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February 7,2017

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

RE: Council File 16-1341-S1 - Appeal of CPC-2016-837-SP-MCUP-DRB-SPP-SPR

Dear Honorable Councilmembers and Commissioners:

Liner LLP represents Shaped Liberty Investment Properties, LLC (the "Applicant") in connection 
with Department of City Planning Case Number CPC-2016-0837-SP-MCUP-DRB-SPP-SPR and EIR 88- 
0026-SP-ZC-PA State Clearinghouse Number 88050420 for the property located at 11401-11405 North 
Porter Ranch Drive and 20200 West Rinaldi Street (the "Project"). This letter is written in response to the 
appeals filed by Susan Gorman-Chang, resident of 19427 Kilfinan Street, Porter Ranch, CA 91326; Jason 
Hector, resident of 11630 Seminole Circle, Porter Ranch, CA 91326; and Matt Pakucko, resident of 19410 
Kilfinan Street, Port Ranch, CA 91326 (each referred to as "Appellant" or collectively, "Appellants"). As 
explained below, the justifications for appeal put forth by the Appellants are not supported by facts and are 
erroneous.

I. PLEASE FIND THE FOLLOWING RESPONSES TO THE CONCERNS RAISED BY SUSAN
GORMAN-CHANG:

A. THE TRAFFIC STUDY APPROPRIATELY AND ADEQUATELY ADDRESSES THE 
PROJECT.

The Appellant asserts that the traffic study is out of date. The Project site is located within the 
Porter Ranch Land Use/Transportation Specific Plan (the Specific Plan) area. As part of the Specific Plan 
approval, the transportation impacts of all development permitted under the Specific Plan, including the 
proposed Project, were analyzed in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). As part of the amendments to 
the Specific Plan in 2007, Crain & Associates prepared a traffic study for the Porter Ranch Specific Plan 
dated 2006 (the "2006 Traffic Study") and also referenced in the 2016 EIR Addendum prepared for the 
Project. The 2006 Traffic Study addressed whether cumulative impacts would exist in the traffic study area 
within the Specific Plan development including the Project and also addressed whether the Specific Plan 
development would make a significant contribution to the cumulative impacts. The 2006 Traffic Study 
analysis area included the SR-118 Freeway interchanges serving the Specific Plan area. The Project is 
consistent with the type and amount of land use allowed by the Specific Plan, as currently adopted. The
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Project as proposed does not increase the site trip generation beyond that analyzed in the 2006 study or 
adversely affect other impact factors. Therefore, Project transportation impacts are within the scope of 
impacts that were fully addressed in the 2006 Traffic Study.

The Appellant erroneously claims that LADOT was not consulted or notified regarding the need for 
an updated traffic study. The LADOT 2014 Traffic Study Policies and Procedures apply only to a traffic 
study being initiated during the period between its adoption and its being superseded. The Project was 
analyzed by the 2006 Traffic Study and no additional significant impacts would occur due to the Project as 
proposed. At the time that the 2006 Traffic Study was prepared, the counts were less than 2 years old, as 
required. LADOT was consulted, concurred with that assessment, and determined that a new study with 
new counts was not needed for the Project, as documented in the letter attached hereto as Exhibit A 
("LADOT Letter").

As documented in the LADOT Letter, LADOT was consulted, agreed with use of the 2006 Traffic 
Study and did not require a new traffic study or technical memorandum. Rather, LADOT recommended 
that the two Specific Plan mitigation measures at the Reseda Boulevard Interchange with the SR-118 
Freeway be made conditions of approval for this Project. Implementation of those mitigation measures was 
included as Project conditions of approval.

The Appellant asserts that no strategies to reduce the traffic impacts have been considered. This 
is entirely false. A series of mitigation measures were developed to reduce the cumulative impacts, or 
project contributions to those impacts, to a level that is less than significant. Improvements that were multi
modal and reduced automobile-centric reliance were adopted as mitigation measures during the Specific 
Plan approval and amendments. These included multi-modal improvements such as a bicycle lane 
network, landscaped and meandering sidewalks and equestrian crossings. These mitigations are not 
subject to change at this time since no new, significant project impacts not previously analyzed have been 
identified.

