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PROPOSED
PROJECT:

Construction of a Density Bonus and Site Plan Review project involving a 6-story with a 
mezzanine level, 83-foot tall, mixed-use development totaling 62,652 square feet. The project 
includes 77 dwelling units, 2,100 square feet of retail space, and 8,075 square feet of open 
space. The project will reserve 11 percent, or 7 dwelling units, of the 58 total base dwelling 
units permitted for Very Low Income households. The project will utilize Assembly Bill 744 
(California Government Code Section 65915 (p)(2)) to allow for the provision of reduced parking 
at 46 residential parking spaces.

On June 7, 2017, pursuant to City Charter Section 245, the Los Angeles City Council adopted 
its Planning and Land Use Management Committee’s recommendation to veto the action of the 
City Planning Commission related to this matter and remand it back to the Commission.

Appeal of the Planning Director’s determination to approve a Site Plan Review and a Density 
Bonus with reduced parking utilizing Assembly Bill 744 for the construction of the project; an 
appeal of the Mitigated Negative Declaration, ENV-2016-2229-MND ("Mitigated Negative 
Declaration") and Mitigation Monitoring Program, adopted for the project.

Pamela Day, Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice Blvd Invest, LP

REMAND
ACTION:

APPEAL
ACTION:

APPLICANT:

APPELLANTS: A: Robert W. Logue and Kathy Logue, abutting property owners 
B: Ilah Hardesty, tenant of an abutting property
C: West Mar Vista Residents Association & South Mar Vista Neighborhood Association, 
aggrieved party

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

1. Deny the appeal and adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV-2016-2229-MND, and the 
corresponding Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) as the project’s environmental clearance pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act and Section 21082.1(c)(3) of the California Public Resources Code;
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2. Deny the appeal and sustain the decision of the Director of Planning for Density Bonus Compliance Review 
utilizing one on-menu Density Bonus Affordable Housing Incentives for Floor Area Ratio pursuant to Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.22 A.25 for a project totaling 77 dwelling units, reserving at least 
11 percent, or 7 dwelling units of the 57 base dwelling units permitted on the site, for Very Low Income 
household occupancy for a period of 55 years. The project will utilize Assembly Bill 744 (California 
Government Code Section 65915 (p)(2)) to allow for the provision of 46 residential parking spaces;

3. Deny the appeal and sustain the decision of the Director of Planning for Site Plan Review pursuant to LAMC 
Section 16.05 for the construction of a six-story with a mezzanine level, mixed-use development, with 2,100 
square feet of retail space, and 77 residential units, including one grade level of parking and one 
subterranean parking level, with a maximum building height of 83 feet;

4. Approve the technical corrections for the project base density pursuant to Assembly Bill 2501 (California 
Government Code Section 65915 (f)(5)) for a project with 58 base dwelling units permitted and total of 77 
dwelling units proposed, reserving at least 11 percent, or 7 dwelling units of the 58 base dwelling units 
permitted on the site, for Very Low Income household occupancy for a period of 55 years;

5. Approve the technical corrections for floor area for a total floor area of 62,652 square feet and Floor Area 
Ratio of 3:1, reflecting the 60,552 square feet of residential uses and 2,100 square feet of commercial uses;

6. Adopt the modified conditions of approval; and

7. Adopt the additional findings of the Director of Planning.
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ADVICE TO PUBLIC: * The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since 
there may be several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission 
Secretariat, Room 532, City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978
1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets 
are sent to the Commission’s Office a week prior to the Commission’s meeting date. If you challenge these 
agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the 
public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to the agency at 
or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the American Disabilities Act, the City of 
Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable 
accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To 
ensure availability of services, please make your request no later than three working days (72 hours) prior 
to the meeting by calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300.



DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A A-1

PROJECT ANALYSIS

APPELLATE DECISION BODY

Pursuant to Section 12.36 C.4.b of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), appeals of Multiple 
Approvals are made by the Area Planning Commission for all decisions issued by the Director of 
Planning. If, however, any of the approvals are required to be heard by the City Planning 
Commission on appeal, the City Planning Commission shall decide all appeals of decisions made 
by the Director of Planning.

Pursuant to Section 12.22 A.25 of the LAMC, appeals of on-menu Affordable Housing Incentive 
cases are heard by the City Planning Commission. Pursuant to Section 16.05 of the LAMC, 
appeals of Site Plan Review are made to the Area Planning Commission. Further appeals of the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration are made to City Council.

The appellate decision of the City Planning Commission is final and effective as provided in 
Charter Section 245. Pursuant to Section 245 of the City Charter, actions of boards of 
commissioners shall become final at the expiration of the next five meeting days of the Council 
during which the Council has convened in regular session, unless the Council acts within that time 
by two-thirds vote to bring the action before it or to waive review of the action.

The Council shall not be limited to veto of actions of the City Planning Commission or Area 
Planning Commissions, but, subject to the time limits and other limitations of this section, after 
voting to bring the matter before it, shall have the same authority to act on a matter as that 
originally held by the City Planning Commission or Area Planning Commission.

An action vetoed by the Council shall be remanded to the originating board, which board shall 
have the authority it originally held to take action on the matter.

PROJECT SUMMARY

The proposed project involves the construction of a 6-story with a mezzanine level, 83-foot tall, 
mixed-use development totaling 62,652 square feet. The project includes 77 dwelling units, 2,100 
square feet of retail space, and 8,075 square feet of open space. In accordance with California 
State Law (including Senate Bill ("SB”) 1818, and Assembly Bills ("AB”) 2280, 2222, 744, and 
2501, as part of California Government Code Sections 65915-65918), the applicant is proposing 
to utilize the Density Bonus Ordinance (LAMC Section 12.22 A.25), which permits a Density 
Bonus of 35 percent. In reserving 11 percent, or seven (7) dwelling units for Very Low-Income 
Households for a period of 55 years, the Density Bonus permits a 35 percent increase (20 units) 
over the 58 dwelling units permitted by-right on-site, for a maximum of 79 units allowed. The 
building height is proposed for 83 feet and is on a site zoned C2-1 that allows unlimited height. In 
consideration of 7 affordable units, the applicant seeks one on-menu incentive: an increase in 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) from 1.5:1 to 3:1. The project will utilize AB 744 (as adopted in California 
Government Code Section 65915 (p)(2)) to allow for the provision of reduced parking at 46 
residential parking spaces. The project also involves a Site Plan Review (LAMC Section 16.05) 
for the approval of the development resulting in a net increase of over 50 dwelling units.

The subject property is within the Venice Boulevard Great Street Initiative Program area, the Los 
Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor ("CTC”) Specific Plan and in a Transit Priority Area 
("TPA”) as defined by California Public Resources Code ("PRC”) Section 21099. In addition, the 
project site is within proximity of a "Transit Stop” as defined by LAMC Section 12.22 A.25, a "Major
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Transit Stop” as defined by PRC Section 21064.3, and a "High Quality Transit Area” as defined 
by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), as provided in Exhibit G.

Director of Planning Approval

The project was approved on December 22, 2016 by the Director of Planning for Multiple 
Approvals comprised of a Density Bonus Affordable Housing Incentive ("Density Bonus”) and Site 
Plan Review. The approval involved one on-menu Density Bonus Incentive, per LAMC Section
12.22 A.25, in exchange for restricting seven (7) units for Very Low Income Households within a 
new 6-story with a mezzanine level, 83-foot tall, mixed-use development totaling 60,552 square 
feet including 77 dwelling units, 2,100 square feet of retail space, and 8,075 square feet of open 
space. The requested incentive was an allowance for a 2.62:1 Floor Area Ratio ("FAR”) in lieu of 
the normally required 1.5:1 FAR.

On January 6, 2017, the Director of Planning re-issued the Determination Letter for the project to 
ensure noticing requirements were met, in compliance with LAMC Section 19.00. The reissuance 
replaced the Determination Letter originally issued on December 22, 2016, and extended the 
appeal period to January 23, 2017. All other conditions and findings remained unchanged.

AB 2501 was effective on January 1, 2017, which amends State Density Bonus Laws contained 
in Government Code Section 65915 to amend density calculations that result in a fractional 
number to be rounded up to the next whole number. As such, the base density calculations for 
the subject site is 58 base units, and the maximum allowed including the 35 percent density bonus 
is 79 total units allowed. Although AB 2501 allows a maximum of 79 total dwelling units on the 
subject site, the proposed project density remains unchanged at 77 dwelling units provided. The 
project density of 77 dwelling units was analyzed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV- 
2016-2229-MND).

On January 5, 2017, the applicant requested a technical correction to the Determination Letter to 
show a total floor area of 62,652 square foot and FAR of 3:1, reflecting the 60,552 square feet of 
residential uses and 2,100 square feet of commercial uses. The prior approvals show only the 
gross residential area of 60,552 square feet and an FAR of 2.62:1, and did not include the 2,100 
square feet of commercial uses in the total floor area as provided in Exhibit A project plans (in 
this Report Exhibit E). Therefore, as shown in the Exhibit A plans (Exhibit E), the total floor area 
shall be 62,652 square feet and FAR shall be 3:1.

City Planning Commission Approval

On April 20, 2017, the City Planning Commission denied the appeals and sustained the Director 
of Planning’s determination to approve a Density Bonus Compliance Review utilizing one On- 
Menu Density Bonus Affordable Housing Incentive, reserving at least 11 percent, or seven 
dwelling units of the 57 base dwelling units permitted on the site, for Very Low Income household 
occupancy for a period of 55 years, and a Site Plan Review for the construction of a six-story 83- 
foot high with a mezzanine level, mixed-use development totaling 62,552 square feet, with 2,100 
square feet of retail space, and 77 residential units, reserving 11 percent of units as described 
above, including one at grade level of parking and one subterranean parking level, with a 
maximum building height of 83 feet, for the properties located at 12440 -12492 Venice Boulevard. 
A summary of the comments presented during the public hearing are provided under the "Public 
Hearing and Communications” section of this report.

Council Motion (City Charter Section 245)

On May 12, 2017, Council District 11 authored a Council Motion pursuant to Section 245 of the 
Los Angeles City Charter for the City Council to assert jurisdiction over the action of the City
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Planning Commission. The Motion was waived for consideration by the Planning and Land Use 
Management ("PLUM”) Committee on May 15, 2017, and was adopted by the City Council on 
May 19, 2017.

On May 30, 2017, the PLUM Committee vetoed the actions of the City Planning Commission and 
remanded the matter back to CPC for consideration. A summary of the comments presented 
during the public hearing are provided under the "Public Hearing and Communications” section 
of this report. PLUM’s recommendation was adopted by City Council on June 7, 2017. A copy of 
the motion and action are provided in Exhibit H of this report.

Remand to City Planning Commission

Pursuant to Section 245 of the City Charter, the case is remanded back to the City Planning 
Commission for further consideration, which shall have the authority it originally held to take action 
on the matter.

A public hearing was scheduled for July 7, 2017 to be heard by a Hearing Officer to meet the 
hearing requirements pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05. A summary of the comments presented 
at the public hearing will be presented during the City Planning Commission hearing.
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MODIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Therefore, the following conditions of approval are modified to read:

3. Affordable Units. A minimum of 7 units, that is 11 percent of the base 58 57 dwelling 
units, shall be reserved as affordable units, as defined by the State Density Bonus Law 
65915 (C)(2). No additional affordable units are required per Assembly Bill (AB) 2222 as 
replacement units as HCIDLA has determined there are currently no affordable units on
site.

6. Floor Area. The project shall be approximately 62,652 60,552 square feet of floor area, 
as shown in Exhibit "A”.

Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs.37.

Applicant shall do all of the following:

Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against the 
City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and 
approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, 
challenge, set aside, void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the 
entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of 
subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including from 
inverse condemnation or any other constitutional claim.

(i)

Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related to 
or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of the 
entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney’s 
fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City (including an award of 
attorney’s fees), damages, and/or settlement costs.

(ii)

Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ 
notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. The 
initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole 
discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial 
deposit be less than $50,000 $25,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the 
deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City 
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).

(iii)

Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits may 
be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found necessary by 
the City to protect the City’s interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the 
deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City 
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).

(iv)

If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an 
indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with 
the requirements of this condition.

(v)

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any 
action and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant of 
any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably 
cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, 
indemnify or hold harmless the City.
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The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s office 
or outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense in 
the defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the applicant of any 
obligation imposed by this condition. In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this 
condition, in whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its 
approval of the entitlement, or take any other action. The City retains the right to make all 
decisions with respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent 
right to abandon or settle litigation.

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:

"City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, commissions, 
committees, employees, and volunteers.

"Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes actions, 
as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local law.

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the 
City or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The applicant is requesting to utilize the Density Bonus Ordinance (LAMC Section 12.22 A.25) to 
develop a 77 unit residential building, consisting of 70 market-rate units and seven (7) units 
reserved for Very Low-Income Households. In reserving 11 percent, or seven (7) dwelling units 
for Very Low-Income Households, the Density Bonus permits a 35 percent increase (20 units) 
over the 58 dwelling units permitted by-right on-site, for a maximum of 79 units allowed. The 
building height is proposed for 83 feet and is on a site zoned C2-1 that allows unlimited height. In 
consideration of 7 affordable units, the applicant seeks one on-menu incentive: an increase in 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) from 1.5:1 to 3:1. The project also involves a Site Plan Review (LAMC 
Section 16.05) for the approval of the development resulting in a net increase of over 50 dwelling 
units.

The site is located in the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan area at the southeastern 
corner of Venice Boulevard and Wasatch Avenue, and consists of three tied lots that measure 
approximately 23,134 square feet in area. It is zoned C2-1 with a General Plan land use 
designation of Community Commercial. The subject property is within the Venice Boulevard Great 
Street Initiative Program area, the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor ("CTC”) Specific 
Plan and in a Transit Priority Area ("TPA”) as defined by California Public Resources Code 
("PRC”) Section 21099. In addition, the project site is within proximity of a "Transit Stop” as defined 
by LAMC Section 12.22 A.25, a "Major Transit Stop” as defined by PRC Section 21064.3, and a 
"High Quality Transit Area” as defined by the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG), as provided in Exhibit G.

The proposed project includes the demolition of a two-story commercial building with a surface 
parking lot, and the construction of a six-story with a mezzanine level, 83 feet in height, mixed- 
use development consisting of 2,100 square feet of retail space, and 77 residential units, including 
a minimum of seven units for Very Low Income Households. The project proposes a total of 77 
vehicular parking spaces with a required residential parking of 46 spaces and 89 bicycle parking 
spaces. The proposed project consists of 26 parking spaces at the ground floor and one level of
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subterranean parking with 51 parking spaces. The total project size is 62,652 square feet in floor 
area, including 60,552 square feet of residential uses and 2,100 square feet of commercial uses. 
The proposed project requests a haul route to export 20,000 cubic yards of soil. No trees are 
being removed.

The project’s design features include pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape seating, off-street 
parking, bicycle parking, and drought-resistant landscaping to enhance this area of Venice 
Boulevard. Additionally, parking access and loading are located off the alley, opening Venice 
Boulevard and Wasatch Avenue for pedestrian and bicycle access only into the subject property. 
Open space is provided in the form of designed planters and front-facing balconies along Venice 
Boulevard, a residential courtyard, and roof deck with a dog run, a community garden, and green 
space. Eight new street trees will be planted along Venice Boulevard and Wasatch Avenue. The 
proposed project will provide 89 bicycle parking spaces and twenty percent of the required 
parking, or 11 spaces, will be configured as electric vehicle charging stations.

In exchange for setting aside a defined number of affordable dwelling units within a project 
development, Applicants may request up to three incentives in addition to the Density Bonus and 
parking relief which are permitted by the Density Bonus Ordinance. The incentives are deviations 
from the City’s development standards, thus providing greater relief from regulatory constraints. 
Utilization of the Density Bonus/Affordable Housing Incentives Program supersedes requirements 
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, Specific Plans, and underlying ordinances relative to density, 
number of units, parking and other requirements relative to incentives, if requested.
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APPEAL POINTS AND STAFF RESPONSE

Three appeals were filed in response to the Director’s Approval of DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR within 
the extended appeal period ending on January 23, 2017. The appellants include:

Appellants
Robert W. Logue and Kathy Logue, abutting property Entire 
owners
Ilah Hardesty, tenant of an abutting property
West Mar Vista Residents Association & South Mar Site Plan Review and Mitigated 
Vista Neighborhood Association, aggrieved party

Decision
A

1

2B Entire
C

3 Negative Declaration Only

The appeal points and staff responses are summarized below. Appeal points are first organized 
by entitlement (Density Bonus, Site Plan Review, Mitigated Negative Declaration), by appeal point 
topic (1, 2, 3, etc.), and then by appellant (A, B, C). Similar appeal points are grouped for staff 
responses.

Density Bonus

Appeal Point 1: Conflicts with Zoning Code

1-B: The project is not in compliance with requirements for use, height, floor area, parking, 
setbacks, or Corner Commercial uses (including height, landscaping, and buffering from 
adjacent residential uses, and parking). The project does not comply with the site’s zoning 
designation and constitutes spot zoning. The project does not qualify as a Mixed Use 
Project in a Mixed Use District. The project treats 3 separate lots as one unified lot, which 
increases their buildable lot area and therefore density.

Staff response: As stated in the Determination Letter, the subject site is zoned C2-1, which allows 
for residential uses at R4 density in addition to commercial uses (per LAMC Sections 12.14 and 
12.13.5). The site’s C2 zoning allows for R4 density of 58 units on the 23,134 square foot site, 
with a maximum 1.5:1 FAR. In addition, Height District 1 allows for unlimited height. The project 
does not require a General Plan Amendment or Zone Change, and therefore is not considered 
spot zoning. There is no Supplemental Use District or Mixed Use District Overlay associated with 
the site. The lots are currently tied, as shown in Exhibit G, allowing the three separate lots to be 
considered as one lot.

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (f)(4), the site qualifies for the Density Bonus FAR increase 
from 1.5:1 to 3:1 because it meets the definition of a "Transit Stop”. Under the Density Bonus 
Ordinance, a Transit Stop is defined as a Metro Rapid Bus stop located along a Metro Rapid Bus 
route; or, for a Housing Development Project consisting entirely of Restricted Affordable Units, 
any bus stop located along a Metro Rapid Bus route. The site is located within 1,500 feet of Metro

1 The appeal application received from Robert and Kathy Logue (dated January 5, 2017) is for the entire decision of the Director.
The appeal application received from Ilah Hardesty (dated January 23, 2017) contained supplemental letters from Appellant C 

(West Mar Vista Residents Association & South Mar Vista Neighborhood Association, dated January 23, 2017) and Kathryn M. 
Schwertfeger (dated January 22, 2017), as well as a supplemental email from Appellant B (Ilah Hardesty, dated January 23, 2017). 
Appeal points and staff responses to Kathryn M. Schwertfeger and Ilah Hardesty’s supplemental emails are incorporated under 
"Appellant B”. Appeal points and staff responses to the West Mar Vista Residents Association & South Mar Vista Neighborhood 
Association’s appeal application are incorporated under "Appellant C”.

The appeal application received from the West Mar Vista Residents Association & South Mar Vista Neighborhood Association 
(dated January 23, 2017) contained additional comments from the Associations (dated February 21, 2017), and a supplemental 
letter from Kathryn M. Schwertfeger. As stated under Footnote 2, appeal points and staff responses to Kathryn M. Schwertfeger are 
incorporated under "Appellant B”.

2

3
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Rapid Bus Lines 33 and 733, as shown in Exhibit G. Therefore, the requested FAR increase to 
3:1 is allowed by Code and State Law.

In accordance with California State Law (including Senate Bill ("SB”) 1818, and Assembly Bills 
("AB”) 2280, 2222, 744, and 2501, as part of California Government Code Sections 65915
65918), the applicant is proposing to utilize the Density Bonus Ordinance (LAMC Section 12.22
A.25), which permits a Density Bonus of 35 percent. This allows for a maximum of 79 total dwelling 
units in lieu of the otherwise maximum density limit of 58 dwelling units on the property. The 
project will provide 77 total dwelling units though additional units are permitted on-site. A Density 
Bonus is automatically granted in exchange for the applicant setting aside a portion of dwelling 
units, in this case 11 percent of the base density, or 7 dwelling units, for habitation by Very Low 
Income households for a period of 55 years. The applicant is requesting no changes to the site’s 
land use designation or zoning.

