2 Block #16 

Drawing #A101M, Enclosed sketch 

 

6.) Redesign of upper floor elevator lobbies:  

 

To address fire life safety requirements the design of an accordion door has 

been changed to an overhead coiling door system to minimize impact of the 

floor area and volume of these lobbies. One coiling door will be installed 

above every elevator from floors 2 through 13, concealed in a continuous 

soffit that will contain the retracted door. Tracks for the doors are to be 

fastened to the marble wall surface as required.  

 

Amends Part 2 Block #19 

Drawing #A102, A104, A601, and A990-25B &25C  

 

7.) Upper floor corridor hallway MEP:  

 

The plumbing return lines proposed to run longitudinally in three ceilings of 

the three upper corridors will be relocated to the mechanical area above the 

entry vestibule on the interior of the rooms. No corridor ceilings will be 

dropped to conceal the pipe run. Where utilities are required to cross the 

corridor, the pipes and conduit will be installed tight to the side of the 

beams inside a furred soffit of approximately 8” in width.  The soffit size 

will not exceed the depth of the soffits installed in the original historic 

corridor for the same purpose, which vary from 6” to 20”.   

 

Amends Part 2 Block #19, 20    Drawing #A102 and A104      





























 
 

877-268-8481  •  www.HistoricConsultants.com 

256 S. Robertson Blvd., #2401  •  Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

 

January 19, 2015 

 
Timothy Brandt 
Senior Restoration Architect  
Office of Historic Preservation 
1725 23rd Street #100,  
Sacramento, CA 95816 
 
RE:  Historic Preservation Certification Application, Part 2  

Commercial Exchange Building, Los Angeles 
OHP Serial No. 537.9-19-0421 

 
Dear Tim:  
 
Enclosed with this letter is a revised Part 2 for the Commercial Exchange Building. This document 
replaces the initial version which you reviewed previously, to which you replied by letter dated December 
4, 2014. We did not include a redlined version because the verbiage that is updated was too extensive to 
make this a reasonable way to present this revised version. Since your response, we have worked 
extensively with the developer and architect to revise the design in response to your concerns.  We have 
redesigned several components of the project substantially and have done much more investigation of 
existing conditions.  
 
 
The ground floor retail has been completely uncovered and the storefronts documented to show existing 
conditions. We have also included 38 additional photographs to illustrate the conditions. We have also 
located some original photos of the building under construction from 1924 that clearly give us direction as 
to the original design. We have extensively researched the permit history for these storefront changes 
and made a recommendation to what design to return to the storefront which is the 1924 Walker & Eisen 
design with the slight modification of retaining one storefront from 1935 that we felt was intact and worthy 
of retaining. This has been incorporated into the entrance of the new hotel restaurant. We have 
extensively looked at the conditions of the storefronts and former entrances with Spectra Company to 
determine the method of restoration and future work that we have proposed in this new submission to 
SHPO. The return to the 1924 design lends itself well to the programming of the hotel use and it is the 
desire to uniform the storefront as show in the 1924 photos. The entrances on the north and west 
elevation will represent what was there historically and read as it did historically from the exterior.    
 
The unoriginal material in the elevator lobby was removed and we discovered a wonderful decorative 
ceiling and marble panels on the west wall that the developer intends to restore. Overall this in 
conjunction with removing the fire wall on the south side will restore the elevator lobby to its original 
condition and highlight this wonderful historic fabric.  
 
The corridor situation on the upper floors has been studied in great detail to see what options there are to 
reinforce the walls for seismic concerns and to hide mechanical equipment without destroying historic 
fabric. Nabih Yossef has done extensive analysis on the various seismic options but still concludes that 
we must remove the hallow clay tile walls and rebuild the corridors. However, the design team has come 
up with a way to reuse the historic doors, sidelights, and transoms so that the original character of the 
corridor walls reads as it did historically. Please see support documentation submitted regarding the 
seismic upgrade. The elevator lobbies on all floors will be retained as to be able to keep the decorative 
ceiling detail in this area but the accordion door is still felt to be the best option to satisfy Fire Life Safety 
requirements. By lightening the building load we were able to reduce the amount of shear wall 
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intervention required in this narrow footprint building and design a plan that we feel will meet the 
Standards. In addition the MEP equipment will be minimized and the ceiling plane on all but three floors 
will be maintained as not to change the character of the spaces. Although there is still substantial corridor 
demolition – in response to seismic concerns, there is a plan to salvage the fabric and recreate the 
appearance of the corridors in a realistic manner.  
 
 
For the rooftop there have been significant changes implemented in order to address your concerns. Of 
specific note, we have modified the design and height of the structures on the rooftop and changed the 
materials. They are now subordinate to the elevator penthouse, and are not visible from the sightline 
perspectives of the primary elevations. We have studied further the placement, size and screening 
material for the mechanical equipment in order to reduce height and visibility from surrounding sight lines. 
The plantings have been reduced to only the required plantings that are required by code for storm water 
treatment and set back from any visible façade view. The overall size, massing and scale of the rooftop 
addition are reduced to a minimal level.     
 