Each of the required Specific Plan mitigation measures have been assigned to the Specific Plan as 
a whole or to individual projects within the Specific Plan. The bicycle lanes, meandering sidewalks and 
equestrian crossings, are implemented as part of the roadway improvements serving each tract. The 
bicycle lanes on Rinaldi Street adjacent to the Project site have already been implemented, as have the 
meandering sidewalks on the south side of Rinaldi Street and both sides of Porter Ranch Drive. The 
Project includes completion of the meandering sidewalk on the north side of Rinaldi Street adjacent to the 
Project site. The Project conditions of approval also include two roadway improvement mitigation 
measures that were assigned to the Project, The two mitigation measures are at the Reseda Boulevard 
Interchange to the SR-118 freeway, a location of concern to the Appellant. Further note that all mitigation
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measures assigned to the Specific Plan as a whole, such as the funding for the City’s signal system 
upgrades, have been implemented.

B. LADOT DETERMINED THAT NO ADDITIONAL TRAFFIC STUDY IS NECESSARY.

The Appellant desires a freeway impact analysis related to the LADOT 2014 Traffic Study Policies 
and Procedures Manual. As outlined above, LADOT was consulted and determined that a traffic study, 
beyond the already approved 2006 Traffic Study for the Specific Plan, was not required for this Project. 
Therefore, the freeway analysis sections of the LADOT 2014 Traffic Study Policies and Procedures were 
not applicable to the Project.

C. THE APPLICANT HAS SUBMITTED ALL CEQA DISCLOSURES AND MITIGATION 
PUNS UNDER AB 32.

The Appellant correctly identifies that the following two questions relating to the effects of GHGs 
were added to the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G (Environmental Checklist) in 2010.

• Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment?

• Would the project conflict with any applicable plan,1 policy or regulation of an agency adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs?

Consistent with the first Checklist question, the 2016 EIR Addendum analyzed whether additional 
proposed modifications to the development program for the Porter Ranch Specific Plan, as described in 
detail in Section III, Project Description, of the Addendum would generate GHG emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that would result in a new significant GHG impact. As such, the GHG analysis focused on 
whether the development of the proposed 4,000-square foot community room in lieu of the previously 
approved development of government offices or other municipal buildings would increase GHG emissions, 
As GHG emissions from land use development projects are primarily driven by mobile sources (vehicular 
trips to and from the proposed use), trip generation rates were used as an indicator of whether GHG 
emissions would change. The traffic impacts of Specific Plan build-out were re-evaluated in the 2006 
Traffic Study. Applying the trip generation rates set forth in the Specific Plan, the trip generation for the 
Modified Project would be below levels analyzed in the 2006 Traffic Study. Thus, the proposed change in 
use from library or other municipal facility to community room would result in reduced impacts with regard 
to GHG emissions. .
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With regard to the second Checklist question, implementation of the Modified Project would result 
in a reduction in GHG emissions in comparison to the Approved Project which would certainly lead to the 
conclusion that the Modified Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an 
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. With that being said, the Addendum 
did provide a consistency analysis with applicable plans and policies (AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan 
and the 2016 RTP/SCS). Refer to pages 17 through 25 of the Addendum and Tables 1 through 4 for a 
discussion of the Project’s consistency with these plans and specific polices of these plans. As concluded 
in the Addendum, the Modified Project would be consistent with applicable GHG plans and policies.

1. Appellant concludes that traffic will be increased due to lack of public 
transportation north of Rinaldi. The Appellant does not include justification for 
this conclusion, nor does the Appellant provide any data to substantiate this 
assertion. The traffic study as discussed in detail above specifically studied the 
impacts to traffic that would accrue due to this Project and found no significant 
impacts to traffic.

2. Appellant asserts that current bus routes do not encourage use of train. The
Appellant does not present any data to substantiate this assertion, nor does the 

. Appellant include any proof that trains would not be used as one of the means of
transportation to the Project. This claim is not supported by facts. The Project 

, has many features that are designed to encourage the use of alternate means of 
transportation such as bicycle parking and access to bus stops nearby.