The project is exempt from the Commercial Corner regulations per LAMC Section 12.22
A.23(d)(1). The proposed project is a "Mixed Use Project” as defined by LAMC Section 13.09, for 
it combines commercial uses and multiple dwelling units in a single building, provides a separate 
ground-floor entrance to the residential use, and includes a pedestrian entrance to the commercial 
uses that is directly accessible from a public street that is open during normal business hours. A 
Mixed Use Project is allowed by-right in the C2-1 zone. Condition 11 of the Determination Letter 
(Exhibit C) ensures that a minimum of 35 percent of the Ground Floor Building Frontage abutting 
a public commercially zoned street, excluding driveways or pedestrian entrances, must be 
designed to accommodate Commercial Uses to a minimum depth of 25 feet, as required by the 
definition of a Mixed Use Project.

Appeal Point 2: Conflicts with Density Bonus Requirements

2-B: The Determination misapplies Density Bonus code requirements by granting excessive 
on-menu incentives and additional off-menu incentives. The 35% Density Bonus should 
apply to both unit count and floor area or otherwise require a Conditional Use Permit. The 
project should meet the most restrictive elements of the code.

Staff response: The applicant has requested an increase in Floor Area Ratio as one of the on- 
menu incentives under the Density Bonus Ordinance (LAMC Section 12.22.A.25 (f)(4)). The 35 
percent density bonus allows up to three on-menu incentives. This section of the LAMC 
establishes procedures for implementing the State Density Bonus requirements, which are set 
forth in California Government Code Sections 65915-65918, to increase affordable housing, 
consistent with City policies.

Per LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (f)(4), and as stated under Appeal Point 1, the site qualifies for the 
Density Bonus FAR increase from 1.5:1 to 3:1 because it meets the definition of a "Transit Stop”. 
The site is located within 1,500 feet of Metro Rapid Bus Lines 33 and 733, as shown in Exhibit G. 
Therefore, the requested FAR is allowed under the Density Bonus Ordinance.

The project does not require a Conditional Use Permit for density increases of over 35 percent 
pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24 U.26, because the project is not increasing by over 35 percent. 
It qualifies for 3:1 FAR as an on-menu incentive under the Density Bonus Ordinance. Additionally, 
the subject site is zoned C2, has a Height District 1, fronts on a Major Highway, and includes the 
number of affordable housing units to qualify for a 35% Density Bonus, and the site is within 1,500 
feet of a Transit Stop or major employment center.

As permitted by LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (f)(4), the applicant is requesting one on-menu 
incentive that will facilitate the provision of affordable housing at the site: an allowance for a 3:1
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FAR, in lieu of the normally required 1.5:1 FAR. The use of one on-menu incentive is within the 
authority granted in the code. FAR averaging is not required as the existing lots are tied and have 
consistent zoning of C2-1. The project as proposed meets all of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
requirements for approving a Density Bonus project.

Appeal Point 3: Transit Corridor / Transit Priority Area / SB 743

3-A & 3-B: There is no rapid transit provided for these tenants, Venice/Centinela is not a major 
locus of public transportation, and is not located on a transit corridor, and has no rapid 
transit. Therefore it does not meet the definition of a “High Quality Transit Corridor" 
(HQTC), “Major Transit Stop" or “Transit Priority Project". There is just one express bus 
route intersecting Venice/Centinela and its headtimes exceed 15 minutes.
There are no transit systems scheduled for Venice Boulevard, which will already be 
worsened due to reduction in bus services by Metro and travel lanes by the Great Streets 
Initiative, and will push more traffic onto neighborhood collector streets. The Determination 
is based on a faulty application of SB 743, utilizing it as a basis for not analyzing or 
reviewing public comments regarding the project’s impacts on aesthetics, greenhouse gas 
emissions, and transportation/traffic.

3-C:

Staff response: As discussed under Appeal Points 1 and 2, the site qualifies for the Density Bonus 
because it is located within 1,500 feet of several T ransit Stops that meet the definition of a "T ransit 
Stop”, which is defined as "a Metro Rapid Bus stop located along a Metro Rapid Bus route” per 
LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (b). The site is located within 1,500 feet of Transit Stops for Metro Bus 
Lines 33 and 733, as shown in Exhibit G. Therefore, the requested FAR is allowed as an on-menu 
incentive.

On September 2013, the Governor signed into law Senate Bill (SB) 743, which instituted changes 
to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA”) in Public Resources Code ("PRC”) Section 
21099 (d)(1) when evaluating environmental impacts to projects located in areas served by transit. 
While the thrust of SB 743 addressed a major overhaul on how transportation impacts are 
evaluated under CEQA, it also limited the extent to which aesthetics and parking are defined as 
impacts under CEQA. Within these Transit Priority Areas ("TPAs”), pursuant to Senate Bill 743 
and according to the City of Los Angeles Zoning Information ("ZI”) File 2452, a project’s aesthetic 
and parking impacts shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment if (1) the 
project is a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project, and (2) the project is 
located on an infill site within a Transit Priority Area. Visual resources, aesthetic character, shade 
and shadow, light and glare, and scenic vistas or any other aesthetic impact, as well as parking 
impacts, as defined in the City’s CEQA Threshold Guide shall not be considered an impact for 
infill projects within TPAs pursuant to CEQA.

The project site is located on a major transit corridor and major transportation thoroughfare, as 
identified by the State, Southern California Association of Governments ("SCAG”), and local 
approved plans. The site falls within a Transit Priority Area, which is defined in Public Resources 
Code ("PRC”) Section 21099 (d)(1) as an area within one-half mile of a Major Transit Stop that is 
existing or planned. A "Major Transit Stop” is defined by PRC Section 21064.3 as a site containing 
an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the 
intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or 
less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. The intersection is identified within 
the highlighted area of the Citywide Transit Priority Areas map that accompanies the ZI File, which 
maps the % mile radius surrounding the Major Transit Stop identified at the intersection of Venice 
Boulevard and Centinela Avenue. In addition, the intersection is served by Metro Bus Line 733 
and Big Blue Bus Line 14, with a combined frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less, 
qualifying the site as a Transit Priority Area (see Exhibit G).



DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A A-10

In addition, according to the ZI File 2452, for purposes of PRC Section 21099, a Transit Priority 
Area also includes Major Transit Stops in the City of Los Angeles that are scheduled to be 
completed within the planning horizon of the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) 2016 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Community Strategy (RTP/SCS). 
SCAG’s RTP/SCS identifies Venice Boulevard as a High Quality Transit Area, as shown in Exhibit 
G. Therefore, the site qualifies as a Transit Corridor. In addition, bus ridership numbers for Metro, 
Big Blue Bus, and Culver City Bus demonstrate that the site is in a transit-rich neighborhood, as 
shown in Exhibit G. Therefore, the appellant points are not accurate.

Appeal Point 4: Parking

4-A: The project is not providing enough parking. It would be easy to provide an additional floor 
of parking.
It is not clear how many parking spaces are allocated to commercial versus residential 
use.

4-B:

Staff response: Assembly Bill 744 (AB 744) amended sections of the State Density Bonus Law 
(Government Code Section 65915 (p)(2)) which went into effect on January 1, 2016. AB 744 
prohibits local jurisdictions from imposing vehicular parking ratios in excess of 0.5 spaces per 
bedroom on a development that includes the maximum percentage of low- or very low income 
units and is within % mile of, and has unobstructed access to, a Major Transit Stop as defined of 
PRC Section 21155. As discussed under Appeal Point 3, the site qualifies as a Major Transit Stop 
(as it is served by Metro Rapid Line 733 and Big Blue Bus Route 14, with a combined frequency 
of service interval of 15 minutes or less), and therefore qualifies for an automatic reduction in 
required residential parking to 0.5 parking spaces per bedroom.

As stated in the Determination Letter (Exhibit C), because the project consists of a mixed-income 
development within one-half mile of a Major Transit Stop to which the project has unobstructed 
access, the proposed project is required by AB 744 (California Government Code Section 65915 
(p)(2)) to provide a minimum of 46 vehicle parking spaces, based on the number of units 
proposed. Vehicular parking for the 2,100 square feet of commercial uses includes 6 spaces, per 
LAMC Section 12.21 A.4. In summary, the project is providing the required 46 residential parking 
spaces and 6 commercial parking spaces, and is providing an additional 25 parking spaces, for a 
total of 77 parking spaces, exceeding the Code requirements. Additionally, twenty percent of the 
required parking, or 11 parking spaces, will be configured as electric vehicle charging stations.

Appeal Point 5: Height, Scale, Mass

5-A: The building size is inappropriate for the site and would negatively impact the 
neighborhood. It is too large and excessively tall.
The project is too tall for the neighborhood and the adjacent sensitive residential uses and 
will detract from the look, feel, and character of the community. The project is over 60 feet 
tall and will create shadows. The 1.5:1 FAR typically functionally controls height, however 
the FAR increase allows for taller structures not envisioned in the Community Plan.
The project is six stories with a mezzanine level and 83 feet in height. It is too tall (tallest 
building for several miles and in the Mar Vista community) and out of character with this 
neighborhood.

5-B;

5-C:

Staff response: The proposed project consists of a building that is six stories in height with a 
mezzanine level, and is approximately 83 feet in height as defined by the Los Angeles Building 
Code. As discussed under Appeal Point 1, the subject property is zoned C2 and is located within
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Height District 1, which allows unlimited height by-right. Furthermore, abutting properties are 
zoned C2-1 (to the east and north) and R3-1 (to the west and south) and are allowed unlimited 
height and 45 feet in height, respectively, by-right.

Therefore, the proposed height is permitted by the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Many of the 
neighboring properties currently have older buildings, many between 20 to 50 years old. The 
proposed project is compatible with the potential future build-out of similar sites along the Venice 
Corridor and in the immediate neighborhood as discussed further in Appeal Point 8. Project 
design features have been incorporated in the proposed project as MND mitigation measures as 
permitted by LAMC Section 16.05 in accordance with Site Plan Review procedures. In addition, 
while the proposed building height exceeds the existing prevailing development pattern, it allows 
for the construction of affordable units under the Density Bonus Ordinance. There are several 
buildings and other Density Bonus projects within the project’s vicinity and Palms - Mar Vista - 
Del Rey Community Plan area that are similar in massing and/or height. Several other comparable 
projects have also been recently approved, as identified under Appeal Point 9. Furthermore, as 
discussed in the Determination Letter and Appeal Point 8, LAMC Section 16.05 allows the 
consideration of both existing and future development on neighboring properties in analyzing 
compatibility for Site Plan Review purposes.

Lastly, as stated under Appeal Point 3, the project falls within a Transit Priority Area, as defined 
by PRC Section 21099 (d)(1) and Zoning Information ("ZI”) File 2452, as shown in Exhibit G; 
therefore, the project’s aesthetic impacts (including height) shall not be considered a significant 
impact on the environment for CEQA purposes.

Appeal Point 6: Pro Forma

6-B: The project did not provide a pro forma or financial analysis to demonstrate that the 
Density Bonus and incentive is justified.
The Department did not require a pro forma or financial analysis for the project.6-C:

Staff response: Pursuant to the Density Bonus provisions of LAMC Section 12.22 A.25, proposed 
projects that involve on-menu incentives are required to complete the Department of City 
Planning’s Master Land Use Permit Application form (Form Cp-7771.1). No supplemental 
financial data is required. The City typically has the discretion to request additional information 
when it is needed to help make required findings. However, the City has determined that the level 
of detail provided in a pro forma is not necessary to make the findings for on-menu incentives. 
This is primarily because each of the City’s eight on-menu incentives provides additional buildable 
area, which, if requested by an applicant, can be assumed to provide additional project income 
and therefore provide for affordable housing costs. In addition, pursuant to the new Assembly Bill 
2501 (Government Code Section 65915 (a)(2)), which modifies the Density Bonus Law, pro 
formas are now no longer required for on-menu and off-menu Density Bonus projects.

Site Plan Review

Appeal Point 7: Consistency with General Plan

The project is not consistent with the land use element or Area 46 vision of the Community 
Plan, so the Site Plan Review findings should not have been made. The residential and 
mixed uses qualify as spot zoning. The mixed-use intensifies the site use and resource 
demands.
The Community Plan is out of compliance with California's statutory and regulatory 
requirements for the City's General Plan; therefore they cannot be used for General Plan

7-B:

7-C:
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consistency. The Determination makes fact-free assertions in its findings for Site Plan 
Review.

Staff response: The 1997 Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan Update has the subject 
site located in Subarea 46. The site was given a land use designation as Community Commercial. 
The site’s development of affordable housing is consistent with the policies of the Community 
Plan and the City’s General Plan. The project will appropriately balance growth and stability and 
promote an appropriate arrangement of land uses and services, as it would provide new 
commercial spaces and a combination of market-rate and affordable housing units, to meet 
current and future demand for housing in the area without intruding upon or threatening the 
preservation of existing lower-density residential areas. The project is not requesting a General 
Plan Amendment, Zone Change, or other legislative action to modify the zoning on the project 
site, and therefore is not spot zoning. As stated under Appeal Point 1, the proposed mixed use 
project, density, and height are allowed under the Density Bonus Ordinance.

As discussed in the Determination Letter (Exhibit C), the project is consistent with various General 
Plan Elements, including the Framework Element, the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community 
Plan (the Land Use Element), the Housing Element 2013-2021, and Citywide Design Guidelines. 
Additional findings for General Plan consistency, including the Mobility Element, the Housing 
Element, the City’s Walkability Checklist, and CPC documents, such as Do Real Planning and 
advisory notices, and the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan, are provided in Exhibit B of this 
report.

As discussed in the Determination Letter, the General Plan Framework identifies the area of 
Venice Boulevard and Centinela Avenue as a Community Center. The proposed project meets 
the intent and purpose of a project in a Community Center as identified in the Framework’s Long 
Range Land Use Diagram for the West Coastal Los Angeles area. It provides a focal point for 
surrounding residential neighborhoods and contains a diversity of uses. Density Bonus projects 
in a Community Center are given preference to allow higher building heights when housing is 
proposed (see Exhibit G).

The site is located within the adopted Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan area, and is 
designated for Community Commercial land uses corresponding to the CR, C2, C4, RAS3, RAS4 
Zones and Height District 1. The Community Commercial land use designation allows for the 
development of the 6-story with a mezzanine level mixed-use building. The project is utilizing one 
on-menu Density Bonus incentive for the increase in FAR from 1.5:1 to 3:1 for the provision of 7 
affordable units to allow new housing along local bus routes. Therefore, under Site Plan Review, 
the project is consistent with the General Plan and State Density Bonus Ordinance.

The site’s base residential density is 58 units with up to 79 dwelling units allowed on the project 
site through the Density Bonus Ordinance. The General Plan designates the subject site for 
Community Commercial land uses. Community Commercial areas are intended as pedestrian- 
oriented, high activity, multi- and mixed-use centers that support and provide identity for Los 
Angeles’s communities. The Community Commercial land use designation corresponds to the 
C2-1 zone which also allows for R4 uses (High Medium Residential land uses), and estimates 56 
to 109 dwelling units per acre.

Consistent with the Community Plan and Housing Element, the proposed 77-unit mixed-use 
development, which includes 7 Very Low Income units, adds new multi-family housing and much 
needed affordable housing to the City’s housing supply, in a neighborhood which is conveniently 
located to a variety of community services and multi-modal transportation options.
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Appeal Point 8: Compatibility Probable Future Development

8-B: The Director’s Determination relies on analyzing “probable” future development to 
determine compatibility with scale, so the Site Plan Review findings should not have been 
made. The probable future development was not envisioned in the Community Plan, 
therefore a full Environmental Impact Review should be completed for the neighborhood. 
The project degrades the Great Streets vision for the Venice corridor and existing 
neighborhood.

Staff response: As discussed in the Determination Letter (Exhibit C), the project area along the 
Venice Corridor near the Centinela Avenue intersection is comprised of a mix of low-rise and mid
rise residential buildings and commercial buildings, ranging from two- to five-stories in height. 
Although the project will replace a two-story commercial structure, the proposed six-story building 
will provide a variation in height to the neighborhood. Adjacent properties on Venice Boulevard 
zoned C2 are located in the same Height District 1 as the subject property, which has an unlimited 
building height, by-right. Therefore, the proposed project is compatible with the general height 
and scale of the site’s zoning.

As discussed in the Determination Letter (Exhibit C) and in Appeal Point 7, the General Plan 
Framework Element identifies the Venice Boulevard and Centinela Avenue intersection as 
Community Center. The proposed project meets the intent and purpose of a Community Center 
as defined in the Framework’s Long Range Land Use Diagram for the West/Coastal Los Angeles 
area.

The overall height is allowed by the Los Angeles Municipal Code, as described above. The 
proposed project is similar in massing and/or height of other recently approved density bonus 
projects (see Exhibit G). Given the age, condition, and development potential of the surrounding 
properties, the proposed project is compatible with probable future development. Additionally, 
several blocks surrounding the project site along Venice Boulevard have similar land use 
designations and zoning. The surrounding sites can also be developed to the same scale under 
the State Density Bonus Law.

In addition, several parcels along Venice Boulevard and in the neighborhood are identified on the 
Housing Element’s Inventory of Sites for Housing (see Exhibit G for the Housing Element’s 
Appendix H - Inventory and Maps of Parcels Available for Housing by Community Plan Area). The 
Framework Element directs anticipated future growth to designated areas around high density 
mixed-use centers and neighborhoods around light-rail and bus rapid transit lines. This is also 
consistent with the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan policies of promoting affordable 
housing and also mixed uses along commercial corridors, as provided in the Additional Findings 
of this report (Exhibit B). The Department of City Planning and SCAG’s forecasted population 
projections state that additional housing will be needed to accommodate the demand in housing 
the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan area (see Appeal Point 16). Therefore, it can 
be expected that the corridor is expected to redevelop to a scale allowed by the zoning and State 
Density Bonus Law.

Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05 F, the Determination Letter must find "that the project consists 
of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street 
parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent 
improvements, that is or will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent 
properties and neighboring properties”. Both the existing and probable future conditions within 
the project vicinity were considered when evaluating the project’s consistency with applicable land 
use plans and policies. Therefore, the analysis was done in accordance with code provisions, in 
considering both existing and future development patterns for the neighborhood.
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The proposed project will be compatible with the surrounding development pattern as it provides 
a combination of market-rate units, affordable housing units, and modern commercial spaces in 
close proximity to public transit. Additionally, the project site is located on a High Quality Transit 
Corridor as defined by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The mixed- 
use development will function as a transitional land use buffer between the commercial corridor 
along Venice Boulevard and the lower density residential uses to the south. The commercial 
portion of the project will serve nearby residents, visitors, and transit passengers and is 
compatible with other commercial development located along Venice Boulevard.

Appeal Point 9: Relevant Cases

9-B: The cited relevant cases for height precedence are not relevant because they are miles 
away outside of Mar Vista. They include a multi-story building next to a medical center in 
Culver City, apartment buildings along a true transit corridor, and a project by the same 
developer.
The cited “relevant” cases are not valid as they received massive opposition and are not 
yet built (12575 Venice Boulevard) or are outside of Mar Vista or multi-family residential 
area (3822 Dunn Drive, 11628 Pico).

9-C:

Staff response: As stated in the Determination Letter and discussed under Appeal Point 8, LAMC 
Section 16.05 F authorizes the Director to consider both existing and future development patterns 
in making findings for Site Plan Review. Also, as discussed under Appeal Point 5, there are 
several buildings within the project’s vicinity and greater community that are similar in massing 
and height, and several other comparable Density Bonus projects have also been recently filed 
or recently approved. The approved projects meet the code requirements for the requested 
entitlements.