Overall, the project has improved greatly in regard to minimizing the overall impact on the historic features 
and made great efforts forward with retaining and recreating historic features of the building. We hope 
that you are pleased with these changes and feel that it will meet the Secretary of the Interior Standard 
from this point forward. We look forward to further discussion as required. 
  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Roger Brevoort 
Director of Preservation Services 
 
 
 

 
Tara Hamacher 
President 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc:   Phil Hospod, Sydell Group 
 Jeremy Selman, Sydell Group 
 John Arnold, Killefer Flammang Architect 
 Tarrah Beebe, Killefer Flammang Architect 
  
 
 





















































































 

 
256 S. Robertson Blvd. #2401, Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

877-268-8481 * 213-232-4089 fax 
www.HistoricConsultants.com 

 
November 11 2014 
 
 
Tim Brandt, AIA, Senior Restoration Architect      
Mark Huck, AIA, Restoration Architect 
State of California Office of Historic Preservation 
1725 23rd Street Suite 100 
Sacramento CA 95816 
 
 
Re: Part 2 application for the Commercial Exchange Building 
 416 – 436 S. 8th Street, Los Angeles, CA 90015 
 
 
Dear Tim and Mark, 
 
Enclosed please find two copies of the Part 2 - Description of Rehabilitation package, 
applicable attachments, and architectural drawings for the Commercial Exchange Building in 
downtown Los Angeles. The property is located at 416 – 436 W. 8th Street at the corner of Olive 
Street and 8th Street.   
 
We are in the process of responding to the RFI for the Part 1 and anticipate having those 
corrections back to Amy Crain in the near future. In the meantime we hope that you are able to 
move forward with the review of the Part 2 pending the Part 1 approval as we do believe that 
the property is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  
 
The property was recently purchased by YSHRE LA, LLC. The goal is to convert this long-time 
vacant building into a hotel to serve the downtown LA community.  Built in 1924 as office 
space over ground floor retail this building will adapt well to reuse as a hotel serving a 
moderate price point in the market. The building consists of 13 stories and each floor plate is 
approximately 9,000 sf. ft. with a central corridor that runs the length on each floor.   
 
In past years the building has sustained various modifications on the ground floor and upper 
floors reflective of the office and retail use over time. Typical of office space the interiors were 
built out to specifications of the tenant uses similar to what occurs today. For the time this 
building served as one of the dominate office buildings of its day. The retail storefronts were 
modified over time but the ownership has a goal to bring back the uniform design that once 
existed prior to these modifications. As described in the Part 1 submission, the building is 
designed by noted architects Walker & Eisen and is unique due to the engineering feat in 1935. 
At this time they cut into a section of the façade and moved the building to the east in order to 
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save it from demolition in the Olive Street widening. Remarkably the features of the building 
were well preserved and the building went on to have a long life as a commercial office 
building serving downtown Los Angeles.  
 
The reuse plan as a hotel takes into account the simple layout of the building and retains the 
corridors and elevator bays throughout. Due to seismic strengthening requirements in the 
confine of the small footprint of the building it is proposed to add shear walls, strengthen 
columns, and rebuild the interior corridor walls as they are made of hollow clay tile. The 
corridor pattern will be rebuilt and the elevator lobbies preserved as to not change the historic 
appearance. Due to fire life safety requirements the office doors with transoms and sidelights 
will need to be modified during this process. This style and pattern is not extant on all floors 
today as much remodeling has been done to each floor over time. The team proposes bringing 
back the door style with the transom above that will be made inoperable for fire code 
purposes. To gain additional function space the rooftop will be activated to take advantage of 
the excellent downtown view and the outdoor atmosphere of Southern California for its guest. 
The ground floor retail will specifically serve the hotel use. The retail façade rehabilitation will 
return the uniformity to the buildings appearance.  
 
The ownership also desires to list this property as a Historic Cultural Monument in the City of 
Los Angeles and this process will be undertaken simultaneously along with the Part 1 & 2 
process with the National Parks Service. The property is already considered a historic resource 
per the City of Los Angeles Redevelopment Agency’s list.  
 
The ownership has completed federal tax credit projects in the past so they are familiar with 
this process and look forward to rehabilitating this property utilizing this program and the 
Secretary of the Interior Standards.   
 
Please let us know if you have any questions while reviewing this Part 2. I can be reached at 
Tara@HistoricConsultants.com or 213-379-1040.  
 
 
Best Regards,  

 
Tara Hamacher 
President 

 

mailto:Tara@HistoricConsultants.com
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