3. Appellant predicts what future employees will earn and where they will live, 
concluding adding additional traffic impacts without supporting evidence.
The Appellant claims to know the future earnings of employees of the retail 
spaces, without providing any evidence to support the claim. The Appellant 
further makes the claim that the employees will live far away from the Project. 
These claims are impossible to verify. Additionally, employee driving patterns 
were analyzed in the Traffic Study, which was approved by LADOT. Traffic 
impacts of the Project, including traffic generated by future employees, will be . 
mitigated to a less than significant level with the adopted mitigation measures.

4. Appellant desired a Zero Net Energy Plan. This is beyond the scope of what is 
required by the Applicant to provide in association with the application for this 
Project.

D. THE APPLICANT HAS SUBMITTED ALL CEQA DISCLOSURES UNDER AB 52.

40629,002-3646414v1



The Honorable City Council
February 7,2017
Page 5

Government Code Section 65352.3 (which is part of Senate Bill 18 approved in 2004) requires 
local governments to consult with California Native American tribes identified by the California Native 
American Heritage Commission prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or specific plan.

On September 25, 2014, Governor Brown signed into law Assembly Bill 52, which amended Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.94 and added Sections 21073, 21074,21080.3.1,21080.3.2,21082.3, 
21083.09,21084.2, and 21084.3 to establish that an analysis of a project's impact on cultural resources 
include whether the project would impact “tribarcultural resources." As set forth in Public Resources Code 
Section 21074, tribal cultural resources are any of the following:

(1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe that are either of the following:

(a) Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of
Historical Resources. ,

(b) Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of
Section 5020.1J

(2) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Section 5024.1.1 2 In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 
for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of 
the resource to a California Native American tribe.

(a) A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a tribal cultural 
resource to the extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of 
the size and scope of the landscape.

1 Per subdivision (k) of Public Resources Code Section 5020.1, “local register of historical 
resources” means a list of properties officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local 
government pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution.

2 Subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 provides the National Register of 
Historic Places criteria for listing of historical resources in the California Register.

40629,002-3646414V1



The Honorable City Council
February 7, 2017
Page 6

(b) An historical resource described in Section 21084.1, is a unique archaeological 
resource as defined in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2,3 or a “nonunique 
archaeological resource” as defined in subdivision (h) of Section 21083.24 which 
may also be a tribal cultural resource if it conforms with the criteria of subdivision

(a).

■ For a project with respect to which a notice of preparation for a draft EIR was filed on or after July 
1, 2015, the lead agency is required to consult with a California Native American tribe that is traditionally 
and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed project, if: (1) the tribe requested to the lead 
agency, in writing, to be informed by the lead agency of proposed projects in that geographic area; and (2) 
the tribe requested consultation, prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative 
declaration or environmental impact report for a project. The consultation procedures set forth in Assembly 
Bill 52 largely parallel those in Senate Bill 18.

Since the Draft EIR for the Porter Ranch Land Use/Transportation Specific Plan was prepared prior 
to the adoption of either Senate Bill 18 and Assembly Bill 52, pursuant to the requirements set forth therein, 
consultation with Native American tribes was not required. Notwithstanding, as summarized on page 51 
and page 52 of the Addendum, the Specific Plan area was surveyed and evaluated for the potential to find 
archaeological resources. Based on the Summary and Assessment of Archaeological Resources on a 
1,300-acre Portion of Porter Ranch Property in the Santa Susana Foothills, Los Angeles County 
(Archaeological Technical Report) prepared by Archaeological Associates, Ltd. (January 27, 1989), four 
archaeological sites were reported within the Approved Project Site. All archaeological sites were surveyed, 
mapped, surface collected, and explored. No hidden, buried features, or essential subsurface deposit

3 Per subdivision (g) of Public Resources Code Section 21083.2, a unique archaeological 
resource means an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, 
without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the 
following criteria: (1) contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and 
that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information; or (2) has a special and particular quality 
such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type; or (3) is directly associated 
with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person.