All of the relevant cases cited are located within the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community 
Plan and are located along similar major boulevards. The relevant cases listed in the 
Determination Letter (Exhibit C) were provided to demonstrate potential future development 
patterns for the neighborhood based on relevant cases requesting similar entitlements, due to the 
age and condition of existing uses, zoning, and development potential. Additional relevant cases 
are provided in Exhibit G. The relevant cases were identified due to the project scale and 
requested actions. A summary table, images, and map of these relevant cases are provided in 
Exhibit G.

Appeal Point 10: Public Comments, Public Hearing, Noticing

10-A: The noticing of the public hearing was not done properly as it was only distributed to a 100 
foot radius. The public hearing limited speakers to 120 seconds to state their position and 
was not audio recorded.
The project is opposed by Mar Vista residents, the Neighborhood Council, and Council 
City Member. Supportive comments are not from Mar Vista mailing addresses. The simple 
1:1 scale and bean-counting of comments is not fair. It violates the empirical experience 
of those actually living near and around this intersection.
The Associations, Neighborhood Council and other residents provided comments in 
opposition of the project for being incompatible, inconsistent and non-conforming to the 
community and quality of life. The Determination should not privilege the Plans over the 
community’s public testimony.

10-B:

10-C:

Staff response: The public hearing is optional per LAMC Section 16.05. However, the Department 
of City Planning conducted one public hearing at the request of Council District 11. The hearing
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notification was mailed out in accordance with LAMC Section 16.05, which requires written 
notification to the applicant, owners and tenants of the property involved, owners and tenants of 
all property within 100 feet boundary of the site, the Council District, and any organization 
representing property owners or the community in the project vicinity if they request in writing to 
be notified, as well as posting in the newspaper. A mailing affidavit is available in the case file for 
review.

The public hearing was held and conducted in accordance with the City of Los Angeles’ public 
hearing procedures and code requirements, in order to obtain testimony from affected and/or 
interested persons regarding this project. Special accommodations were made for the public 
hearing to be held at the West Los Angeles Municipal Building, 1645 Corinth Avenue, Los 
Angeles, CA 90025, on Thursday, November 3, 2016, at 6 p.m. Abutting property owners, tenants, 
and interested parties were able to attend the public hearing and provide public comments. In 
addition to the allotted speaker time, speakers were allowed to supplement their public testimony 
with additional written testimony. The public comment period ended on November 17, 2016. 
Summaries of the public hearing process and written correspondence received by the Department 
of City Planning are provided in the Determination Letter (Exhibit C).

In addition, a Mitigated Negative Declaration (Case No. ENV-2016-2229-MND) was prepared by 
the Department of City Planning and circulated for public review on September 22, 2016 for a 
period of 20 days. The review period for the MND ended on October 12, 2016. Summaries of the 
written correspondence are provided in the Determination Letter. The MND is available under 
Exhibit D, and public comments received are available in the case file for review.

Appeal Point 11: Aesthetics

11-B: The project degrades the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings, and is identified on the City’s Scenic Highway Plan, Pedestrian Oriented 
Districts and Community Center. SB 743 does not prevent consideration of visual or 
aesthetic impacts based on local ordinances such as Site Plan Review, which authorizes 
the Director to analyze and mitigate significant environmental impacts. No shade-shadow 
analysis is provided to demonstrate potential impacts of the structure on neighboring 
residential uses or Great Street improvement.

11-C: SB743 states that the authority of a lead agency to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant 
to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers is not affected. The 
Determination is based on a faulty application.

Staff response: As stated under Appeal Point 3, the project falls within a Transit Priority Area, as 
defined by Public Resources Code ("PRC”) Section 21099 (d)(1) and Zoning Information ("ZI”) 
File 2452 and as shown in Exhibit G. Therefore, pursuant to Sb 743 and PRC Section 21099 
(d)(1), "aesthetic and 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”. Therefore, the project’s aesthetic impacts, such as visual resources, 
aesthetic character, shade and shadow, light and glare, shall not be considered a significant 
impact on the environment for CEQA purposes.

As stated under Appeal Point 1, the height is permitted by the site’s zone and the State Density 
Bonus Law. LAMC Sections 16.05 E.2 and G.2 authorize the Director of Planning to study 
aesthetic impacts related to the arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk, 
and setbacks) and other such pertinent improvements for compatibility with both existing and 
future development on neighboring properties, per Section 16.05 F.2 of the Municipal Code. 
Analysis regarding height, massing, and scale as well as probable future development are
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provided in the previous appeal points. In addition, project design features have been 
incorporated as MND mitigation measures in accordance with Site Plan Review procedures.

Appeal Point 12: Transportation/Traffic and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

12-A: The project would cause extreme traffic congestion along the alley and in the surrounding 
streets.
SB743 does not circumvent local requirements to analyze traffic or greenhouse gas 
impacts. DOT’s preliminary impact analysis was not sufficient as it does not identify what 
intersections were analyzed nor the level of service standard. The project will result in an 
increase in traffic which will exceed level of service standards. Public testimony states that 
the proposed parking is not sufficient and will create over-flow into the community. The 
project reduces the amount of commercial on-site, and will require residents to drive for 
services.
The Determination did not analyze or mitigate the impact on traffic and transportation. 
DOT provides no evidence in its conclusion that the project does not cause significant 
impacts. Public testimony regarding traffic impacts should have been considered. The 
Determination does not provide factual analysis or mitigation measures for use of the 
alleyway as the sole vehicular ingress and egress to the project.

12-B:

12-C:

Staff response: In accordance with Site Plan Review and MND procedures, the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("DOT”) completed a Referral Form dated January 15, 2016 for the 
review and analysis of traffic, access, and circulation for the proposed project. The DOT Referral 
Form concluded that, due to the trip credits of the existing uses of the site as a shopping center, 
the project would result in a net decrease of trips for both daily and PM peak hour trips. DOT has 
confirmed that the project does not meet the threshold for a traffic study and therefore identified 
no significant impacts regarding transportation or traffic. The DOT Referral Form is available in 
Exhibit F for review. In response to the appeal points, DOT has confirmed that the correct use 
categories and building square footages were utilized to calculate existing and new trip counts 
(Exhibit F).

As stated under Appeal Point 3, the project falls within a Transit Priority Area, as defined by PRC 
Section 21099 (d)(1) and Zoning Information ("ZI”) File 2452 and as shown in Exhibit G. Therefore, 
pursuant to SB 743 and PRC Section 21099 (d)(1), "aesthetic and 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”; therefore, the project’s traffic 
impacts, such as parking and greenhouse gas, shall not be considered a significant impact on the 
environment for CEQA purposes.

In addition, the Los Angeles Green Building Code ("LAGBC”) is applied to relevant aspects of the 
project’s design through the MND Mitigation Measure VII-10 (Exhibit D). Through required 
implementation of the LAGBC, the proposed project would be consistent with local and statewide 
goals and policies aimed at reducing the generation of greenhouse gases through the AB32 
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.
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Mitigated Negative Declaration

Appeal Point 13: Insufficient MND and Factual Analysis

13-B: The MND is inadequate and does not meet basic CEQA requirements. Community letters 
have provided fair argument and substantial evidence regarding potential adverse 
environmental impacts, which must be reviewed through an EIR.

13-C: The Determination did not provide an analytical basis of the project’s size, mass, unique 
height, or access to conclude that the project does not cause significant impacts on the 
environment. There are no facts or evidence to substantiate the project’s ability to enhance 
quality of life, protect the character and scale of the neighborhood, or align with the 
Community Plan by maintaining character

Staff response: The Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND”) was prepared in accordance with 
State and City CEQA requirements. Pursuant to PRC Section 21080 (c), as the Lead Agency, the 
Department of City Planning determined that an Environmental Impact Report was not warranted 
for the proposed project and that the appropriate environmental analysis document was a MND, 
in accordance with Sections 15063, 15064, and 15070 of the State CEQA Guidelines. As 
discussed throughout the MND, all potential impacts would be reduced to a less than significant 
level with the implementation of MND mitigation measures. Therefore, a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration was the appropriate environmental document.

Public comments were taken into consideration as stated in Appeal Point 10. While public 
comments were submitted regarding environmental impacts related to aesthetics, greenhouse 
gas emissions, and transportation/traffic, the public comments and appellants failed to provide 
substantial evidence that the project may have a significant effect on the environment.

Pursuant to PRC Section 21082.2 (b), the Department has determined that "the existence of 
public controversy over the environmental effects of a project shall not require the preparation of 
an environmental impact report if there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record 
before the lead agency that the project may have a significant effect on the environment”. 
Substantial evidence is defined as evidence that is of "ponderable legal significance” and is 
"reasonable in nature, credible, and of solid value” (Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc., supra, 33 
Ca1.App.4th at 152). It includes "fact, a reasonable assumption predicated upon fact, or expert 
opinion supported by fact"; it does not include "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 
narrative, evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic 
impacts that do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment" 
(PRC, 21082.2 (c)) and Sections 15064(f)(5)-(6), 15384 of the State CEQA Guidelines).

The MND concluded that there is no evidence that the proposed incentive will have a specific 
adverse impact. A "specific adverse impact” is defined as "a significant, quantifiable, direct and 
unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public health or safety standards, 
policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed complete” (LAMC 
Section 12.22.A.25(b)). The proposed project and potential impacts were analyzed in accordance 
with the City’s Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the City’s 2006 L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide ("CEQA Thresholds Guide”). These two documents establish guidelines and 
thresholds of significant impact, and provide the data for determining whether or not the impacts 
of a proposed Project reach or exceed those thresholds. While, in some instances, the project 
does exceed these thresholds contained in the CEQA Thresholds Guide, these thresholds are 
established to determine only if further environmental analysis is warranted. Analysis of the 
proposed project involved the preparation of a MND (ENV-2016-2229-MND, contained in Exhibit 
D), and it was determined that the proposed project may have an impact on the following 
environmental factors: aesthetics; greenhouse gas emissions; noise; public services (fire, police);
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transportation/traffic (safety hazards, inadequate emergency access, pedestrian safety); utilities 
and service systems (water). However, MND mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less 
than significant, and are imposed as Conditions of Approval of the Determination Letter 
(Conditions 18 through 27 of Exhibit C). Therefore, there is no substantial evidence that the 
proposed project will have a specific adverse impact on the physical environment.

In addition, the project is consistent with the site’s zoning and the State Density Bonus Law, with 
its residential uses, unit count, and height allowed by-right. Also, project design features and MND 
mitigation measures have been imposed under Site Plan Review to address the applicable 
environmental impacts. Therefore, impacts related to aesthetics, transportation/traffic, 
greenhouse gases, public services, water resources, public utilities, population and housing, and 
geology are less than significant as stated in Appeal Points 11, 12, and 14-17 of this report.

Appeal Point 14: Public Services

14-B: The Determination does not provide analysis of the project impact on public safety, fire 
and police services. The Los Angeles Fire Department and Police Department were not 
involved in the review process of the project and did not provide any mitigation measures. 
Police and fire protection are not sufficient. Fire Code compliance is not sufficient as a 
mitigation measure. The project will impede the city’s designated tsunami evacuation 
route, and will result in unacceptable congestion levels along the evacuation route.

Staff response: Site Plan Review procedures as identified in LAMC Section 16.05 G.3(a) require 
the Department to "refer all completed applications for site plan review to affected City 
departments for their review and report”. In addition, the City analyzed the required impact 
categories (including fire and police protection under Public Services) as required under CEQA 
and referred to the appropriate city agencies. The MND concluded that impacts related to Public 
Services are less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures (Exhibit D).

Both LAFD and LAPD have provided additional comments in response to the appeal points. Both 
agencies have reviewed the appeal points along with the project plans, and confirmed the 
mitigation measures for fire and police services in the MND (Conditions 21 and 22-23 of Exhibit 
D, respectively) as adequate. LAFD will review and approve final construction plans to ensure 
that the project complies with Division Nine of the Fire Code. Furthermore, through Case 
Management Review, the Fire Department Hydrant & Access Unit has confirmed that the project 
would have negligible impact on fire services, and that the threshold for further mitigation has not 
been triggered (Exhibit F). The Police Department will review and approval final construction plans 
to ensure that the project will incorporate Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 
("CPTED”) features. Furthermore, the Police Department Community Relationship Division has 
confirmed that the project would have minor impact on police services, and that the Mitigation 
Measures of the MND (Conditions 22-23 of Exhibit D) is sufficient mitigation for those impacts 
(Exhibit F). Therefore, the project has less-than-significant impact on the City’s fire and police 
services.
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Appeal Point 15: Water Resources, Public Utilities

15-B: The Determination does not provide analysis of the project impact on water, sewer, storm 
water discharge, etc. The City Wastewater Engineering Services Division analysis 
calculated that the project will generate 8,667 gallons of sewage a day, exceeding CEQA 
thresholds, and work needs to be done to assess the sewer line sizing. The site is within 
a constrained sewer area. The project does not comply with the City’s storm water 
mitigation or LID requirements.

Staff response: Per the CEQA Thresholds Guide, the threshold for public utilities is based on Los 
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board ("RWQCB”) requirements, sewer capacity, and 
wastewater treatment plants. As stated in the MND, while the project exceeds the threshold and 
is located in a Sewer Capacity Threshold Area (CEQA Thresholds Guide, Exhibits M.2-1 - M.2- 
12), requirements for more efficient water-usage will reduce both water demand and wastewater 
production for the project. Therefore, with the incorporation of MND Mitigation Measures XVII-20 
and XVII-40 (Conditions 26-27 of Exhibit D), the proposed project would not be expected to 
exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB, and therefore would result in a 
less-than-significant impact related to wastewater treatment requirements through water- 
conservation measures.

The Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) has reviewed the project and confirmed the original 
analysis was sufficient (dated September 12, 2016). In addition, prior to any construction 
activities, the project applicant would be required to coordinate with BOS to determine the exact 
wastewater conveyance requirements of the proposed project. Any upgrades to the wastewater 
lines in the vicinity of the project site that are needed to adequately serve the proposed project 
would be undertaken as part of the project. In addition, coordination with the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (DWP) is incorporated as part of MND Mitigation Measure XVII- 
20 (Condition 26 of Exhibit D). Furthermore, the DWP Power System Engineering Division 
provided comments in response to the appeal points, and has confirmed that "electric service is 
available and will be provided in accordance with the Department of Water and Power Rules and 
Regulations” and also that "the estimated power requirement for this proposed project is part of 
the total load growth forecast for the City” (Exhibit F).

In addition, standard Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) are included in the Mitigation and 
Monitoring Program, addressing Low Impact Development (RC-WQ-4), Development Best 
Management Practices (RC-WQ-4), and Landscape (RC-WS-4). These are available in Exhibit D 
for further review.

Appeal Point 16: Population and Housing

16-B: The project will result in 3,000 additional people living in the area, which results in 
substantial population growth. The analysis should cover cumulative impacts with 12575 
Venice Boulevard.

Staff response: Per the CEQA Thresholds Guide, the threshold for population and housing is 
based on the population projections of the Community Plan or General Plan. The Palms-Mar 
Vista-Del Rey Community Plan utilizes a household population size of 2.3 persons per dwelling 
unit. As stated in the MND, the proposed project would result in the development of 77 residential 
units. The increase in residential population resulting from the proposed project would not be 
considered substantial in consideration of anticipated growth for the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey 
Community Plan, and is within SCAG’s population projections for the City in their 2016-2040 
Regional Transportation Plan. For instance, the Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Demography Unit projects a population of approximately 115,800 persons (approximately 2.21
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persons per household) for the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan Area for 201 54. 
Therefore, the types and amounts of development would be within the range anticipated in 
applicable policies and growth projections, including in various General Plan Elements, including 
the Framework Element, Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan, Housing Element, and 
regional/SCAG policies.

The project also represents infill development that supports the development of increased 
population density outside of existing neighborhoods and enhanced retail services to serve 
nearby residents. The project would meet a growing demand for housing near jobs and 
transportation centers, consistent with State, regional and local regulations designed to reduce 
trips and greenhouse gas emissions, meanwhile also helping the City to meet its housing 
obligation under the SCAG Regional Housing Needs Assessment ("RHNA”) allocation. Operation 
of the proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in the project area, either 
directly or indirectly. The physical secondary or indirect impacts of population growth such as 
increased traffic or noise have been adequately mitigated in other portions of the MND. Therefore, 
the impact would be less than significant.

Appeal Point 17: Geological Impacts

17-B: The soils report is outdated and analyzes for a 5-story, rather than 7-story, structure. 
Groundwater, liquefaction and other geological issues should be reconsidered in light of 
the project's true full proposed height of 7 stories.

Staff response: The geotechnical report prepared for the project by Byer Geotechnical, Inc. dated 
October 10, 2014 analyzed a proposed five-story residential building over 2 subterranean parking 
levels. The geotechnical report and LADBS approval letter are available in the case file for review. 
The geotechnical report was approved by the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
("LADBS”) and received a Soils Approval Letter on November 25, 2014.

On March 1,2017, Byer Geotechnical submitted a subsequent geotechnical report for a proposed 
six-story with mezzanine residential building. The study concluded that the conclusions and 
recommendations of the original geotechnical report dated October 10, 2014 remain valid and 
applicable to the proposed project. As part of the City’s Regulatory Compliance Measures (RC- 
GEO-1), prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project will be required to submit construction 
documents and a corresponding geotechnical study, at which time LADBS may impose further 
conditions (Exhibit D), similar to all other infill projects. As such, these Regulatory Compliance 
Measures serve to document and enforce standard City processes and regulations that normally 
occur at such a time when more detailed construction plans have been developed.

As discussed in the MND, the site is not located within a liquefaction zone or within an area where 
historic occurrence of liquefaction or geological, geotechnical, and groundwater conditions 
indicate a potential for permanent ground displacement. Therefore, geological impacts would be 
less than significant.

4 Demographics Statistics Report - October 01, 2015, available at the Department of City Planning website, 
http://planning.lacity.org/, under "Demographics”, and available at http://planning.lacity.org/documents/demographics/oct2015.pdf

http://planning.lacity.org/
http://planning.lacity.org/documents/demographics/oct2015.pdf
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PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMUNICATIONS

Two hearings were held on the matter following the issuance of the Determination Letter.

City Planning Commission Hearing - April 20, 2017

On April 20, 2017, a public hearing was held by the City Planning Commission. The applicant, 
applicant’s representative, one appellant (Appellant C), and representative from Council District 
11 spoke on behalf of the project. Approximately 24 additional speakers spoke on behalf of the 
project, with approximately 7 in support of the project and 17 in opposition of the project.

The comments presented the public hearing have been summarized as follows:

Appellant:
The project does not comply with the Community Plan and General Plan land use 
designation.
The project increases the allowable density on the site without a traffic study, sewer 
capacity study, analysis of fire services, etc.
The site does not meet code requirements for transit.
The project does not analyze traffic, parking, or aesthetic impacts, and does not meet fire 
requirements.

Applicant/Representative:
The project is utilizing only one on-menu Density Bonus incentive and complies with all 
other code requirements.
The site falls within a Transit Priority Area, SCAG-designated High Quality Transit Area 
SB 743 exempts projects within Transit Priority Areas from aesthetic, traffic, parking 
impacts. A traffic study resulted in no impacts.
The project will result in a pedestrian-oriented and walkable destination and transit- 
oriented development.
The project is not displacing any existing housing units or trees.
The project is designed with an articulated top to add architectural interest and minimize 
the bulk of the building.
The site is close to a transit stop that provides access to Playa Vista, Venice, Santa 
Monica.
The site is adjacent to the longest continuous bike path in the city, and the project will be 
bicycle-friendly and will encourage public transportation.
Parking is provided per AB 744 requirements.
The project is sustainable by incorporating green building design features, electric vehicle 
charging, green roof, dog run, community garden, and will be more energy efficient than 
Title 24 requirements
The project will embrace the artist community.
Reducing the project to minimum ceiling heights and minimum unit sizes will not result in 
quality livable residential units.