4 Per subdivision (h) of Public Resources Code Section 21083.2, a nonunique 
archaeological resource means an archaeological artifact, object, or site which does not meet the criteria in • 
subdivision (g). A nonunique archaeological resource need be given no further consideration, other than 
the simple recording of its existence by the lead agency if it so elects.
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indicative of habitation, encampment, or prolonged or intensive uses were discovered within the Specific 
Plan area. All surface artifacts that were found were collected, mapped, and individually identified, have 
been catalogued and are presently curated with Archaeological Associates. Per the Archaeological 
Technical Report, all of the subject sites and the entirety of the Approved Project Site have been 
adequately investigated and no further mitigation is required. However, as concluded in the Certified EIR, 
since prehistoric artifacts have been indentified on and in the proximity of the Specific Plan area, the 
possibility exists, however remote, that significant cultural resources could be recovered from the area 
during grading and construction activities. With implementation of the mitigation measure set forth in the 
Certified EIR, potential impacts to archaeological resources would be reduced to a level of less than 
significant. Specifically, the mitigation measure would require that if any archaeological materials are 
encountered during the course of the proposed development, the project shall be halted in the area of 
concern and a qualified archaeologist be retained to assess the resources and evaluate the impact. The 
proposed development of The Village at Porter Ranch would implement this same mitigation measure 
should any cultural resources be uncovered and would ensure that such resources are adequately handled. 
As such, as concluded in the Addendum, impacts to archaeological resources would be less than 
significant. The Appellant does not provide any issue regarding the denial of the specific plan amendment 
to permit a community room in lieu of library or other municipal facilities to respond to.

The Appellant appears to not understand the impacts of the denial of the Specific Plan Amendment 
to permit a community room in lieu of library or other municipal facilities. The Appellant does not provide 
any substantive information for the Applicant to respond to.

E. THE APPELLANT’S DESIRE FOR SPECIFIC WIND TURBINES AND ADDITIONAL 
SOLAR PANELS IS NOT BASED ON FACT OR PRUDENCE.

The Appellant desires solar panels with back up batteries on all commercial buildings, as well as a 
specific brand of wind turbine to be installed. The modified conditions of approval call for the installation of 
solar panels on buildings A1 and C1. The Appellant provides no proof that the additional solar panels are 
necessary to mitigate specific impacts. The solar panels included as a condition of approval were 
volunteered by the Applicant and were in no way required to mitigate any significant impacts of the Project.

F. THE APPLICANT WILL FULLY COMPLY WITH STATE FISH AND WILDLIFE CODE 
SECTION 711.4.

The Applicant is aware that pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, all project applicants 
and public agencies subject to the California Environmental Quality Act shall pay a filing fee for each 
proposed project to defray the costs of managing and protecting fish and wildlife trust resources. As set 
forth in Fish and Game Code Section 711.4(2)(A), a filing fee shall not be paid if the project has no effect
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on fish and wildlife. The Applicant has not requested an exemption from the Fish and Wildlife based on the 
analysis presented in the Certified EIR and in the Addendum to the EIR for the Porter Ranch Land 
Use/Transportation Specific Plan for deveopment of The Village at Porter Ranch. Specifically, as 
summarized in the Addendum, the Certified EIR concluded that the Approved Project would result in a loss 
of vegetation constituting a loss of local significance, but not of regional significance. As further 
summarized in the Addendum, development of the Specific Plan area would result in an incremental loss of 
wildlife habitat areas, which would result in the elimination of most native species of local significance.
With compliance with applicable regulatory requirements and implementation of the mitigation measures 
set forth in the Certified EIR, potential impacts to animal life would be reduced to less than significant.
Given that the proposed modifications evaluated in the Addendum would be implemented within the 
boundaries of the Specific Plan, the conditions regarding plant and animal life analyzed in the Certified EIR 
would be similar to that discussed in the Addendum. Accordingly, the Addendum includes the appropriate 
analysis regarding plant and animal life and, pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 711.4(2)(A), the 
Project would have an effect on fish and wildlife and the Applicant would not be exempt from the required 
Fish and Wildlife fee.