In support:
The project will add affordable units in a neighborhood that has a shortage of affordable 
housing.
The project will not increase traffic because the proposed uses trigger less trips than 
existing uses.
The project is meeting all code and state law requirements and could have provided more 
units.
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The project will help to create a better housing-jobs balance in the neighborhood.
The project addresses the housing shortage and transportation crisis in the neighborhood. 
The project is in a Transit Priority Area so there are no parking impacts.
The applicant has engaged with the local artist community for the project.
The proposed project design is preferred over a straight unarticulated roofline.
The project meets the vision of the Great Streets Initiative.
The project encourages pedestrian and bicycle traffic over vehicles.

In opposition:
The project scale, size, and scope is incompatible with the neighborhood. The building is 
too tall and should be reduced in height.
The neighborhood is already experiencing gridlock and increased traffic congestion. The 
project will worsen traffic on local streets.
The project is under-parked.
The bus lines are not sufficient to serve the neighborhood or the new project. The bus 
lines do not meet the definition of a Transit Stop or Transit Priority Area or High Quality 
Transit Area.
The alley will be overburdened as it will be used to serve the project’s parking access and 
the nearby Starbucks.
The project exceeds profitability levels and should incorporate more affordable units.
The project will set a precedent and encourage further development in the neighborhood. 
The applicant should have done more community engagement.
The project abuses density bonus law.
There are technical errors and erroneous information in the Determination Letter, traffic 
memo, and soils report.
The project does not provide enough affordable units.
The applicant should be accountable for the affordable units after 55 years.
There is a petition against the project with over 500 signatures.
The project will displace existing businesses and employees.
The project should be put on hold until the Community Plan Update.
The building’s construction type will result in fire safety issues.

Council District 11:
The applicant has not engaged in meaningful community participation with the community 
or Council Office.
The project is not consistent with the Great Streets vision for Venice Boulevard.
Venice Boulevard is the appropriate for housing and mixed-uses, however the project is 
too tall
The project meets state law requirements, however the Department of City Planning 
should utilize Site Plan Review authority under LAMC 16.05 to limit height without affecting 
the unit count through the following:

Condition project to the minimum ceiling heights per building code 
Remove project’s top floor parapet features that provide minimal habitable space 
Require all parking be placed underground and prohibit grade-level parking along 
the Great Street
Condition project to the minimum allowable square footage per unit by code/law

o
o
o

o
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Planning and Land Use Management Committee - May 30, 2017

On May 30, 2017, the Planning and Land Use Management Committee heard the appeal. The 
applicant, applicant’s representative, representative for one appellant (Appellant C), and 
representative from Council District 11 spoke on behalf of the project. Approximately 27 additional 
speakers spoke on behalf of the project, with approximately 2 in support of the project and 21 in 
opposition of the project, and 4 with general comments.

The comments presented have been summarized as follows:

Council District 11:
The project is not consistent with the Great Streets vision for Venice Boulevard.
Venice Boulevard is the appropriate for housing and mixed-uses, however the project is 
too tall
The project meets state law requirements, however the Department of City Planning 
should utilize Site Plan Review authority under LAMC 16.05 to limit height without affecting 
the unit count through the following:

Condition project so no ceiling above minimum ceiling height per building code 
Remove project’s top floor parapet features that provide minimal habitable space 
Require all parking be placed underground and prohibit grade-level parking along 
the Great Street

Additional environmental analysis should be conducted to analyze the recommended 
conditions

o
o
o

Appellant’s Representative:
Supports CD11 request to veto and remand the case
An EIR should be required to analyze the environmental impacts for the project.
State law allows conditioning of a project. More mitigation measures should be imposed 
on the project.

Applicant/Representative:
• State law has legal protections so that the City cannot find that the product of the Density 

Bonus represents significant impacts under CEQA.
• SB 743 exempts projects within Transit Priority Areas from aesthetic, traffic, parking 

impacts.
• AB 744 forbids the City to impose higher parking ratios beyond the allowances of AB 744.
• A Statutory Exemption from CEQA has been filed for by the applicant; this would exempt 

the project from environmental review.
• The project meets all requirements and requests no adjustments or variances from code.
• The site is on a commercial boulevard that has no height limits.
• The project was unanimously approved by CPC after hearing the same comments.
• The project will result in a pedestrian-oriented and walkable destination and transit- 

oriented development.
• The applicant engaged with the community for years throughout the process.
• The project qualifies as a Tier 3 Transit Oriented Center for a maximum of 99 dwelling 

units and 70,000 square feet.

In support:
The project will benefit people who currently do not have a voice but may move into the 
community.
The developer has collaborated with the community.
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The project will add affordable units in a neighborhood that has a shortage of affordable 
housing.
The project will be adjacent to the Great Street along Venice Boulevard.
The project adds housing at a key location along a major corridor on Venice Boulevard 
that has access to transit. It will not add traffic in a residential neighborhood.

In opposition:
The project scale, size, and scope is incompatible with the neighborhood. The building is 
too tall and should be reduced in height.
The bus lines are not sufficient to serve the neighborhood or the new project. The bus 
lines do not meet the definition of a Transit Stop or Transit Priority Area or High Quality 
Transit Area.
The neighborhood is already experiencing gridlock and increased traffic congestion. The 
project will worsen traffic on local streets.
The project is under-parked.
The neighborhood has more rentals than needed, and many units stay empty.
The alley will be overburdened and will become more dangerous with ingress/egress than 
existing.
Venice Boulevard is a tsunami evacuation route, and the project will make it more 
dangerous.
The building’s construction type will result in fire safety issues.
The City should do an area-wide parking study to analyze parking impacts and override 
AB 744 for future development.
There is no analysis of shade impacts, fire or police coverage in the environmental review. 
The project will displace existing businesses and employees.
There is a petition against the project with over 900 signatures.
The applicant did not do a financial analysis for the project to show cost reduction. The 
project does not need the Density Bonus incentives to be economically feasible.
The project will set a precedent and encourage further development in the neighborhood. 
The affordable units will not be at truly affordable rent levels.

General comments:
The City should create a Community Design Overlay or Specific Plan for Venice Boulevard 
or Mar Vista.
Mar Vista is the only affordable area near Venice Beach.

Written Correspondence

Approximately 100 written comments were submitted regarding the project following the 
issuance of the Determination Letter, with approximately 70 in support of the project and 30 in 
opposition of the project.

In support:
The project will provide much-needed housing for the neighborhood and alleviate the 
housing shortage.
The project is in a great location for housing that is served by bus service
The project location will provide good access to employment opportunities, retail, and
restaurants.

In opposition:
The building is too tall and the scale is incompatible with the neighborhood.
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The project will set a precedent for more and taller development in an already congested 
neighborhood.
The neighborhood is already at gridlock. The Great Street on Venice Boulevard will 
further restrict traffic flow. The project will worsen parking and traffic in the 
neighborhood. The project will impact Venice Boulevard and side streets.
The project does not have adequate parking for residents or retail. There is a lack of 
adequate parking in the neighborhood, and this will further strain the neighborhood 
streets.
The alley is dilapidated and will not be able to serve the proposed traffic. The traffic 
should be forced to Venice Boulevard instead of the side streets or alley.
The project will impact the quality of life of Mar Vista residents and will limit views to the 
sky. The project will result in lack of privacy, loss of sunlight, loss of on-street parking, 
and increased traffic.
The site does not qualify as a transportation hub. The site does not qualify as a High 
Quality Transit Corridor or Major Transit Stop. There are no future transit systems 
scheduled for Venice Boulevard. The residents will not use local transit.
The project degrades the Great Street’s vision for Venice Boulevard.
The project exceeds the maximum increase in density allowed by Density Bonus.
The environmental analysis including the traffic assessment and soils report is flawed. 
Some of the cited relevant cases should not be considered as relevant.
The project’s green design features are inadequate in addressing the electric, emissions, 
trash, potable water and stormwater runoff and pollution created by the project.
The project is not a true affordable housing project. The applicant will not be able to 
keep her promise on affordable artist units.
The project will displace the existing businesses in the existing mini shopping center.
The Determination contains inaccurate information on support versus opposition for the 
project, and includes irrelevant cases as a relevant case.
The project does not meet General Plan policies (ie, Land Use Element, Urban Design, 
or Housing Element, etc). The Community Plan has not been updated and should not be 
used to analyze the project.
The applicant has not engaged the community on the project. The project is not 
supported by the community.
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CONCLUSION

Staff recommends denial of the appeal and approval of the Determination Letter of the Director 
of Planning approving one on-menu Density Bonus Affordable Housing Incentive, Site Plan 
Review, and Mitigated Negative Declaration for modified conditions involving a 6-story with a 
mezzanine level, 83-foot tall, mixed-use development. Staff recommends approval of technical 
corrections of a total of 62,652 square feet including 77 dwelling units, 60,552 square feet of 
residential uses, 2,100 square feet of retail space, and 8,075 square feet of open space, and a 
project base density of 58 dwelling units. The project will reserve 11 percent, or 7 dwelling units, 
of the 58 total base dwelling units permitted on the site for Very Low Income household occupancy 
of 55 years. The project will utilize Assembly Bill 744 (Government Code Section 65915 (p)(2)) to 
allow for the provision of 46 residential parking spaces.

With Senate Bill 1818 (2004), state law created a requirement that local jurisdictions approve a 
Density Bonus and up to three “concessions or incentives” for projects that include defined levels 
of affordable housing in their projects. In response to this requirement, the City created an 
ordinance that includes a menu of incentives (referred to as “on-menu” incentives) comprised of 
eight zoning adjustments that meet the definition of concessions or incentives in state law 
(California Government Code Section 65915). The eight on-menu incentives allow for: 1) reducing 
setbacks; 2) reducing lot coverage; 3) reducing lot width, 4) increasing floor area ratio (FAR); 5) 
increasing height; 6) reducing required open space; 7) allowing for an alternative density 
calculation that includes streets/alley dedications; and 8) allowing for “averaging” of FAR, density, 
parking or open space. In order to grant approval of an on-menu incentive, the City utilizes the 
same findings contained in state law for the approval of incentives or concessions.

Upon in-depth review and analysis of the issues raised by the appellants and public comments 
for the proposed project at 12440-12492 Venice Boulevard, no errors or abuse of discretion by 
the Director of Planning or his/her designees were found in regards to the appeal points raised. 
The appeal of the Director’s approval of one on-menu Density Bonus Affordable Housing 
Incentive, Site Plan Review, and Mitigated Negative Declaration cannot be substantiated and 
therefore should be denied.
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This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body;

□ Area Planning Commission □ Director of PlanningG3 City Planning Commission

DIR - nrMo -3oM - - sen_______________
\XHHo.-T m^ Ve^;v.L .6cu\ry(u'd______________________

Ary (?, 2-0^'1__________________________

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
Gl Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

□ City Council

Regarding Case Number; 

Project Address:

Final Date to Appeal:

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

D-oWrV- W, i-oy u.e<Appellant's name (print): *- u«L

Company: ____

Mailing Address: 

City:

W'lll- IWue

State;■LQS:..Axv0,£k

(jio) Mnn- H*m
Zip:X

Telephone: E-mail:

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

GO Self □ Other:

□ Yes BS No* Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Nib.Representative/Agent name (if applicable): 

Company: _________________________

Mailing Address:

Zip;City: State:

Telephone: E-mail:
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4, JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

B □ PartIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here:__________

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

• The reason for the appeal
• Specifically the points at issue

Entire

□ □ NoYes

• How you are aggrieved by the decision
• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

5, APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements contained irjjttajs application aje complete and true:

LiHAppellant Signature: Date;T 75

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 
Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 

o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

o

/ I o']. 4^
CHy op La

Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee).

ouj"A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.
o

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)].

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Base Fee: i Reviewed & Accepted by (DS

p
ter); Date:

Aa.*«
Receipt No:

jOXoiMo* ______
Vf Determination authority notified

Deemed G* ly (Project Planner): Date;

i Is In
□ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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Robert W. Logue 
11322 Idaho Avenue 

Los Angeles, CA 90025

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd,, Suite 251 
VanNuys, CA 91401

January 4, 2017

Case No.: PIR-2016-304-DB-SPR / Location: 12440 - 12492 Venice Blvd.

Dear Sir/Madam,

I strongly oppose the density request and demolition of the existing two story building at 
the corner of Venice Blvd. and Wasatch in Mar Vista located at 12444 W. Venice Blvd.

I own the 10 unit apartment building across the street, approximately 80 feet south 
westerly of the comer from the proposed development. I was not noticed properly about 
this development and neither were my neighbors, since you only let folks know who are 
within a 100 foot radius of the site. A notification distance of only 100 foot radius is far 
from adequate, as it will impact the surrounding streets and currently quiet - but already 
dense - neighborhood. Notifying owners and residents within 1,000 feet would be 
minimal.

My family and 1 attended the public hearing for this development on November 3, 2016 
at the West LA Municipal Building and found it badly run and unfair for decent public 
comment. Each citizen was only given 120 seconds to state their position, which is not 
enough time to make a case. Meanwhile, other mysterious “official” speakers (with no 
identification) were allowed to speak at length on the project. I was told that no 
recording was being made of the meeting and that the notes being taken by some workers 
sitting at tables facing the audience would not be made public. If that is true, how are we 
to know how many people oppose or support this development?

1 feel that a building of that size would negatively impact the neighborhood, as this 
project is inappropriate for the site. It is grossly too large and is excessively tall and 
would reasonably cause extreme traffic congestion in the immediately adjacent alley and 
many of the surrounding streets. It also would add a terrible burden of extra parking in a 
neighborhood where it is already tough to find a spot after work. The concept of 
providing only !4 of the usual car parking spaces is majorly flawed. Your spokesman 
said that although it would be easy to provide enough parking for the residents by adding 
an additional floor of parking, they did not wish to do that in order to train the occupants 
of the building that half of them should find other means to go to work and that the 
building was located in a TRANSIT CORRIDOR. There is no rapid transit provided for 
these tenants, unless you are depending upon the bus stop on Venice Blvd. The transit 
that you mentioned is only a wish, not any substantia] reality.

Sincerely,

Robert W. Logue

V,
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NOTES:

DIR-2016-304-D B-SPR-1A

Item Fee % Charged Fee
Appeal by Aggrieved Parties Other than the Original Applicant * 589,00 100% $89.00

Case Total $89.00

item Charged Fee
’Fees Subject to Surcharges $89.00
Fees Not Subject to Surcharges $0.00

Plan & Land Use Fees Total $89.00
Expediting Fee $0.00
Development Services Center Surcharge
(3%) $2.67

Development Surcharge (8%) $5.34
Operating Surcharge (7%) $6.23 LA Department of Building and Safety 

VK LAUR 203094506 1/5/2017 11:51:17 AMGeneral Plan Maintenance Surcharge (5%) $4.45
Grand Total $107.69
Total Invoice $107,69 $89.00 

$2.67 
$5.34 
$6.23 
$4.45

PLAN i LAND USE 
DEV SERV CENTER SURCH 
DEV SERV CENTER SURCH 
OPERATING SURCBG 
GEN PLAN MAINT SURCH

Total Overpayment Amount $0.00
Total Paid{lhis amount must equal the Bum of all checks) $107.69

Council District: 11
Plan Area: Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey 
Processed by SKOLNICK, DANIEL on 01/05/2017 $107.69Sub Total:

0203360039Receipt #:
Signature:

S'

Printed by SKOLNICK, DANIEL on 01/05/2017. Invoice No: 34177. Page 1 of 1 QR Code is a registered trademark of Denso Wave, Incorporated



Robert W. Logue 
11322 Idaho Avenue 

Los Angeles, CA 90025

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 721 
Los Angeles, California 90012

January 17, 2017

Case No.: DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR

Dear Sir/Madam,

A few weeks ago I delivered an appeal application to your Van Nuys office regarding the 
following project:

Case No.:
CEQA:
Location:
Legal Description:

DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR
EN V-2016-2229-MND
12440-12492 Venice Boulevard
Lots: FR 8-10; Block: A; Tract: Roseboro Villa Tract

The address of my abutting property was listed in a letter sent in with this application, but 
apparently the Department of City Planning entered my mailing address as the abutting 
property address, which was kindly brought to my attention by Lakisha Hull, who called 
me a few days ago to let me know. She also followed up this call with an email, which 
was much appreciated.

For the record, the building that I own which abuts the project I am objecting to is as 
follows, as reflected on my property tax bill:

3821 Wasatch Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90066 
Roseboro Villa Tract 
Lot 20, Block B

I ask that you please update my application to reflect this fact. Attached is a copy of my 
original appeal application for your reference, along with a copy of the email from 
Lakisha Hull.

Thank you,

CsJ-
Robert W. Logue



Gmail - Fwd: 12444 Venice Blvd - Appeal Application1/12/2017

Gmail kathy logue <kathyloguework@gmail.com>

Fwd: 12444 Venice Blvd »Appeal Application
1 message

Thu, Jan 12, 2017 at 4:34 PMLakisha Hull <lakisha.hull@lacity.org> 
To: kathyloguework@gmail.com

----------Forwarded message-----------
From: Lakisha Hull <I3kisha.hull@lacity.0rg>
Date: Thu, Jan 12, 2017 at 4:27 PM
Subject: Fwd: 12444 Venice Blvd - Appeal Application
To: kathylougework@gmail.com

Good evening Mr and Mrs Loge, ' '

It is my understanding that the address on the appeal application needs to be updated to reflect the abutting property 
that you own on 3821 Wasatch Avenue. Please update your appeal application include the physical address.

Additionally, please find attached the reissued determination letter. The appeal date is now updated to January 23, 
2017.

Thank you!

Lakisha Hull, AICP, LEED AP BD+C
City Planner
Department of City Planning 
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213)978-1319
200 N. Spring St., Room 721
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
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DlR-2016-304-DB-SPR. 12444 Venice Boulevard - New Appeal date.pdf
“ 9501K

https'7/mail.google.com/mail/u/(y?ui=2&ik=974fecl2c85&view=pt&search=inbox&th=159953fe6593029d&siml=159953fe6593029cl

mailto:kathyloguework@gmail.com
mailto:lakisha.hull@lacity.org
mailto:kathyloguework@gmail.com
mailto:kathylougework@gmail.com
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This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

□ Area Planning Commission □ City Planning Commission □ City Council ^"Director of Planning 

Regarding Case Number: T)t ~I>€> jZj C CrNV t ta ~ «LX aif\

\ 7-A.Uh' - f Vos^i'CI! %l vj)______________________________

1 j i>> _______________ ___________;________

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
0~"Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Project Address:

Final Date to Appeal:

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant's name (print):

Company:

Mailing Address:

fmA g.____

fftShrZ D p f > TlVv

City: tQS _________

Telephone: 5^ '?

State: 0*4- Zip:

E-mail: A

Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

□ Self □ Other:

□ Yes □ No• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant's position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company:

Mailing Address:

State:City. Zip:

E-mail:Telephone:

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 1 of 2



4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

¥ □ PartIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? Entire 

Yes □ NoAre specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: _______

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

® The reason for the appeal 

• Specifically the points at issue

<§jlA

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

® Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true:

iSaAppellant Signature: Date:

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

\A Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 
c Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
c Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.

c Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee).

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

Nft •

WPS •

m * A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

^ ® Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Mr"® Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

N*f • A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, ARC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)].

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Base Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (D£C Planner): Date:

Q
ifolivkMM

Receipt No: Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date

□ Determination authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 2 of 2
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DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY

and SafetyOffice: Van Nuys 
Applicant Copy 
Application Invoice No: 34464

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Plannin of Building

1/23/2017 10:03:19 AM

$107.69

LA Department
VN TONI 201097775

Receipt #: 0201383961A.tAft 'I $107.69Total:
n: i-

$107.69J&S Check
‘rxtjtfsw-

City Planning RequesT.............
NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your request and accord the same full and impartial consideration to 

your application, regardless of whether or not you obtain the services of anyone to represent you.

This filing fee is required by Chapter 1, Article 9, L.A.M.C.

Applicant: HARDESTY, ILAH ( C:562-7607723)
Representative:
Project Address: 12440 W VENICE BLVD, 90066

NOTES:

DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A
Item Fee % Charged Fee

Appeal by Aggrieved Parties Other than the Original Applicant * $89.00 100% $89.00
Case Total $89.00

Charged FeeItem
‘Fees Subject to Surcharges $89.00
Fees Not Subject to Surcharges $0.00

Plan & Land Use Fees Total $89.00
Expediting Fee $0.00
Development Services Center Surcharge 
(3%) $2.67

Development Surcharge (6%) $5.34
Operating Surcharge (7%) $6.23

LA Department; of Building and Safety 
VN TONI 201097775 1/23/2017 10:03:19 AMGeneral Plan Maintenance Surcharge (5%) $4.45

Grand Total $107.69
Total Invoice $107.69 $107.69PLAN t LAND USE
Total Overpayment Amount $0.00
TOtal Paidfthie amount must equal the sum of all checks) $107.69

$107.b9Sub Total:
Council District: 11
Plan Area: Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey 
Processed by VIDAL, ANNA on 01/23/2017

?D-«q8 L58'>HdACtti ®L0201383961;$ £:

x * 1 t
ft-

Signature:

Printed by VIDAL, ANNA on 01/23/2017. Invoice No: 34464. Page 1 of 1 QR Code is a registered trademark of Denso Wave, Incorporated
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January 23, 2017

Mr. Vince Bertoni 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles CA 90012

12440-12492 Venice Boulevard, Mar Vista CA 90066, Case number DIR 2016-304-Re:
DB-SPR and ENV-2016-2229-MND for proposed 7-story building

REVISED APPEAL (“Anneal”! OF THE
1. “DENSITY BONUS”
2. “SITE PLAN REVIEW” AND
3. “ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW” SECTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT’S 
DECEMBER 22.2016 “DETERMINATION” for the project, pursuant to vour January 6. 
2017 REISSUANCE “Reissuance” OF DENSITY BONUS & AFFORDABLE HOUSING
INCENTIVES & SITE PLAN REVIEW

ATTACHMENTS;
1. ATTACHMENT A. Appeal From The West Mar Vista Residents And South Mar Vista
Neighborhood Associations, and
2. SCHEDULE A

Dear Mr. Bertoni:

I reside at 12451 Pacific Avenue, #6, Los Angeles 90066.1 have resided at this address for over 
one year and have the right to challenge your decision to award density and various other 
bonuses, rewards, exemptions, etc. for this development as I am an appellant who “resides 
abutting, across the street from, or having a common corner with the subject property 
aggrieved by the Director’s Decision”

I am submitting this appeal to challenge the Determination for the:
1. Density Bonus
2. Site Plan Review “Review”, and
3. Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) Review
In addition, I am attaching Attachment A and Schedule A to supplement this communication 
with additional facts, questions and analyses for your consideration.

I believe the Determination ignores the community’s communications, misapplies the law, 
relies on bogus or inaccurate information for some of the conclusions, fails to perform even 
rudimentary studies or factual analyses of the project and its impacts as required by law, and 
waives the City’s responsibility for certain analyses, assessments and collection of financial 
data required for the Review and the MND.

I have the following preliminary comments on the analysis and Determination, specifically for 
the Density Bonus sections:

1. The financial features of the project are unavailable to me to determine whether the award of 
a certain number of extra residential units is justified. It is not clear what the “mix” of units



will be. Without an “economic work-up” it is unclear as to why the City is awarding 20 
extra residential units in order to provide for 7 very low affordable units.

According to the Director’s Determination, the zoning allows for 57 “by right” units on the 
three lots. Even if this number is accurate: although such may not necessary be the case 
because there are three separate (commercial lots) here, it is not clear whether all of the 
residential units are to occupy all of the lots.

2.

In addition, it is not clear why the density and Floor Area Ratio totals are premised on the 
aggregate square footage of all three lots as this requires the choice of another “on-menu” 
incentive which allows the developer to “average” the lots for purposes of calculation of 
FAR, density, open space, and parking. I would like to review the basis for the City’s plans 
as it is not available to me.

3.

The Determination fails to provide the completed “AHRD Referral Form”. The Department 
also has forgone its statutory opportunity to obtain fiscal data on the project such as a Pro
Forma in order to determine whether the grants of greater FAR, etc. are a valuable 
consideration for the City and its taxpayers. The Department needs to provide both the 
ADHD Form and a Pro-Forma to ensure there is a public analysis of the financial benefits 
conferred on this project that validate exemption from the ban on the gift of public funds.

4.

The Determination does not provide an analytical basis for awarding a huge increase in the 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) from 1.5:1 to 2.62:1, as it seems to just assume a 35% density 
bonus level off of the “base” number of residential units allowed for under the zoning code. 
The analysis needs to be provided.

5.

As indicated before, it is not clear what the “mix” of units will be in the project. This is 
relevant to the “economic work-up” as to the project needing as many as 20 extra residential 
units in order to provide 7 very low affordable units.

6.

According to the Director’s Determination, by aggregating the three lots, the zoning allows 
for 57 “by right” units on the three lots. For argument’s sake, even if we accept this number 
as being accurate - although such may not necessary be the case because there are three 
separate (commercial lots) here - it is not clear whether all of the residential units are to 
occupy all of the lots. This question needs to be clearly answered with an analysis.

7.

In addition, we contend that if the density and FAR totals are premised on the aggregate 
square footage of all three lots, then the Determination needs to review the existence of any 
earlier or additional zoning concessions with an impact on density, open space, and parking 
for the lots individually or in some grouping.

8.

In addition, the Determination does not provide any analysis or information regarding the 
fiscal impact of the commercial component of the project on the provision of 7 affordable 
units. Without the information and analysis, I cannot determine if we taxpaying neighbors 
are getting fair value for taking on the burden of an excessively tall and large new building.

9.

10. Without a full parking analysis of this “under-parked” project (with a commercial
component), I cannot assess its impact on the available parking in the general community. 
This analysis needs to be provided.



■w11. In the Determination, it is not clear how may of the project’s parking spaces are going to be 
allocated to “commercial use” versus “residential’ use. In a mixed-use project like this 
project, the Department should determine the number of “commercial” parking spaces that 
are mandated, and then do a comparison with the number of “residential” parking spaces 
“allowed” under the SB 1818 (Density Bonus) incentives. If the Planning Department has 
used such an analysis, it must be made clear. If the two approaches are combined, this 
“combination” represents a “de facto” new (“off-menu”) zoning “concession” or “incentive’ 
which, under the City’s SB 1818 implementation ordinance would mandate that the 
applicant provide an economic pro-forma justifying the need for the incentive. This issue 
needs clarifications and analyses.

12. This project combines commercial and residential use which creates an inconsistency 
between the density bonus law and the General Plan due to the inherent (by definition) 
nature of how a pure “commercial” project impacts a community versus how a pure 
“residential” project impacts a community; and whether an analysis of infrastructure 
(physical as well as parking) issues yields inconsistent or seemingly contradictory outcomes. 
In short, there could be a disconnect between the Community Plan’s commercial land use 
objectives and its residential land use objectives. The Determination does not address this 
question at all. The Determination needs to provide the necessary information so that the 
Determination can be properly evaluated.

13. Even if there were any conflicts, as discussed in 7. above, nothing would preclude the City 
from changing the Community Plan (adopted in 1997). However, in this instance, by 
avoiding any discussion or analysis of the point raised in 7. above, the City has avoided the 
proper protocol for resolving any conflict. Instead, the City has chosen to “spot zone” the 
project fearful that it is a project which is incompatible with the Community Plan’s 
mandates and objectives and should be resolved through a more comprehensive analysis. It 
is important, therefore, that the Department provide relevant information to resolve the 
issues raised in this section.

14. The Determination does not provide any detailed analysis of the impact of the higher density 
conferred on this project on public safety and public safety services (fire and police), water, 
sewer, storm water discharge, and other general health and welfare issues traditionally 
addressed in the planning process. For example, only a few of the relevant City departments 
have submitted their reviews. The Police and Fire Department, significantly, have not. As a 
result, the Determination does not include any mitigations that might be needed once all 
relevant City department complete their review. The Departmental reviews need to be 
completed, analyzed and included for review in the Deetermination.

15. 1 reserve the right to submit additional documents at my Appeal’s Hearing.

Thank you for your attention.

llah Hardesty
12451 Pacific Avenue, #6, Los Angeles 90066

Conies to:



West Mar Vista Residents Association
South Mar Vista Neighborhood Association
Council Member Mike Bonin (Attn.: Len Nguyen, Ezra Gale)
The Honorable Eric Garcetti, Mayor
The Honorable Jose Huizar, Chair, Council Planning and Land Use Committee 
Board Members, Mar Vista Community Council

4
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West Mar Vista Residents Association
3629 Maplewood Avenue* Los Angeles, CA 90066-3021* Phone: 310.493.0959 •
E-Mail: mamsfaneighhors@gmail.com Web: w ww .stopcommutersehool.com Facebook: Stop LAUSD commuter school in Mar Vista
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Arr*crift£Hr aJanuary 23, 2017

Mr. Vince Bertoni 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles CA 90012

12440-12492 Venice Boulevard, Mar Vista CA 90066, Case number DIR 2016-304- 
DB-SPR and ENV-2016-2229-MND for proposed 7-story building
Re:

REVISED APPEAL (“Anneal”) OF THE “SITE PLAN REVIEW” AND THE 
“ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW” SECTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT’S DECEMBER 
22. 2016 “DETERMINATION” for the project, pursuant to vour January 6.2017 
REISSUANCE “Reissuance” OF DENSITY BONUS & AFFORDABLE HOUSING
INCENTIVES & SITE PLAN REVIEW

ATTACHMENT: SCHEDULE A

Dear Mr. Bertoni:

West Mar Vista Residents Association is a community-benefit organization whose members 
reside and/or own property in the West Mar Vista neighborhood, mostly within the attendance 
boundaries of Mark Twain Middle School and including the Project site. South Mar Vista 
Neighborhood Association is a non-profit organization with members residing and/or owning 
property in the area south of Venice Boulevard. Members of both Associations are directly 
affected by the proposed project.

The two Associations and their members (“Associations”) are submitting this REVISED Appeal, 
IN ADDITION TO THE APPEAL FILED JANUARY 5, 2016, to challenge the Determination 
for the:
1. Site Plan Review “Review”, and
2. Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”)

In addition, we are attaching Schedule A to supplement this communication with additional 
facts, questions and analyses for your consideration.

The Associations and their members as well as hundreds of other residents and property owners 
in the neighborhood have communicated their opposition and concerns to you and other City 
offices regarding the project in letters, emails, and testimony at the public hearing, at the 
neighborhood council, community, and other forums.

We believe the Department’s Determination provides a basis for speculators and others to use 
the approval of the project as the basis for increasing the height, mass, density and bulk of

IRS No.: 47-381297

mailto:mamsfaneighhors@gmail.com
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successive projects in the future, using each approved project for larger-sized project. This 
willful process ignores the fact that the community has expressed its clear opposition to the 
project. The Determination clearly states, Page 20, why we should expect future development to 
be increasingly out of scale:

While the proposed project's massing exceeds the existing prevailing development pattern, the 
overall height is allowed by the Los Angeles Municipal Code and State Density Bonus Law, as 
described below. Furthermore, given that the several blocks surrounding the project site along 
Venice Boulevard have the same land uses designations and zoning, it can be anticipated that 
those surrounding sites can also be developed to the same scale under State Density Bonus Law. 
(italics added)

Secondly, the Department is using this very technique for its approval of this project. The 
Determination cites another project from the same developer, at 12575 Venice Boulevard, that 
was approved by the Planning Department in 2016 over the vehement and public opposition of 
neighbors and the community due to its 5-story height, size and bulk. It provided a new 
“standard” for the community. Now, in a bald-faced turnabout, the Department is using its just- 
approved 12575 Venice Boulevard to approve the project at 12444 Venice!

We believe the Determination ignores the community’s communications, misapplies the law, 
relies on bogus or inaccurate information for some of the conclusions, fails to perform even 
rudimentary studies or factual analyses of the project and its impacts as required by law, and 
waives the City’s responsibility for certain analyses, assessments and collection of financial 
data required for the Review and the MND.

The Determination provides a Site Plan and Environmental Review and imposes certain 
Conditions on the project. However, it fails to include any review of or impose any conditions 
that mitigate the known cumulative impact of the project on the neighborhood. It provides the 
framework for lot-by-lot approval of future developments in our neighborhood of out of scale, 
dense, bulky and speculative structures.

In summary, this case is a classic example of the breakdown of any sensible, community-driven 
planning process and reveals the hollowness of the City’s checks and balances. Our 
communities are being tom up by the use of sleights of hand, leveraged use of statutory 
authority, and willful disregard of any community-supported relevant General or Community 
Plans.

We have the following preliminary comments on the analysis and Determination, specifically 
for the Review and the MND:

Site Plan-Findings (Page 16ff)

1. The project has six stories along with a mezzanine level for a total of 83 Feet in height, 
which is out of character for this neighborhood. In addition, the building will be topped by 
HVAC-type equipment yielding even greater height to the building. Under the terms of the 
Determination, the proposed structure will become the tallest building for several miles if it 
is allowed to be developed. It is three stories taller than any other building anywhere in the 
Mar Vista Community. This is not Smart Development, this is MASS Development.



ft 1 AitJl
I eJT

2. The project cannot be judged by determining it to be consistent with or in conformity with 
the purposes, intent, and provisions of the General Plan, Community Plan, or Applicable 
Specific Plan. All of these Plans are out of compliance with California’s statutory and 
regulatory requirements for the City’s General Plan as the City has ignored the intent of the 
state requirements and not updated the Plan for decades. References to these Plans and how 
the project aligns with the Plans cannot be seriously taken into consideration as the outdated 
Plans do not reflect Mar Vista as it exists now. The Determination is based on the fact that a 
folder with Plans exists, however they do not reflect the current community or the views of 
its residents and property owners. The basis for the judgment should be elaborated to allow 
analysis.

3. Irrespective of the Plans’ legal status, the Associations that represent hundreds of residents 
and property owners in the project area, our neighborhood council and other residents 
oppose the project for being incompatible, inconsistent and non-conforming to our 
community and our quality of life. Given that the Plans have very little connection to 
today’s Mar Vista, it makes little sense for the Determination to privilege the Plans and 
accord the project points for conformity or consistency over the recently vocalized and 
written views of Mar Vista residents and property owners. The rationale for privileging the 
Plans over community testimony must be presented.

4. The Determination relies on a fact-free assertion that “The proposed project is in substantial 
conformance with the purposes, intent, and provisions of the General Plan, and the Palms- 
Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan” (Page 16). The evidence cited in 2. -3. above is 
ignored in order to make this assertion and alternative evidence should be provided.

5. The analysis cited for the Determination makes very bold, unsupported statements that 
strain credibility. In the section referring to the project’s impact using the criteria in the 
“Urban Design” Chapter (Chapter V) of the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan 
(Page 17), the Determination asserts that the project does “enhance the quality of life, living 
conditions, and neighborhood pride of residents.” The Determination provides no objective 
evidence and is thus fact-free while it ignores the very concrete evidence of the negative 
feedback for the project from hundreds of neighbors and community members, 
neighborhood council and neighborhood groups. The required evidence needs to be 
provided to substantiate the statements.

6. The analysis cites the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan Policy 1-3.1 (Page 17) 
which requires “new infill development to protect the character and scale of an existing 
residential neighborhood” as providing a basis for approving the project. This assertion is 
not just disconcerting but also false and counter-intuitive as the project is 83 feet and 7 
stories high while the closest similar development within several miles is around 65 Feet 
and 2 stories less in height. How do the facts of the project jibe with the criteria? An 
analysis needs to be provided.

7. There are other similar citations from the out-of-compliance Plans that are cited in the 
analysis without any consideration of their relationship to reality. For example, under the 
Housing Element portion of the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan, the analysis
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makes assertions regarding vehicle and pedestrian access (Page 18) without citing any data. 
This deficit must be remedied.

8. The Determination states that the “The proposed project also aligns with the intent of the 
Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan (Land Use Element) to maintain the 
community’s distinctive character” by “preserving and enhancing the positive 
characteristics of the existing residential neighborhoods while providing a variety of 
compatible housing opportunities”. This is again a fact-free assertion without any cited 
evidence. To the contrary, there is significant evidence from residents and neighbors that the 
project negatively impacts the neighborhood due to its bulk, significant height, traffic 
generation and other negative aspects. Thus, evidence is required to substantiate the 
comment.

9. The Determination notes that “The Applicant selected to utilize an automobile parking 
reduction offered under AB 7 44. Based on the project consisting of a mixed-income 
development within one-half mile of a major transit stop to which the project has 
unobstructed access, the proposed project is providing a minimum of 52 vehicle parking 
spaces for the residential and commercial uses and a minimum of 89 bicycle parking spaces 
in lieu of the required parking per LAMC Section 12.21 A.4. Housing”.

However, the Determination fails to provide evidence that the project is located within a 
certain qualifying distance from the nearest major transit stop. Section 21064.3 of the 
California Public Resources Code states:

21064.3. Major transit stop means a site containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry 
terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more 
major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the 
morning and afternoon peak commute periods.

The Determination does not provide any data or analysis of the transit lines serving the 
major intersection closes to the project (Venice/Centinela) demonstrating that the 
intersection meets the definition. Our preliminary data collection shows that the transit 
service does not meet the definition at least for the north or south bound direction from the 
intersection. We require a careful data collection and analysis to support the Determination.

10. The analysis for the Determination claims (Page 18) that the project maximizes
development opportunities around future transit systems while minimizing any diverse 
impacts but without providing any supporting evidence. On the other hand, there is evidence 
to the contrary. For example, it does not mention that there are no future new transit systems 
scheduled for Venice Blvd. If anything, ridership on the local bus service, west and east, 
will generally be reduced as a result of Metro’s commitment to increase ridership on the 
Expo Line for east-west travel. It is expected that Metro will reduce the number of bus trips 
on Venice Blvd. The Great Streets project on Venice Boulevard, in front of the project, is 
scheduled to reduce a lane of traffic, reducing Venice from 3 lanes to 2 lanes in each 
direction, resulting in even more gridlocked traffic on Venice. The gridlock will further 
push more traffic through neighborhood collector streets off Venice Blvd. between 
Walgrove Avenue and Inglewood Blvd. Clearly, the Determination does not have the facts
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3^C7on its side. Clearly, a factual traffic, parking and transit analysis is needed rather than 
assertions.

11. The Determination uses four “relevant cases” for the project in its December 22, 2016 
Determination. The examples are tendentious, incorrect and/or irrelevant as only one cited 
case is from the Mar Vista community, as defined in the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey 
Community Plan.

The 12575 Venice project was approved by the Department in 2016 for this same 
applicant and is not yet built. That project received massive opposition from the Mar 
Vista community that the Department chose to ignore. This is the only cited case 
from Mar Vista.
11460 Gateway Blvd.: This project is still receiving community input as the 
developer wishes to have the City vacate the alleyway for free to make this a viable 
project. This project is more than two miles from the 12444 Venice site and outside 
Mar Vista.
3822 S. Dunn Drive: This is among other large developments abutting Culver City 
where the project impacts a mixed (multi-family) residential and commercial area 
that is only one block. This project is outside Mar Vista.
11628 Pico Blvd: This project is in a commercial district with large developments.
It is outside Mar Vista and approximately three miles from the 12444 Venice site.

a.

b.

c.

d.

12. The Determination also cites the following “relevant” cases to establish the basis for 
approving the 7 story height of the building. One is outside the community and the other 
two are, startlingly, simply false, made-up examples.

3822-3842 South Dunn Drive: As stated in our January 5, 2017, the example is 
irrelevant to the project site and to the community as it is

located approximately 3 miles due east of the project site 
abuts commercial and mixed developments with Culver City and is one block 
north from the MGM-Sony complex, hardly a comparable neighborhood to 
the residential neighborhood abutting the project site 

12311 Pacific: The Department has created a “false fact.” This building is only four 
stories tall, including a ground floor garage. It is not 5 stories tall as claimed by the 
Department (Page 20). Abutting buildings are even lower in height. Actually, this 
building could serve as a model for the project’s height, size, bulk, setbacks and 
parking conformance to existing and future community standards.
3540 Centinela Avenue: Again, the Department has created a second “false fact.” 