II. THE APPELLANT FALSELY CLAIMS THAT CONDITION OF APPROVAL NOTIFYING THE 
APPLICANT THAT PURSUANT TO SECTION 711.4 OF THE STATE FISH AND WILDLIFE 
CODE A WILDLIFE FEE AND/OR CERTIFICATE OF WILDLIFE EXEMPTION IS NOW 
REQUIRED INFERS THAT THE AREA IS EXEMPT AND FURTHER DISAGREES THAT A FEE 
IS THE APPROPRIATE REMEDY. THESE CLAIMS AND DISAGREEMENTS PERTAIN TO 
STATE LAW AND THE APPLICANT WILL FULLY COMPLY. PLEASE FIND THE FOLLOWING 
RESPONSES TO THE CONCERNS RAISED BY JASON HECTOR:

A. THE APPLICANT WILL ABIDE BY ALL AGREED UPON AND MANDATED PUBLIC 
BENEFITS ASSOCIATED WITH THE APPROVAL OF THE APPLICATION.

The Appellant desires a date be set for the dedication of the two-acre parcel of land to the City by 
the Applicant. The Applicant desires to move forward with this Project and as such all aspects of agreed 
upon public benefits and conditions of approval will be followed through within a timely fashion in order to 
do so. At this time, the Applicant believes that this requirement has already been satisfied by the Joint Use 
Agreement with the Los Angeles Unified School District dated September 3, 2010. However, to the extent 
that this is not found to be the case, Applicant is requesting that the two-acre requirement be replaced with 
the 4,000 square foot community room provided in the Project. .

B. THE 4.000 SF COMMUNITY ROOM IN LIEU OF A LIBRARY AND OTHER MUNICIPAL 
FACILITIES WAS DENIED.
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The Appellant does not articulate a question regarding this decision nor justification for it being 
brought up in their Appeal. The Applicant believes that the two-acre site dedication has been fulfilled as 
described above and should that not be the case, the Applicant is requesting that the two-acre requirement 
be replaced with the 4,000 square foot community room that the Appellant clearly desires.

III. PLEASE FIND THE FOLLOWING RESPONSES TO THE CONCERNS RAISED BY MAH
PAKUCKO:

A. THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE PORTER RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN.

The Appellant contends that the Project does not conform with the Specific Plan because it 
includes apartment buildings and residences when there are no schools planned for the area. The Project 
in question does not contain any apartment buildings or residences.

The Appellant's contention that there is no social need for a hotel and that the community cannot 
support it is not substantiated by facts nor any other source of information. The entire Project, including the 
hotel use, is permitted by the current land use regulations including the existing zoning and the Specific 
Plan.

B. THE EIR COMPLIES WITH AB 32 AND THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT.

The 2016 EIR Addendum analyzed whether additional proposed modifications to the development 
program for the Porter Ranch Specific Plan, as described in detail in Section III, Project Description, of the 
Addendum would generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would result in a new 
significant GHG impact. As such, the GHG analysis focused on whether the development of the proposed 
4,000-square foot community room in lieu of the previously approved development of government offices or 
other municipal buildings would increase GHG emissions. As GHG emissions from land use development 
projects are primarily driven by mobile sources (vehicular trips to and from the proposed use), trip 
generation rates were used as an indicator of whether GHG emissions would change. The traffic impacts 
of Specific Plan build-out were re-evaluated in the 2006 Traffic Study. Applying the trip generation rates 
set forth in the Specific Plan, the trip generation for the Modified Project would be below levels analyzed in 
the 2006 Traffic Study. Thus, the proposed change in use from library or other municipal facility to 
community room would result in reduced impacts with regard to GHG emissions.

Implementation of the Modified Project would result in a reduction in GHG emissions in comparison 
to the Approved Project which would certainly lead to the conclusion that the Modified Project would not 
conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the
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emissions of GHGs. With that being said, the Addendum did provide a consistency analysis with 
applicable plans and policies (AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan and the 2016 RTP/SCS). Refer to 
pages 17 through 25 of the Addendum and Tables 1 through 4 for a discussion of the Project’s consistency 
with these plans and specific polices of these plans. As concluded in the Addendum, the Modified Project 
would be consistent with applicable GHG plans and policies. _

The Appellant claims that the EIR is deficient under CEQA, however does not describe in what 
manner nor which aspect of CEQA the Appellant is referring to. The EIR adequately fulfils the 
requirements of CEQA as it pertains to this Project. Without additional information as to what section of the 
EIR the Appellant feels is inadequate or what section of CEQA the Appellant feels is not adequately 
considered, the Applicant cannot respond.

C. THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH SB 375.

The issue raised by the Appellant relates to the Approved Project and not the Modified Project.
The Porter Ranch Land Use/Transportation Specific Plan (State Clearinghouse No. 88060420) was 
certified by the City of Los Angeles (City) in 1989. Following certification of the EIR, several modifications 
were proposed for the Porter Ranch Land Use/Transportation Specific Plan (Porter Ranch Specific Plan). 
These modifications were addressed in a Supplemental Draft EIR and Final EIR prepared in 1990 and four 
Addenda prepared in 1990,2000,2000, and 2006. Therefore, the Certified EIR, as referred to herein, 
consists of the Draft EIR and the Final EIR (1989), the Supplemental Draft and Final EIRs (1990), and four 
Addenda (1990,2000,2000, and 2006).

i

The Modified Project analyzed in this Addendum addressed whether the development of the 
proposed 4,000-square foot community room in lieu of the previously approved development of 
government offices or other municipal buildings would increase GHG emissions. As GHG emissions from 
land use development projects are primarily driven by mobile sources (vehicular trips to and from the 
proposed use), trip generation rates were used as an indicator of whether GHG emissions would change. 
The traffic impacts of Specific Plan build-out were re-evaluated in the 2006 Traffic Study. Applying the trip 
generation rates set forth in the Specific Plan, the trip generation for the Modified Project would be below 
levels analyzed in the 2006 Traffic Study. Thus, the proposed change in use from library or other municipal 
facility to community room would result in reduced impacts with regard to GHG emissions. As the Modified 
Project would serve to reduce GHG emissions, it would also be consistent with the goals of SB 375 to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled and related GHG emissions.

Further, the Appellant references 12 apartment buildings that are not part of this Project.

D. NO KNOWN ACTIVE FAULT LINES EXIST WITHIN THE SPECIFIC PLAN AREA.
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The Appellant is correct that the Certified EIR and Addendum erroneously identified the nearest 
earthquake fault as the San Fernando Fault. The Santa Susana Fault is located approximately three miles 
from the Specific Plan area whereas the San Fernando Fault is located approximately nine miles from the 
Specific Plan area. Notwithstanding, as set forth in the Certified EIR and Addendum, there are no known 
active faults within the Specific Plan area. Therefore, no direct ground rupture from fault displacement 
within the Specific Plan area is anticipated. The Certified EIR and Addendum do note that due to the 
several active and potentially active faults in proximity to the Specific Plan area, moderate to high intensity 
ground shaking would likely occur during the life of the development. As a result, the Certified EIR includes 
mitigation measures to reduce the potential for impacts in the event of ground shaking. With 
implementation of the mitigation measures set forth in the Certified EIR, the potential risk related to ground 
shaking would be reduced to a level consistent with other residential, Commercial and industrial projects in 
the Los Angeles area. Notwithstanding, the Certified EIR determined that potential impacts related to 
ground shaking would remain significant with implementation of mitigation. As discussed in the Addendum, 
since the proposed modifications would be implemented within the boundaries of the Specific Plan area, 
the geologic conditions under the Modified Project would remain the same. Specifically, similar to the 
Approved Project, the Modified Project would potentially expose people to on-site seismic hazards. 
However, with implementation of similar mitigation measures as the Approved Project, the Modified Project 
would be designed so that there would be no increased threat of exposing people, property, or 
infrastructure to geotechnical or seismic hazards, As such, the Modified Project would not create any new 
impacts with respect to fault rupture or other seismic hazards.

E. THE HEIGHT AND NUMBER OF STORIES OF THE PROPOSED HOTEL COMPLIES 
WITH THE SPECIFIC PUN AND ALL OTHER PERTINENT ZONING REGULATIONS.

The Appellant contends that the scale of the proposed hotel structure is not in character with the 
neighborhood and desires a three-story maximum. The Appellant also concedes that the area allows for a 
five-story structure in accordance with the Porter Ranch Land Use/Transportation Specific Plan. The 
proposed hptel is five stories and is thus in compliance with the applicable regulations.