The existing building is 2 stories.

a.

l.
n.

b.

c.

We can only conclude that these citations reflect a lack of diligence and care while in search for 
a citation, however irrelevant. The rationale for including non-“relevant” cases should be 
provided so that we can hold this work and those producing it responsible. We rely on the 
Department of Planning, and every other City Department, to provide us residents and taxpayers 
with accurate and reliable information to help make decisions. Instead, the Department, the 
Planning Commission, and the Mayor force us citizens to spend our money, time and energy 
again, after spending our money to hire the experts at City Hall, to go out, research and and 
report these flagrant false and misleading “facts.”

.2
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This Determination exemplifies the foundations for the profound distrust of city officials and 
city employees amongst our neighbors. Therefore, we request that the Department, the Planning 
Commission and the Mayor, along with City Council hold those responsible for citing irrelevant 
and false cases accountable, with a report to us.

Mitigated Negative Declaration fMNDE Environmental Review Findings (Page 22ff)

In general, the Findings do not reflect any significant assessment of the cumulative effects 
of the project. This is a critical issue for the neighbors as the Reissuance clearly states, Page 
20, that approval of this project will be a basis for future, larger, higher, and bulkier 
developments in the neighborhood. This matter should be addressed by a full analysis of the 
project’s cumulative impact on land use, environment and the larger community.

1.

The Findings cite provisions of SB 743 (Steinberg, 2013, Chapter 386, Statutes of 2013) to 
reject or ignore comments received from the public regarding a) Aesthetics, b) Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, and c) Transportation/Traffic. Its arguments that the comments and concerns 
can be ignored are based on a misreading of both the intent and the specific provisions of 
the measure. To clarify, here is a brief statement about the measure from the Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research, which is charged with implementing the measure:

2.

Specifically, SB 743 requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to 
amend the CEQA Guidelines to provide an alternative to LOS for evaluating 
transportation impacts. Particularly within areas served by transit, those alternative 
criteria must “promote the reduction of greenhouse ms emissions, the development of 
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses. ” (New Public 
Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1).) Measurements of transportation impacts may 
include “vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita, automobile trip 
generation rates, or automobile trips generated. ” (Ibid.) Once the CEQA Guidelines 
are amended to include those alternative criteria, auto delay will no longer be 
considered a significant impact under CEQA. (Id. at subd. (b)(2).) Transportation 
impacts related to air quality, noise and safety must still be analyzed under CEQA 
where appropriate. (Id. at subd. (b)(3).) SB 743 also amended congestion management 
law to allow cities and counties to opt out of LOS standards within certain infill areas. 
(See Amended Government Code Sections 65088.1 and 65088.4.)

The Determination provides none of the analyses identified by the legislation or the OPR. This 
should be remedied.

3. The legislative record is even clearer on the continuing responsibility of the City under 
CEQA for “infill projects” under the provision of SB 743. The Determination relies on a 
self-administered absolution for the Department to shrug off its responsibility, for example, 
regarding the “Aesthetics” of the project. The final Senate Analysis of the measure (Senate 
Environmental Committee, 9/12/13, at
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billAnalysisClient.xhtml7bill id=201320140SB743) 
notes that the measure requires OPR regulation and consequently local jurisdictions, to
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13 (g) Provide that aesthetic and parking impacts of residential, mixed-use, and 
employment center projects on infill sites shall not he considered significant impacts on 
the environment for purposes of CEQA, while also stating that the authority of a lead 
aeencv to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or
other discretionary powers is not affected.

Clearly, then, the Determination is based on a faulty application of the statute and regulation 
and should be corrected with an appropriate analysis of the project. The Department has the 
authority and must exercise it to conform to the intent of the statute to bring the Project into 
compliance with the aesthetics of the community. The Department needs to respond to this 
request.

4. The Determination states that the impact of Green House Gas emissions and parking are 
“not considered significant” for this infill project, due to SB 743 provisions. This is contrary 
to the intent of the law which states:

1. (h) It is the intent of the Legislature to do (both) of the following:
(1) Ensure that the environmental impacts of traffic, such as noise, air pollution, and 
safety concerns, continue to be properly addressed and mitigated through the 
California Environmental Quality Act.

Specifically, according to the Senate analysis of the measure (op.cit), Page 7, OPR is directed to

13. c) Require the criteria to promote the reduction of GHG emissions, the development 
of multi-modal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.

Without conducting a study and consequently not understanding the effects of this Project, 
appropriate mitigation measures are presumably absent. The Determination again fails to meet 
the measure’s intent. This needs to be corrected.

The Determination dismisses concerns and questions about the impact of the project on 
traffic and transportation without any study or mitigations as the City Department of 
Transportation failed to identify “significant impacts.” This conclusion is unsupported by 
any evidence and is contradicted by written and verbal testimony of residents and neighbors. 
An appropriate study needs to be performed and analyzed (See 3. above).

o.

The Determination’s conclusion that “there is no substantial evidence that the proposed 
project will have a significant effect on the environment” is unexpected given the project’s 
size, mass, unique height, access, and consequent impacts and the lack of any analytical 
basis for the conclusion. It also fails to reflect the record accurately when 27 of 29 speakers 
at the Department’s MND hearing and over half of the written comments addressed the 
project’s negative impact on the surrounding community' and its environment (Pages 24-27). 
The Department needs to review its evidence and provide an accurate analysis of the record.

6.

We disagree with the quoted findings of the traffic study and the amount of Net Trip 
Increases and that they represent 20% of what will actually be realized with the 
development of this project. There is no analytical basis for the statement and it should be

7.
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provided. The file indicates an inadequate study that looked at only peak hours. A complete 
trip count study needs to be performed and analyzed.

8. The Determination fails to provide an analysis of the project’s impact on traffic, specially in 
the context of using the alleyway for sole access (see below). Consequently, without such 
information the need for mitigation measures such as traffic control, parking or turn 
restrictions, traffic lights etc. have not been evaluated. The Department needs to perform the 
analysis in order to allow the community to determine the project’s impact on traffic, and 
traffic safety, and future developments on the abutting Venice, Wasatch, and Centinela 
streets.

9. Another example of the impact of the lack of factual analyses in the Determination is its 
approval of the project using an alleyway as the sole vehicular ingress and egress to the 
project. The analysis fails to note that the alleyway is dilapidated and has not been 
resurfaced in over 30 years yet over 140 car trips are projected to travel this alley each day, 
without counting the retail trips. We note that the Determination does not require any 
improvement to the alley or any additional safety measures. Vehicles from the project, 
during any normal business day traffic pattern, will head into gridlocked traffic on Venice or 
Centinela, which are always gridlocked at that time at the intersections closest to the project 
ingress and egress alley. Additionally, the Department recently approved a Starbucks 
development at the eastern end of the very same alley, at Centinela, which abuts the sole 
ingress and egress to Starbucks parking lot from Centinela. Thus, the traffic from 12444 
Venice will be attempting left and right turns on to Centinela while traffic from both 
directions on Centinela will be turning in front of the alley seeking an immediate right turn 
ingress or left turn egress. We believe that this absurd planning scenario reflects the lack of 
any on-ground analysis. A similar absurd and dangerous problem exists for the project 
regarding egress and ingress on the West, on Wasatch, which is a collector street designed 
to serve a residential area. A full traffic study needs to be completed in order to fairly assess 
the Determination.

10. The Determination fails to include a review of the project’s impact on public safety from the LA 
Fire Department, other than for building plan requirement. This assessment is a requirement that 
is reflected in the “Check-off” form that the Department uses. In this instance, the form check 
off area is left blank. An analysis is necessary as the proposed 7-story structure provides fire 
safety access from an alleyway where the projects abuts a residential area, power lines run along 
the alley and public safety may have limited or no “turn-around” space. The Department should 
provide the needed fire safety evaluation, analysis and mitigation requirements. The 
Department’s analysis should accurately reflect the LA Fire Department’s current and planned 
“Level of Service” deployment in the area, including during a citywide emergency alert, and the 
availability of resources for a satisfactory achievement of the Fire Department’s Level of 
Service requirement. As you are aware, the Fire Department has faced severe budget cutbacks 
during the Great Recession resulting in current responsiveness to all Los Angeles residents.

11. The Determination also fails to include a review of the project’s impact on public safety from 
the LA Police Department. This assessment is a requirement that is reflected in the “Check-off’ 
form that the Department uses. In this instance, the form check off area is left blank. The 
Department’s analysis should accurately reflect the LA Police Department’s current and

8
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planned “Level of Service” deployment in the area, including during a citywide emergency alert, 
and the availability of resources for a satisfactory achievement of the Police Department’s Level 
of Service requirement. As you are aware, the Councilmember for Council District 11, in which 
the project is located, has pointed out (January 17, 2017) that LAPD has fewer patrol officers in 
neighborhoods than there were 50 years ago. He has called for significant new resources and 
resource allocation changes to address the problems. Given these current condition, and the 
expected cumulative of approving this project on future developments of similar or more dense 
projects, it is critical to have a full analysis.

12. The Determination fails to provide an analysis of the safety impact of the project, and the 
cumulative impact of similar projects if this project is approved and serves as a precedent, on 
the impact on Venice Boulevard in front of the project as a designated “Tsunami Evacuation 
Route.” Given that the Great Streets projects (see also discussion above in “Site Plan Review” 
section, item 9) will reduce Venice Boulevard in front of the project by a lane of traffic in each 
direction, reducing Venice from 3 lanes to 2 lanes in each direction, we need a safety 
assessment of this project’s cumulative impact in the event of an evacuation rom the beach.

13. The Determination states, Page 28, the developer is not being required to provide a Financial 
Analysis / Pro-Forma for the project as a discretionary act. The rationale is cited that the City’s 
various “bonuses” are of such financial benefit to the developer that the developer can be 
presumed to use them to build affordable units in the project. We clearly do not agree with the 
Department’s sanguine rationale for the waiver and request that the Determination include 
requiring the developer to file the appropriate and accurate Financial Analysis / Pro-Forma for 
the project. That will allow us to see if the financial benefits conferred by the discretionary 
power of the City are reflected in the benefits being provided to the future residents of the 
project and to the community and its residents. Our goal is precisely congruent with SB 1818’s 
statutory requirement for the award of waiver’s or bonuses to a housing development. 
According to Section 65915 (f), “ The applicant shall show that the waiver or modification is 
necessary to make the housing units economically feasible'' We are not aware of any statutory 
exemptions from this requirement. Therefore, we request that the Department obtain and 
provide us with the economic information such as appropriate and accurate Financial Analysis / 
Pro-Forma for the project that meets the cited statutory goal.

Again, these comments are preliminary and will be supplemented at our Appeal Hearing.

Please contact us if you have any questions. We look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

West Mar Vista Residents Association 
South Mar Vista Neighborhood Association

Contact information:

9
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West Mar Vista Residents Association: Saeed Ali, President, saeedmalaiali@netscape.net, 310
493-0959 ... ....
South Mar Vista Neighborhood Association: Steve Wallace, President, stevew@medicopl.com, 
310-714-9225 ~

Copy:
Council Member Mike Bonin (Attn.: Len Nguyen, Ezra Gale)
The Honorable Eric Garcetti, Mayor
The Honorable Jose Huizar, Chair, Council Planning and Land Use Committee 
Board Members, Mar Vista Community Council
Members, Mar Vista Community Council Planning and Land Use Committee 
Members, West Mar Vista Residents Association and South Mar Vista Neighborhood 

Association
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SCHEDULE A

KATHRYN M. SCHWERTFEGER

229 MONTREAL STREET

PLAYA DEL REY. CA 90293

January 22, 2017

Los Angeles City Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: 12444 Venice Boulevard—DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed project located at 12444 Venice 
Boulevard (the “Project”). I disagree with how the Director’s Determination Letter dated 
December 22, 2016, as reissued January 6, 2017 (the “Director’s Determination”), applied a 
number of the provisions of LAMC §12.22A.25 (the “Affordable Housing Incentive 
Ordinance”), analyzed the Project and made findings required at Site Plan Review and analyzed 
a number of significant issues under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).
While I live in Playa del Rey, my neighborhood faces SB 1818 projects and how the City applies 
the rules to one SB 1818 project affects others. As one can see from the Determination Letter, 
once a technical issues is decided the City will argue, whether the applicant was effectively 
opposed or not in the underlying case, that the City is consistently following its rules.1 The 
Determination Letter is an example in the cases it cites as underlying precedents.

Moreover, I am no stranger to the Section of Mar Vista the Project will affect. 1 spent 
two years going twice a week to the library in the plan area for math tutoring. My son went to 
Venice High and we were the neighborhood cut through traffic avoiding the over taxed Lincoln 
and Venice main artery route. I get my hair cut at Floyd’s and shop at the Farmers Market in the 
plan area. So what fundamentally changes the Community Center of Mar Vista, its local 
businesses and its charm and funk, affects me. My home uses the same “constrained” sewer 
system that the Project does and is located in the Pacific Division Police Service area, same as 
the Project. Los Angeles is one City.

1 A note on the impact of the decision for 12575 Venice Boulevard on this case is in order. Decisions which are 
reached with under-resourced opponents, who drop them early before issues are heard or decided, and where the 
Council District is forced to recuse itself, like the decision for the applicant's project at 12575 Venice Boulevard 
don't satisfy due process standards for offensive collateral estoppel against a non-party. Even if the decision has 
some effect—it only governs for issues actually raised and decided—not for issues which never came-up or were 
considered in the decision. Here we are raising a number of issues which were not raised at 12575 Venice 
Boulevard—based on a review of the Planning Department record in that case.
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The City, however, has limited administrative standing to challenge a director’s 
determination under the Affordable Housing Incentive Ordinance to those who live adjacent to 
or across an alley or intersection from an SB 1818 project. An SB 1818 project thus affects 
many who cannot challenge it at the City level but would have standing as affected citizens, 
taxpayers or property owners to challenge the City’s decision in court. By limiting 
administrative standing and not allowing me to pursue my own appeal of issues related to the 
Director’s Determination, the City is violating my due process rights to be heard on land use 
matters which affect me and my property.

That said, I have found a way to file my appeal by working with others.

To begin with, I would like to talk about the real world magnitude of change we are 
discussing. We know from the Palms-Mar Vista- Del Rey Community Plan, part of the General 
Plan (the “Community Plan”), that the Project is located in Area 46, which has a total of 18.6 
acres. Area 46 is designated as a Community Center in the Community Plan and is presently 
characterized by small scale commercial businesses which are primarily of a locally owned 
type—Floyd’s, Soaptopia, the Venice Grind, Bolorama, a Kempo Dojo, a vintage clothing store, 
a yoga studio etc.
Boulevard provides another major cross street. Also portions of the plan area are already 
developed with a shopping center and library. But as the Director’s Determination predicts, the 
small scale commercial property probably will be redeveloped at a different scale, if consistent 
with this decision, the City allows recycling of the property for mixed use at greater than 1.5:1 
FAR. (I do not concede that the Director’s Determination is correct to look at probable future 
development to determine compatibility with scale—that evaluation is made -by looking at the 
existing community—but I do concede the Planning Department is right in its assessment of the 
change to the built environment which would follow on the back of this decision.)

Where the locally owned small businesses and their employees go, once displaced, in the 
recycling is an economic and social justice issue of significance. I, however, would like to look 
at that the magnitude of “probable” change to the built environment which will follow approval 
of this Project (as admitted by the Director’s Determination). This Project is being built on .616 
acres gross based on the architect’s plans labeled Exhibit A in the Planning Department file. 
Accordingly, assuming only half Area 46 recycles to mixed use, higher density, you have room 
for an additional 14 projects with comparable residential and commercial space to this project. 
This would mean approximately 1,200 additional housing units (including the Project and the 
planned project at 12575 Venice) and 31,500 feet of retail (including the Project).

In this regard, it is worth noting that the additional housing and surrounding 
neighborhood will be served by significantly less commercial amenities as a result of the 
conversion. By way of example, the current project site has approximately 16,000 square feet of 
commercial space which is being replaced by 2,100 square feet. Looking at the Determination 
Letter, and the small scale commercial reality of the bulk of the plan area, there is no reason to 
be believe the economics driving the reduced commercial space at the Project will not result in 
the reduction being typical for the recycling. That would mean approximately 240,000 square

Venice Boulevard runs down the center of Area 46 and Centinela
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feet of commercial/retail (16,000 x 15) will convert to approximately 31,500 square feet of 
commercial/retail (2,100 x 15).

Looking at these relatively conservative estimates of potential change, using the metric 
identified in the Community Plan of an average of 2.5 people per housing unit in the plan area, 
this converts to 3,000 additional people residing in the Area 46. In terms of sewage, the City 
Wastewater Engineering Services Division, in a Memorandum dated September 12,2016 
addressed to the Director of Planning found in the Planning File, has provided an analysis of the 
increase in required sewer capacity resulting from replacing the existing use with the Project. 
The projection is for 8,667 additional gallons of sewage a day generated by this Project. If you 
extrapolate that to roughly 14 additional projects plus the Project in Area 46 that means roughly
130,000 additional gallons of sewage per day. The map attached to the City of L.A. CEQA 
Threshold Guidelines, 2006 (the “L.A. Guidelines”), Exhibit M.2-10, designates the plan area as 
in a constrained sewer area.

Even if you just assume the cumulative impacts with the applicant’s proposed 12575 
Venice project, which has 55 new housing units, with both projects combined you are housing 
330 more people in the Area 46 plan area—in other words, bigger and denser, is bigger an 
denser, and using more infrastructure and services.

We also have more residents with less commercial/retail to service them, and less local 
business to employ them, who will drive more to other areas and parts of the City to obtain 
services, rather than walking or biking. This frustrates the City’s goals of reducing traffic and 
greenhouse gas emissions by placing jobs, services and residents in the same area to reduce 
traffic. Some of this may be offset but access to City buses but some will not. All this is 
common sense and things an average citizen knows, augmented by the City’s published 
resources.

The Planning Department is required to look at what it is predicting will happen on the 
heels of approval of this Project, across the spectrum of infrastructure and services and other 
environmental impacts, but it hasn’t. Functionally and in reality, we are embarking on a General 
Plan Amendment, to increase density and intensity of use in Area 46, by allowing mixed use at a 
FAR of 3:1, without any real planning guiding the exercise. Instead we are doing a limited 
Initial Study and then eliminating impacts we would otherwise consider, such as traffic and 
aesthetics, on the theory that we are only planning one transit oriented housing project and 
restricted under SB 473 from looking at these real impacts.

From my perspective a full EIR studying the impacts of a General Plan Amendment for 
Area 46 and a total change to the Community Center of Mar Vista is required—but I will argue 
four ways— review of General Plan Amendment, cumulative impact of probable projects and the 
Project (here the recycling), cumulative impact of planned projects 12575 Venice, Great Streets 
and the Project and the Project alone.

I. THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION ISSUED FOR THE PROJECT DOES 
NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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ACT (“CEQA”) AND THE PROJECT, AS PROPOSED, DOES IN FACT HAVE 
SUBSTANTIAL POTENTIAL ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS WHICH MUST 
BE REVIEWED THROUGH AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (“EIR”)

The following basic principles guide an evaluation of whether or not the Project MND has 
been issued appropriately and/or an EIR is required instead.

Fair Argument: If this letter, or any other letter received from the community or a retained 
expert, raises a fair argument that substantial impacts may occur the City must prepare an EIR.

Thresholds May Not Preclude Fair Argument: A threshold of significance may be useful to 
determine whether an environmental impact normally should be considered significant. (Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations, Division 6, Chapter 3 (hereafter “CEQA Guidelines”),
§15064.7, subd. (a).) Here, several thresholds of significance found in the L.A. Guidelines are 
reached—but no real analysis follows. A threshold of significance, however, is not conclusive, 
however, and does not relieve a public agency of the duty to consider the evidence under the fair 
argument standard. (Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004)
116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1108-1109, 11 Cal.Rptr.3d 104; Communities for a Better Environment v, 
California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98. 110-114, 126 Cal.Rptr.2d 441; see 
Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (b).) A public agency cannot apply a threshold of significance or 
regulatory standard “in a way that forecloses the consideration of any other substantial evidence 
showing there may be a significant effect.” (Communities for a Better Environment, supra, at p. 
114, 126 Cal.Rptr.2d 441.) (Mejia v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 322, 342.) In 
this regard, reality is allowed to creep into the analysis. For example, parking impacts on the 
adjacent community may be analyzed based on actual parking patterns of similarly located 
buildings as experienced or documented by community members or experts.

Adequate Factual Basis Required: “The decision as to whether a project may have one or 
more significant effects shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency.” 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f). “[Ejvidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence 
that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence.” CEQA Guidelines § Section 
15064(f)(5). The purpose of the initial study is to provide the lead agency, in this case the City, 
with adequate information regarding a project to determine the appropriate environmental review 
document and “documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a negative declaration that a 
project will not have a significant effect on the environment.” (Ctr. for Sierra Nevada 
Conservation v. County of El Dorado (2012) 202 Cal. App. 4th 1156, 1170, citations omitted.) 
There must be a basis within the record to support the conclusions reached by the initial study.
(Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170, 1201.) 
“Where an agency... fails to gather information and undertake an adequate environmental 
analysis in its initial study, a negative declaration is inappropriate.” {El Dorado County 
Taxpayers for Quality Growth v. County of El Dorado (2004) 122 Cal. App. 4th 1591, 1597, 
citations omitted.) The Project MND lacks basic facts required by the L.A. Guidelines and 
proposes mitigations but makes no assessment of their adequacy.
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Failure to Gather and Provide Adequate Information Invalidates the MND: “The agency 
should not be allowed to hide behind its own failure to gather relevant data.” (Sundstrom v. 
County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal. App.3d 296, 311.) The Project MND does not even follow 
the L.A. Guidelines and document and review factors to be considered once a threshold of 
significance is reached.

Evidence Both Ways Requires an EIR: If there is substantial evidence which supports a fair 
argument that there may be a substantial impact and evidence to the contrary, the City must find 
there may be a potential substantial impact and require an EIR. “Said another way, if a 
lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on 
the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR even though it may also be presented 
with other substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant effect. (No Oil,
Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68; Guidelines § 15064(f)(1). This rule also applies 
to differences between expert sources. In County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 
814, the Court found, “The very uncertainty created by the conflicting assertions made by the 
parties as to the environmental effect... underscores the necessity of the EIR to substitute some 
degree of factual certainty for tentative opinion and speculation.”

Mitigation Plans Must be Concrete and Susceptible of Critique: It is not enough to simply 
punt to a future design of a mitigation measure. The plans for mitigation and the adequacy of the 
mitigation are part of what must be considered in evaluating the MND. An environmental 
document must evaluate the efficacy of mitigation measures. (San Joaquin Raptor Rescue 
Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645.) Environmental documents must also 
evaluate any significant impacts caused by proposed mitigation measures. (Guidelines 
§ 15126.4.) Asa further problem, absent enough information to support the conclusion that a 
mitigation measure will work and not cause secondary impacts, the Project MND is also 
proceeding without adequate information both as to the adequacy of the mitigation measures and 
as to the potential secondary impacts. Leaving the Department of Transportation to approve a 
driveway plan and signal plan for a Project which will ingress and egress through an alley at a 90 
degree angle to a near-by major intersection is an example of impermissibly deferred mitigation 
in the MND. We don’t know if or how the intersection will be made safe and what the 
secondary impacts on pedestrians and traffic will be.

Mitigation Decisions Must Be Made by Elected Officials: Final decisions regarding 
environmental impacts must be appealable to an elected body. (Pub. Resources Code §21151.) 
This MND defers detailed definitions of mitigation measures and evaluations of the feasibility of 
plan alternatives and mitigation measures to City departments and undefined decision makers.
In many cases, these decisions are not working within a pre-set regulatory framework against 
known guidelines and criteria. The net effect is an illegal denial of a final appeal to an elected 
body as the final decision is made at the discretion of a body which is not elected and not 
administering a standard or program which was approved by an elected body.

A Pro ject Must be Evaluated in Light of Cumulative Impacts: CEQA requires consideration 
of cumulative impacts associated with projects, and if a project may have a cumulatively 
considerable impact, a mandatory finding of significance is required and an EIR must be
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prepared. (Pub. Res. Code § 21083(b); Guidelines § 15064(h)(1).) “Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects 
of probable future projects. {Ibid.) The Project MND makes no effort to evaluate cumulative 
impacts or to even identify them.

Public Participation: A core value of CEQA is that the environmental review process serves 
not only the purpose of protecting the environment but also public participation and informed 
self-government. “The EIR...is a document of accountability...The EIR process protects not only 
the environment but also informed self-government.” (County of Amador v. El Dorado County 
Water Agency) Informed self-government is not possible where the documents circulated 
publically are materially inaccurate, misleading or lack critical disclosure and discussion, 
whether or not some of the citizenry is able to discern the issues or obtain partial supplemental 
documentation. Not all will be able to discern what should have been said but was not said and 
not all will be able to gain access to documents buried in planning files. Hence, a process where 
all participate and future political decisions are influenced by decisions made in the 
environmental review process is subverted if the MND does not contain accurate and sufficient 
discussion—both in terms of what is said and in terms of what is not said—within the four 
comers of the document.

I ask that these standards be used in evaluating this letter and every other letter submitted 
with respect to this Project. By way of example, if a community letter raises a fair argument of a 
substantial impact, it raises a fair argument, whether or not it references the standard, because the 
standard is now part of the record. Similarly, if a community letter raises a question as to the 
sufficiency of information presented or considered by the agency, it raises the question as the 
validity of arguments on this basis is now part of the record. I will not go through how each 
standard might apply to other community letters or comments, but the gist is the same.

I also reserve the right to argue and appeal on the basis of any other letter, testimony or 
argument submitted to the record, whether or not such letter, testimony or argument is referenced 
in this letter, as all of the letters, testimony and arguments are part of the record. (Pub.
Resources Code § 21177(a).)

Again, all references to “L.A. Guidelines” are to the City of Los Angeles 2006 CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. All indented questions which are bolded are posed by the L.A. Guidelines to 
assist in identifying potential significant impacts.

I.c): Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings?

Here a word about SB 743 and aesthetic impacts. Even assuming all we are considering 
is the impact of the Project and it is transit corridor orient etc. SB 743 does not prevent 
consideration of visual or aesthetic impacts based on local statutes, ordinances or policies—it 
simply eliminates the analysis as a part of CEQA. Public Resource Code §21099(d)(2)(a). Here 
visual character is at issue based on the City’s Scenic Highway Plan; there are scale, height and 
massing compatibility requirements in the Community Plan for Pedestrian Oriented Districts and



Sr
Los Angeles City Planning Commission
January 22, 2017
Page 7

the Community Center (both of which apply to Area 46); and, as noted in the Project MND 
§16.05E.2 and G.2 authorizes the Director to analyze and mitigate significant environmental 
impacts as part of the Site Plan Review which allows the Director to consider aesthetic impacts.

The MND finds, however, that the design of the Project adequately mitigates the height, 
scale and massing impacts. This conclusion is not consistent with the outpouring of community 
comment to the opposite effect. Even the Council District has proclaimed this building will be 
the tallest building from Downtown to the Ocean on Venice Boulevard. The building will be 
50+ feet taller than its generally two story neighbors. Based on applicable case law, fair 
argument of aesthetic impact can be made based on community outcry alone because aesthetics 
are subjective. The Director’s Determination seems to agree and found a potential substantial 
aesthetic impact but then punted on the basis that SB 743 precludes consideration of the impact. 
The City knows better—witness the language in the MND which got the law right but the facts 
wrong.

For purposes of determining whether an EIR is required, CEQA looks for “fair argument” 
that “significant impacts may occur.” For purposes of this analysis, aesthetic impacts include 
both public and private views and public views can even be views from a hiking trail—let alone 
a public street. Ocean View Estates Homeowners Association, Inc, v. Montecito Water District 
(Second District, Division 6 2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 402 (finding fair argument supporting 
EIR based on subjective expressions of concern regarding view effect of cover on public 
reservoir visible from two homes and a public hiking trail). Sufficient evidence to trigger an EIR 
requirement was found based on the subjective reaction of members of the public—questions, 
comments and expressions of concern were deemed sufficient evidence. A pole or line of sight 
study, photographs or testimony of an expert surveyor were not required to establish a fair 
argument of a potential substantial impact on a view. Id. 402.

In addition, when you apply the L.A. Guidelines, you find support for the public’s 
position. Questions asked as part of the screening include. Pg. A. 1-2:

• Does the project include a proposed zone change or variance that would increase 
density, height, and bulk in areas where there is a consistent theme, style, or building 
height and setbacks?

• Would the project introduce features that would detract from the existing valued 
aesthetic quality of a neighborhood, community, or localized area by conflicting with 
important aesthetic elements or the quality of the area (such as theme, style, setbacks, 
density, massing, etc.) or by being inconsistent with applicable design guidelines?

Significance is then a matter of degree. In the vicinity of the Project, you have several 
small scale buildings with local murals and funky signage. The proposed project will stick out 
like a sour thumb during the day and at night will be an illuminated beacon adjacent to sensitive 
residential uses which abut the back of the building lot. Certainly, the public’s point of view, 
that the project is too tall and will detract from the look, feel and character of the Community
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Center is one valid view point, or fair argument, even if it is not the only view point and an EIR 
is warranted.

A separate but related question is “Shading.” The screening checklist question says it all, 
L.A. Guidelines, pg. A.3-1:

• Would the project include light-blocking structures in excess of 60 feet in height above 
the ground elevation that would be located within a distance of three times the height of 
the proposed structure to a shadow-sensitive use on the north, northwest or northeast?

In this case, that means Venice Boulevard and the planned Great Street and its parklets 
and community seating areas, and the pedestrian oriented small scale commercial, on both sides 
of the street or within 240 feet of the Project. All shadow-sensitive uses and all shrouded in 
shade from an 83 foot building. Shadow-sensitive uses can also include commercial areas and 
particularly pedestrian oriented commercial areas. L.A. Guidelines, pg. A.3-2. Use of the tables 
provided as Exhibit A supports a finding of significant impact. But, more to the point, the Initial 
Study and MND makes no shade and shadow analysis and provides no basis to conclude the 
height of the building and location next to shadow-sensitive uses will not result in a substantial 
impact. The Director’s Determination considers the issue, decides there may be a substantial 
impact but then ducks under SB 743 as precluding consideration. The Director’s factual 
conclusion is correct but his legal one is not.

Vll.g): Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Venice Boulevard, including the portion of Venice Boulevard where the project is 
located, is the County of Los Angeles’ designated Tsunami evacuation route. Venice is a low 
lying area and the inundation maps maintained by the County emphasize the importance of 
adequate egress routes for Coastal Residents. The Project, the 12575 Venice Boulevard project 
and the additional projects the Determination Letter projects for the 18.6 Acre Area 46, plus the 
Great Street Plan, will result in unacceptable levels of congestion along the evacuation route.2 
There has been no study of this issue, however, the MND and Traffic Impact Mitigation Plan 
used for adoption for the Community Plan, together with the onslaught of public testimony at the 
prior public hearing, document the existing very low levels of service and congestion on this core 
evacuation route. A high density, 18.6 acre high rise community will impede this route and may 
require alternative routing, if such routing is even feasible. Certainly, there is a fair argument 
that the impact of establishing a large, high density, mixed use community on a tsunami 
evacuation route for Venice, represents a substantial impact which should be studied in an EIR.

2 The Great Streets Initiative is a City adopted program and published plans for Venice Boulevard involve providing 
protected bicycle lanes and reducing traffic lanes. This "road diet" can work to create a vibrant walkable 
Community Center for Mar Vista but likely does not interact well with multiple 83 foot tall, high density residential 
structures, or even two such buildings, and a tsunami evacuation route.
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The mitigation proposed in the mitigation and monitoring plan is simply a deferred 
parking and driveway plan to be approved by the Bureau of Engineering and DOT. Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan for Project, Section XVI-50. We and the decision-maker have no way to 
gage the effectiveness of this mitigation or the secondary impacts—because we simply don’t 
know what the plan is.

XVI.b): Would the project result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects?

The City prepared a Sewer and Wastewater report for the Project. The Sewer section will 
be addressed later where the L.A. Guidelines more expressly contemplate the issue.

The Wastewater section of the report simply refers to the LID Guidelines and a 
requirement to coordinate with the department early in the design process. The LID program is 
required by City Ordinance for projects of over 500 square feet of surface—which this one is. 
The mitigation measures prioritized in the LID program include infiltration, capture/use and 
biofiltration as preferred stormwater control measures. Here, the project has almost no 
landscape to allow reuse of water and cannot use an infiltration system based on the soils 
geology report for the Project which indicates infiltration will destabilize the building. So how 
the Project will comply with the City’s requirements for storm water mitigation is an open 
question which requires further study in an EIR so we can understand the mitigation and the 
secondary impacts of the mitigation.

IX.b): Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited 
to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

This Project is not in compliance with the carefully considered land use element set forth 
in the Community Plan. To provide context, the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
Community Plan, was balanced on a knife’s edge to find adequate roadways, parking, police and 
fire protection for the plan area with very limited planned growth. The Community Plan MND 
acknowledged that "mixed use" would intensify use and resource demands in these 
categories. Hence, a map, Exhibit J, was prepared that indicated where the" mix use" areas, and 
intensified use, were contemplated in the plan. Area 46 was not designated for mixed use in the 
Exhibit J map. In the land use change designation matrix, Exhibit D to the City Council 
Resolution adopting the Community Plan, and in the City Planning Commission Report (page 2 
paragraph 4), again adopted by the City Council as part of the Community Plan adoption 
resolution, there was clear language requiring two things before Area 46 could be developed 
with mixed use: (1) further study; and (2) a limitation in density to 1.5:1 even as mixed use. In 
addition, the Community Plan itself makes it clear that all discretionary review, for any 
development in the plan area was required to include a traffic study to avoid further deterioration 
of levels of service in the plan area. The Community Plan MND was only able to find fire and
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police protect adequate based on requirements for monitoring of infrastructure and public service 
capacities and restricting mixed use boulevards as designated. Excerpts from the referenced 
documents are attached.

My position is that the restrictions in the Community Plan text are clear and that mixed 
use is not contemplated or allowed in the Community Center absent plan 
amendment. Nonetheless, if the text is ambiguous, the legislative history and additional 
documents which were integrated into the City Council adoption resolution, make it clear that 
the Community Center was intended by the Community Plan to be used for mixed use, at 
increased density and scale, only if and when a further study (i.e. an EIR) could find the that the 
density would not create a substantial impact— i.e. further overburden infrastructure and frustrate 
attempts at cohesive community identity, character and scale. Examples of language in the 
Community Plan to which I refer are below. You may want to skip down to the Land Use 
Elements, Chapter III, Commercial, highlighted in bold, but the whole Community Plan sets a 
tone which is unmistakable:

Chapter I: Residential Issues, pg. 1-3 Need to coordinate new development with the 
availability of public infrastructure.

Chapter I: Residential Opportunities, pg. 1-3 Potential for residential and mixed use 
development along commercial corridors.

Chapter I: Commercial Opportunities, pg. 1-4 Potential for mixed use on Venice and 
Washington Boulevards [Note the Exhibit J Map which specified the mixed use areas 
designates locations on Venice Boulevard further to the East and outside area 46]

Chapter I: Commercial Opportunities, pg. 1-4 Promote existing commercial areas on 
Venice Boulevard between Inglewood Boulevard and Stewart Avenue as cultural and 
activity center utilizing the Mar Vista library as unifying element. Encourage a broad 
range of community uses and services, pedestrian oriented character and possible mixed 
use.

The Transportation and Recreation, Parks and Open Space Sections— simply highlight 
the overburdened and underserved nature of the then existing and projected community, 
similar to the Community Plan MND. Chapter I pgs. 5-6.

Chapter III Land Use Policies and Programs, Commercial, page III-4

Portions of the commercial areas on Venice Boulevard are proposed for mixed use where 
cohesive commercial developments can be integrated with housing in a horizontal or 
vertical pattern. [Exhibit J, the designated mixed use map, and Exhibit the land use 
matrix specify the portions of Venice Boulevard to which the Community Plan is 
referring and these are, again not in Area 46, the Community Center.] The commercial 
area on Venice Boulevard east and west of Centinela Avenue [this is Area 46] is
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proposed for a Community Center. It includes a large shopping center, a library and 
several small retain and antique stores. The area has the potential for mixed use, 
pedestrian oriented and cultural center for the community.

Chapter III Land Use Policies and Programs, Commercial, page III-4 to 5:

Goal 2, Objective 1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development in 
the community and to provide additional opportunities for new commercial 
development and services within existing commercial areas.

Policy 2-1.2 Protect commercially planned/zoned areas from residential only 
development.

Program: Residential uses in commercial areas should be allowed only in mixed 
used projects in designated areas. [Exhibit J and Exhibit D designate the mixed use 
areas.]

Goal 2, Objective 2 To promote distinctive commercial districts and pedestrian 
oriented areas.

Policy 2-2.4 Promote mixed use projects along designated transit corridors and in 
appropriate commercial centers.

Program: The Plan Map identifies pedestrian-oriented and mixed use areas as 
preferred locations for mixed use projects. [Again, Exhibit J the Mixed Use Map 
and Exhibit D make the locations contemplated and not contemplated absent 
additional study clear.]

The Project also has not complied with regulations found in the Community Plan 
requiring evaluations and findings adequacy of fire services, police services and levels of service 
for traffic. See below for each category of CEQA analysis.

This Project is also not in compliance with zoning code provisions related to 
development of Comer Commercial Development (including height, landscaping and buffering 
from adjacent residential uses) and parking (substituting bicycles for parking spaces even when 
the LAMC is clear that such substitution is not allowed when affordable housing reduced parking 
options have already been selected).3 See analysis of the Director’s Determination below.

These deviations, taken in total, increase the density and intensity of use, reduce the 
livability of the plan area and constitute a significant impact which is not acknowledged or

3 Somehow a very literal reading of the LAMC makes sense to the applicant whereby by not selecting the parking 
options in LAMC §12.22A.25, and instead selecting parking options which allow even less parking, they can avoid 
the provisions of the LAMC which eliminate the bicycle parking, in lieu of vehicle parking, for affordable housing 
projects with already reduced parking.
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evaluated in the Initial Study. These changes must be reviewed in an EIR which addresses the 
impacts on a cumulative basis include the 12575 Venice project and the “probable” recycling 
acknowledged in the Director’s Determination.

Xll.a): Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

The Determination Letter bluntly admits the growth inducing impacts of a favorable 
decision for this Project which disregards the restrictions on mixed use projects in the 
Community Plan for the 18.6 acre Plan Area 46. The free market driven result of the rule 
change, arrived at through a process which violates the Municipal Code, will be that Plan Area 
46 will develop to mixed use, high density housing, of character and scale equivalent to the 
contemplated project. My rough projection of new housing units, and new residents, induced in 
Plan Area 46 is above. That said, the L.A. Guidelines require the analysis to be included in the 
environmental document and provided to the public and decision-maker as part of CEQA 
review—not prepared on the back of an envelope by a citizen using the data in the Community 
Plan and density of the proposed project extended across the plan sub-area. So in this respect, 
the environmental study is not adequate and an EIR is required.

Even if one over-looks the Determination Letter’s owns statements regarding the impact 
of this decision on the land use pattern for this area, and the likely increase in housing units and 
population, a cumulative impact analysis includes the project at 12525 Venice. Population for 
that project is also set forth above.