F. THE TRAFFIC STUDY INCORPORATES THE IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED HOTEL.

Crain & Associates prepared a traffic study for the Porter Ranch Specific Plan dated 2006 (the 
2006 Traffic Study), which was part of the Specific Plan 2007 Amendment EIR and referenced in the 2016 
EIR Addendum prepared for the Project. The 2006 Traffic Study addressed whether cumulative impacts, 
would exist in the traffic study area with the Specific Plan development including the Project and also 
addressed whether the Specific Plan development would make a significant contribution to the cumulative 
impacts. The findings of the Traffic Study were submitted to LADOT for their review.
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The 2006 Traffic Study analysis area included the SR-118 Freeway interchanges serving the 
Specific Plan area. The Project is consistent with the type and amount of land use allowed by the Specific 
Plan. The Project as proposed did not increase the site trip generation beyond that analyzed in the 2006 
study or adversely affect other impact factors. Therefore, the Project transportation impacts were not 
increased from those fully addressed in the 2006 Traffic Study.

G. THE EIR COMPLIES WITH AB 32 AND THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT.

The Appellant claims that the EIR is deficient under CEQA, however does not describe in what 
manner nor which aspect of CEQA the Appellant is referring to. The EIR adequately fulfils the 
requirements of CEQA as it pertains to this Project. Without additional information as to what section of the 
EIR the Appellant feels is inadequate or what section of CEQA the Appellant feels is not adequately 
considered, the Applicant cannot respond.

The 2016 EIR Addendum analyzed whether additional proposed modifications to the development 
program for the Porter Ranch Specific Plan, as described in detail in Section III, Project Description, of the 
Addendum would generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would result in a new 
significant GHG impact. As such, the GHG analysis focused on whether the development of the proposed 
4,000-square foot community room in lieu of the previously approved development of government offices or 
other municipal buildings would increase GHG emissions. As GHG emissions from land use development 
projects are primarily driven by mobile sources (vehicular trips to and from the proposed use), trip 
generation rates were used as an indicator of whether GHG emissions would change. The traffic impacts 
of Specific Plan build-out were re-evaluated in the 2006 Traffic Study. Applying the trip generation rates 
set forth in the Specific Plan, the trip generation for the Modified Project would be below levels analyzed in 
the 2006 Traffic Study. Thus, the proposed change in use from library or other municipal facility to 
community room would result in reduced impacts with regard to GHG emissions.

Implementation of the Modified Project would result in a reduction in GHG emissions in comparison 
to the Approved Project which would certainly lead to the conclusion that the Modified Project would not 
conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of GHGs. With that being said, the Addendum did provide a consistency analysis with 
applicable plans and policies (AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan and the 2016 RTP/SCS). Refer to 
pages 17 through 25 of the Addendum and Tables 1 through 4 for a discussion of the Project’s consistency 
with these plans and specific polices of these plans. As concluded in the Addendum, the Modified Project 
would be consistent with applicable GHG plans and policies.

If you have any questions or comments regarding the above, please do not hesitate to contact me.
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Very truly yours,

Liner llp

Kyndra Joy Casper

cc: May Sirinopwongsagon, Department of City Planning
Nick Hendricks, Department of City Planning 
Sharon Gin, Office of the City Clerk
Hannah Lee, Chief Planning and Land Use Deputy for Council District 12 
Gerald Gubatan, Senior Planning Deputy for Council District 1 
Lynell Washington, Planning Director for Council District 8 
Robert Katherman, Planning Deputy for Council District 9 
Kevin Ocubillo, Planning Director for Council District 14
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Exhibit A

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
IWBtWAKTMBirAt MEMORANDUM

11601 Porter Ranch Avenue 
DOT Case No, SFV 15=103438 

DOT Project ID No, 43504

Date; _ November 10, 2Q15

To: Charlie Rausch, Associate Zoning Ad: 
Department of City Planning

From: Sergio D. Varna, Transportation Fngini
Department of Transportation

Subject: VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT NO, 53783 AND 54154

'The Department of Transportation (DOT) hat reviewed the Traffic .Analysis prepared by Crain 
and Associates on September 16,2015 (Attachment A), that analyzes the trip equivalencies and 
'traffic mitigations 'for 'Tracts No, 53783 and Tract '54154 This analysis updates the 2006 
transportation analysis which DOT reviewed and approved at that time to reflect the updated 
land uses associated with the Porter Ranch Specific Plan,. DOT has reviewed the 2016 analysis 
and concurs with the findings. ■ '

In light ofthls DOT recommends that the following changes be Incorporated Into the conditions 
of approval. .

36. ' Rinaldi Street and Amigo Avanue/Ronald Reagan Freeway W/B On/Off Ramos - 
Widen Rinaldi Street west of the intersection by a variable width up to four feet and 

. restripe Rinaldi Street at the Ronald Reagan Freeway westbound: off-ramp to provide 
the following: two left-turn lanes, one through tone, one through/right shared lane In 
the westbound direction; and on* left-turn lane, two through lanes and «through/right 
shared lane in the eastbound direction. Accommodate the existing bicycle lanes on 
Rinaldi Street In addition, restripe Amigo Avenue to provide one left-turn lane and one 

■ left/through/right shared lane in the southbound direction,- Modify signal phasing to 
provide north/south opposed phasing. Implement ATSAC plus ATCS at this location. 
Implementation of this measure will require the issuance of an encroachment: permit by 

" the State of Callfornia, Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The Project shall have 
applied for the Caltrans encroachment permit prior to any certificates of occupancy 
being Issued, and diligently pursue the permit thereafter. A substitute measure may be 
installed if that measure Is agreeable to Oritrstif, LADOT and the applicant The
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measure shall be -guaranteed through a performance bond In an amount .mutually 
-determined by 'the .Applicant' and the City of Los Angeles, obtained by the Applicant and 
payable to the City1 of Los Angeles, the bond shall be fora five year period. If the bond 
expires following, receipt of all applicable permits necessary to- conduct the wort but 
'prior to foe date the work' is complete, the .Applicant will extend the bond for up to IZ 
months to permit completion of the wort prior to foe bond's expiration. If, prior to the 
expiration of foe bond, Applicant is; unable to secure a Caltrans encroachment permit 

' for this measure ora substitute measure despite diligent pursurtof the permilvthen, lb 
' lieu of the bond and Implementation: of the measure, foe Applicant's requirements 

under this Measure 36 will be deemed folly satisfied upon: making a cash .payment to the 
City in the amount of foe bond (or alternatively, upon foe City drawing upon the full 
amount of foe bond following 60 day written notice to Applicant of its intention to -do 
soj, in order for foe City to fund a transportation improvement benefiting fols-iarea, .

37. Rinaldi Street and Reseda Boulevard -Reconstruct the southwest comer of the 
Intersection to provide one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one free right-turn 
only lane eastbound, Implementation of this measure will require foe Issuance of an 
encroachment permit by Caltrans, -The Project shall have applied for foe Caltrans 
encroachment permit .prior to any certificates of occupancy being issued, and diligently 

. pursue, foe permit thereafter, A substitute measure may be Installed If that measure Is 
agreeable to Caltrans, LADOT and the applicant- 'The measure shall be guaranteed 
through a performance bond In an amount mutually determined by the Applicant and 
the City of Los Angeles, obtained by the Applicant and payable to the City of Los 
Angeles, The bond shall be for a five year period. If the bond expires following receipt 
of ail applicable permits necessary to conduct the work but prior to the date the work is 
complete, the Applicant will extend the bond for up to JJ months to permit completion 
of foe work prior to the bond's expiration, if, prior to foe expiration of the bond,

■ Applicant is unable to secure a Caftrans encroachment permit for this .measure or a 
substitute -measure despite diligent pursuit of the- permit by the Applicent. then, in lieu 
of foe bond and Implementation of the measure, foe. Applicant’s requirements under 

' this Measure 37 will be deemed fully satisfied upon making a cash-payment to the City 
In foe amount of the bond (or alternatively, upon the City drawing upon the foil amount 
of the bond following 60 day written notice to Applicant of its Intention to do soj, in 
order for the City to fund a transportation improvement benefiting this area. . .

|fyouh*ve#nyquesitSo«s,youmaymtart'm*atStS-374*46iO, . .

C! Edmund Yew, Senior Civil Engineer, Land Development and Mapping ■ -
Hannah Lee, Twelfth District Council District . ■

' George Rhyner, Crain and Associates ' ' ■
Tom Stemncock, Planmng Associates Inc. . .
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