There is little doubt the housing growth and population growth in the Area 46 Plan Sub
Area represents a substantial impact—particularly because the Community Plan reserved this 
area for commercial, excluding both pure residential and mixed use residential. The impact 
meets and exceeds the standards for significant impact in the L.A. Guidelines, pg. J.l-3.

The importance of this question is highlighted by the L.A. Guidelines, page J.l-1:

“The quantity and distribution of population and households in the City affects the 
environment, use of infrastructure, and the demand for public services. Thus, in order to 
respond to and plan for future population and households, the General Plan, including the 
Framework and Housing Elements, and the Southern California Association of 
Government (SCAG) Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCP&G) include 
forecasts of population and housing trends. Because the projections are used to plan the 
infrastructure and level of service required to support the future population, actual growth 
in excess of the projections can lead to deficiencies.”

Given the growth inducing impact of this decision, an actual Community Plan 
amendment, removing the restrictions on mixed use development in Area 46 and increasing the 
allowed scale for Area 46 should be required concurrent with or as part of this project. The full
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impacts of the growth induced by this change should then be studied in an EIR, including the 
adequacy of all of the infrastructure to accommodate the growth.

XHI.a.ii): Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police protection?

The Guidelines provide the relevant Screening Criteria for where additional analysis is required, 
pg. K.l-1:

Would the proposed project result in a net increase of 75 residential units, 100,000 square 
feet (sf) of commercial floor area, or 200,000 sf of industrial floor area?

In this instance we are dealing with 77 residential units for the Project alone and 55 
residential units for the planned project at 12575 Venice Boulevard. In addition, given the 
change in land use element, to allow mixed use and the ensuing changed to the character, scale 
and type of development predicted by the Determination Letter itself, a large increase in area 
population is probable. See above. Meanwhile, both the MDN for the Community Plan and the 
MND for this project admit that Police protection in the project area is not sufficient.

The L.A. Guidelines, pg. K.l-2, require consideration of the following as part of a 
determination of significance:

• The population increase resulting from the proposed project, based on the net increase 
of residential units or square footage of non-residential floor area;
• The demand for police services anticipated at the time of project buildout compared to 
the expected level of service available. Consider, as applicable, scheduled improvements 
to LAPD services (facilities, equipment, and officers) and the project's proportional 
contribution to the demand; and
• Whether the project includes security and/or design features that would reduce the 
demand for police services.

L.A. Guidelines also require a description and evaluation of even more factors not 
addressed in the Initial Study, pg. K.l-2 to 3, requires:

Name and characteristics of the station and Reporting District in which the project is 
located. If the Bureau, station, and Reporting District are unknown, refer to Exhibits K.l- 
1 through K.l-19; and

- Description of scheduled improvements to LAPD services (facilities, equipment, and 
officers) at the station serving the project site.
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Again, the Initial Study is inadequate as against the City’s own methodology and cannot 
serve as an adequate basis for the public and the decision maker to make an evaluation. The 
Initial Study makes no real effort to address the impact of the population growth on the adequacy 
of police resources, although the Project MND does acknowledge the potential need for 
additional officers. An EIR is required to analyze this potential impact. Again, the required 
analysis is as to a Community Plan amendment for Area 46, rather than a piecemeal, project by 
project assessment. But even if we simply analyze this Project and the other planned project at 
12575 Venice, the analysis needs to be performed and open to review by the decision maker and 
the public.

For some reason, the internal circulations between City departments for this Project, 
excluded the Police Department, even though the City’s own distribution form provided a box to 
be checked to circulate the Project information for Police review. See attached. This omission is 
glaring in that the Community Plan recognized the razor thin adequacy/poised to inadequacy 
margins for police protection in the plan area and directly required the decision maker to make a 
finding about the impacts of projects on discretionary review on demand for police protection 
services.

Community Plan, Chapter III, pg. 11

Objective 8-1 To provide adequate police facilities, personnel and protection to 
correspond with existing and future population and service demands.

Polices 8-1.1 Review with the police department proposals for new development 
projects and land use changes to determine law enforcement needs and requirements.

Program: Require a decision-maker to include a finding about the impact on the 
demand for police protection services and demands of proposed projects or land use plan 
change.

Just the inclusion of this special requirement in the Community Plan, in light of the lack 
of adequate police protection resources noted in the MND for the Community Plan, provides fair 
argument, that absent following the requirement and performing an adequate review, there may 
be a substantial impact and an EIR is required. In addition, once again we find ourselves in 
violation of the General Plan and have a significant Land Use Element violation which should be 
reviewed, if nothing else.

There is also a fair argument as to the adequacy of the mitigation measure—as the 
measures only addresses one of several factors which the L.A. Guidelines require to be 
considered in reviewing potential impacts on police levels of service. Again, the adequacy of the 
mitigation must be reviewed in the context of an EIR which evaluates all of the relevant factors 
identified by the Guidelines. Here, only one of the factors identified as affecting adequacy of 
police service, building safety features is addressed through mitigation. The rest of the factors 
are not addressed and, accordingly, the mitigation cannot be adequately measured and an EIR is 
required.
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XIII.a.i):Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire protection?

Once again, the Community Plan is based on an MND which found essentially 
inadequate existing services. Accordingly, a finding is required regarding the impacts of the 
Project on Fire Levels of Service, not just by CEQA but by the Community Plan.

Community Plan, Chapter III, pg. 12-13

Objective 9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the 
existing and future population.

Policies 9-1.1 Coordinate with the Fire Department the review of significant 
development projects and General Plan Amendments affecting land use to determine the 
impact on service demands.

Program: Require a decision maker to make a finding on the impact on fire service 
demands of the proposed project on land use plan change.

The consultation with the Fire Department is currently in effect for projects which 
are subject to the subdivision process and for plan amendments which must be reviewed 
by the General Plan Advisory Board which includes representation of the Fire 
Department.

Nonetheless, the Fire Department was also excluded from the circulations for Department 
comments for this Project even though the City’s standard form provides a box which can be 
checked to include them. There is no specific consultation or recommendations from the Fire 
Department for this project in the Planning Department file.

Any evaluation of fire protection requirements, whether under CEQA or pursuant to the 
Community Plan, should at least meet the L.A. Guidelines and include Fire Department input. In 
this respect the information in the Initial Study, the information on which the Initial Study was 
based and the information available to both the public and the decision maker is inadequate. The 
deficiency more significant when you look at cumulative impacts, be they the 12575 Venice 
project or the change in intensity of use, population and building scale in Area 46 admitted in the 
Determination Letter as ensuing from abandonment of the land use element which requires 
commercial, not mixed use in Area 46.

When appropriate information is gather, the finding made by the decision maker, as 
required by the Community Plan, should be reached through an analysis which considers at least 
the factors identified by Fire Department which include:
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New development projects in the City may increase the demand for fire protection and 
emergency medical services. The LAFD evaluates new project impacts on a project-by
project basis. Beyond the standards in the Los Angeles Fire Code, consideration is given 
to project size and components, required fire-flow, response time and distance for engine 
and truck companies, fire hydrant sizing and placement standards, access, and potential to 
use or store hazardous materials. L.A. Guidelines K.2-1 to 2.

Project height, here 83 feet, is a variable which affects needs for fire lanes, over-head 
clearance and fire hydrant flow. More to the point, before the City approves remodeling a one 
to two story commercial area into a high density, residential 83 foot area, the Fire Department 
must perform the analysis required by the Community Plan and the decision maker and the 
public should make an informed decision.

The mitigations in the mitigation plan are really just compliance with the fire code. They 
do not address the myriad of variables required to make a proper assessment and which affect the 
impact on fire service. The decision maker and the public has no idea as to whether or not the 
mitigations are adequate.

In this regard, the City actually maintains a map entitled “Environmental and Public 
Facilities Map, 1996, Inadequate Hydrant Areas.” Absent, a real analysis through an EIR, we 
won’t know if, having abandoned the land use plan contemplated by Framework and Community 
Plan, which our infrastructure was planned to serve, we are building high rise, densely populated 
buildings in an area where the existing hydrant system cannot generate the required water 
pressure to fight a fire. Again, CEQA requires that we fundamentally remodel the land use in a 
plan area, like Area 46, only after we do a full EIR—for basic health and safety reasons like this.

XV.a): Would the project cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation 
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a 
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity 
ratio on roads or congestion at intersections)?

XV.b): Would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways?

As to SB 743,1 note again that local requirements are not circumvented. We have the 
Director’s ability to consider issues of environmental quality at Site Plan Review, but we also 
have the provisions of the Community Plan which requires:

Chapter III, page 22

Objective 16.1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable 
levels of service and ensure that necessary road access and street improvements are 
provided to accommodate traffic generate by all new development.
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Policies 16-1.1 Maintain satisfactory levels of service for streets and highways that 
should not exceed LOS "D" for Major Highways, Secondary Highways and Collector 
Streets. If existing levels of service are LOS "E" or LOS "F" on a portion of a highway 
or collector street, then the level of service for future growth should be maintained at 
LOS "E" if possible.

Chapter III, page 24

Objective 16-2 To ensure the location, intensity and timing of development is 
consistent with the provision of adequate transportation infrastructure.

Policies 16-2.1 No increase in density shall be effected by zone change or 
subdivision unless it is determined that the transportation infrastructure serving the 
property can accommodate the traffic generated.

Program: Decision makers shall adopt a finding as part of action on plan 
amendments, zone changes, subdivisions or other discretionary approvals which 
result in increased density or intensity.

Here the Department of Transportation has performed a preliminary “impact analysis.” 
We cannot tell from the analysis what intersections were analyzed or the level of service 
standard the analysis sought to maintain. In other words, the document in the Planning File 
would not serve as a basis to support the required finding. The analysis also makes no effort at a 
cumulative impact study with either the planned 12575 Venice Boulevard building or the 
“recycling” and addition of residents resulting from allowing Area 46 for mixed use 
development.

XV.f): Would the project result in inadequate parking?

One option for assessing parking is the code. Another option offered by the L.A. 
Guidelines is actual observed behavior for comparable projects. Here the residents in droves 
have complained about over-flow parking resulting from the Project. The residents have 
experience with other large apartment buildings further west down Venice Boulevard, on the 
transit corridor, and the actual parking use patterns by occupants. Here, the public 
overwhelming states, based on their experience, a total of 77 spaces for 77 units, and commercial 
space, is not adequate and will create over-flow into the community. Essentially, finding no 
parking impact requires over-looking the actual experience of residents in the area which 
establishes guests with cars and housing units with two cars are the norm, not the exception. 
Making a finding of no substantial impact, even for this one Project, also requires over-looking 
testimony regarding the existing shortage of parking supply in the neighborhood adjacent to Area 
46 on Venice Boulevard. Again, the Community Plan mentions the goal of maintaining 
adequate parking and the Site Plan Review allows the Director to reach this issue, 
notwithstanding SB 743.

Requirements for Additional Wastewater Facilities
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The Memorandum referenced above written by the City Wastewater Section in 
September 2016 concludes that the Project “might” have adequate sewer line capacity, or it 
might not. The Memorandum reports that more work needs to be done to assess the sewer line 
sizing and if the sizing is inadequate where the Project would need to connect to the sewer lines. 
Here, once again a deferred analysis and deferred mitigation, functionally a punt on a substantial 
potential impact and the nature of appropriate mitigation.

The Project is located in an area designated as a constrained sewer capacity area in the 
L.A. Guidelines. M.2-10. The thresholds of significance require further analysis when a Project 
is located in such an area, produces more than 4,000 gallons of wastewater a day (here the 
referenced Memorandum reflects in excess of 8,000 gallons a day after subtracting gallons used 
by existing uses). The Project also fails the third screening question in that it proposes, directly 
or indirectly, changes to the land use element in a manner which will increase the wastewater 
requirements of the plan area. L.A. Guidelines M.l-2. A finding of significance is warranted if 
the Project or the land use element changes it generates would create a measurable increase in 
wastewater flow at a point where flows are already constrained. In this regard I note, that as 
recently as 2015 the MND for a project located at 138 Culver, also in the Hyperion service area, 
noted that sewer capacity at Hyperion remained constrained, particularly when storm water was 
added to wastewater, as inevitably happens during a storm as the manhole covers leak and allow 
storm water into the sewer system. The City’s own documents establish that the Project alone, 
and certainly the Project combined with 12575 Venice and the “recycling” which will follow if 
mixed use is permitted throughout the plan sub-area, will have a potential significant impact on 
the environment by increasing wastewater flow and that these increases and mitigations, other 
than hypothetical sewer lines, should be evaluated in an EIR. Certainly, this additional 
information is also relevant and should have been included in the MND for evaluation by the 
decision maker and the public.

II. THE DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION REPRESENTS AN ABUSE OF DISCRETION 
BECAUSE:

A. OFF MENU INCENTIVES:

The Directors Determination grants off-menu incentives and concessions without following the 
procedure required including evaluation of the necessity of such incentives and concessions to 
facilitate the affordable housing component of the project through a pro forma. In fact, a pro 
forma of this project will show that a significantly smaller project, with significantly less impact, 
will still enable the developer to afford to include the affordable housing component. The 
applicant brags on its website of 42% historical returns. Furthermore, because the Director fails 
to acknowledge the existence of off-menu incentives—regardless of what a pro forma would 
show—he has also failed to exercise any discretion in the decision to grant such incentives or 
concessions. Failure to use discretion is a per se abuse of discretion.

Specifically, the following incentives or concessions, were not applied for but 
nonetheless are being used by and granted to the Project and constitute off-menu incentives:

(i) An amendment of the Community Plan to allow mixed use development in the first 
place in Area 46. The Community Plan specifically calls for mixed use projects only in areas
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designated in the Map, which reflects mix used districts adopted with the project. This project is 
not located in one of designated mixed use areas.

(ii) The project selects the least restrictive height element in the zoning codes (C2-1) and 
the Community Plan, as the height element for the project. However, the rule is the General 
Plan—which consists of the Framework Element and the Community Plan controls over the 
zoning and, generally a project must comply with the whole zoning code, not selected elements, 
which means compliance requires meeting the most restrictive element of the code.

• Remember, we are in an odd spot here. Ordinarily, the 1.5:1 FAR specified in a C2-1 
zone functionally controls height—so unless developers all decide to build space needles, 
there is no real need to limit height. Here, the Community Plan defines the project as a 
Community Center. Both the Community Plan and the General Plan Framework Element 
provide that development in a Community Center should be compatible in height and 
scale with that around it. Here, we have a Project located in an area which is generally 
one and two stories, as admitted by the Determination Letter, which is somehow allowed 
to be 83 feet tall, without using an incentive or concession for height. Any Incentive used 
to modify this element from the General Plan Framework Element and the Community 
Plan is an off-menu incentive for three reasons:

First, the definition of Incentive in the Affordable Housing Incentive Ordinance is a 
“modification of a City development standard or restriction in Chapter I of this Code 
[Municipal Code] (zoning).” LAMC §12.22A.25(b). Section 12.22A.25(e) allowes 
number of and (f) provides a list of automatic “Incentives” based on the number and 
specified types of affordable housing units provided by project. But neither Section 
allows a project anything other than an “Incentive,” or modification of the zoning code. 
Here, the applicant is seeking to modify the General Plan/Community Plan—which is not 
part of Chapter I of the Municipal Code (zoning). Hence, the applicant must make the 
request pursuant to §12.22A.25(g)(3) as a request for an off-menu incentive or 
concession.

Second, the incentive or concession exceeds 11 feet (which is the maximum on-menu 
Incentive) LAMC §12.22A.25(f)(5)(i); and

Third, the project does not step back one additional foot for every foot of height incentive 
or concession sought LAMC §12.22A.25(f)(i)(b).

• There is also a 45’ height restriction found in the Commercial Comer Development 
ordinance—LAMC § 12.22.23A(a)(l). The project exceeds this limit by more than the 
allowed 11 foot on-menu incentive (83-45=38) and does not step back on foot for each 
additional foot of height. The first page of the applicant’s plans admits the Project is 
subject to LAMC §12.22.23A, which governs Commercial Comer Development, and the 
Project location clearly meets the definition of Commercial Corner Development found
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in LAMC §12.03—commercially used lot (current medical/office), zoned C, in Height 
District 1, across an alley from property zoned R (R3 in this case) and in fact used 
residentially. The logic expressed in the Project plans and architect’s notes for the 
deviation from LAMC §12.22.23A is the mistaken belief that the Project satisfies the 
requirements of LAMC §12.22.23A(d)(l). This requires that the Project qualify as a 
Mixed Use Project in a Mixed Use District under LAMC §13.09. But the Project does 
not qualify under this Section. Specifically, where the Project is located is not intended 
by the Community Plan to be used for mixed use. Again, Exhibit J is a Map used by the 
Community Plan adoption resolution to designate locations intended for mixed use—and 
the Project location is not included in the mixed use area. Exhibit D, is the land use 
change map matrix, which expressly prohibited use of Plan Area 46 (the location of the 
proposed project) as a mixed use area absent further study. Both the map and the matrix 
were part of the City Planning Commission report, which was adopted as part of the 
Community Plan resolution, and contained the same restriction on use of Area 46 in its 
text. Moreover the Community Plan, policies and programs made clear reference to a 
map which designated allowed mixed use areas—and Exhibit J and D were the only such 
maps.

Mar Vista-Palms-Del Rey Community Plan, Chapter III Land Use Policies and 
Programs, Commercial, page III-4 to 5:

Goal 2, Objective 1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development 
in the community and to provide additional opportunities for new commercial 
development and services within existing commercial areas.

Policy 2-1.2 Protect commercially planned/zoned areas from residential only 
development.

Program: Residential uses in commercial areas should be allowed only in 
mixed used projects in designated areas. [Exhibit J and Exhibit D designate the 
mixed use areas.]

Goal 2, Objective 2 To promote distinctive commercial districts and pedestrian 
oriented areas.

Policy 2-2.4 Promote mixed use projects along designated transit corridors 
and in appropriate commercial centers.

Program: The Plan Map identifies pedestrian-oriented and mixed use areas 
as preferred locations for mixed use projects. [Again, Exhibit J the Mixed Use 
Map and Exhibit D make the locations contemplated and not contemplated absent 
additional study clear.]
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(b) The proposed project is seeking a FAR Incentive, which yes modifies the zoning code 
restriction of 1.5:1—but also seeks to modify the specific FAR 1.5:1 adopted for Area 46 
as part of the Community Plan—See Exhibit D which is the land use change matrix and 
provides a restriction of 1.5:1. Again, a modification is only an Incentive, and available 
on-menu, when a provision of the zoning code is modified.

(c) The proposed project also requires modifications of the restrictions in LAMC 
§12.22.23A for a Comer Lot Development as they relate to landscaping (five feet 
surrounding the building and parking) and masonry walls (six feet between project and 
residential development across an alley). None of these incentives/concessions are on- 
menu and the Director has exercised no discretion in reviewing and considering the 
waiver of these regulations, let alone followed the process required to waive these 
requirements through a conductional use permit for which the applicant did not even 
apply.

B. Additional Incentives Not Requested in the Master Land Use Application:
Additional incentives relied upon by this project, which are not referenced on the 
application, include averaging across multiple lot. This project is being built on three 
lots. In addition, each of the incentives or concessions referenced above, height, 
landscape, masonry walls, allowing mixed use in a Community Plan area which does not 
allow mixed use or sole residential—assuming they can be accomplished through 
granting of incentives (which I do not concede) under the Affordable Housing Incentive 
Ordinance—add to the one incentive requested in the application and in the aggregate 
exceed the number of “automatic” Incentives allowed for this Project.

C. Density Bonus Miscalculated:

(i) No housing whatsoever, either solely residential or mixed use, is allowed 
under the Community Plan at this location. Zero x 1.35= 0. Before one discusses SB 
1818 or the City’s Affordable Housing Incentive Ordinance, one must first be discussing 
a piece of property where it is lawful to build housing. Here the Community Plan, 
expressly and by the clear intent of documents used in the adoption resolution, prohibits 
use of the project location for mixed use development.

(ii) In addition, the Project again is being built on three lots. The Project 
calculates baseline density on the basis of being built on one lot, which it is not, and the 
Project has not applied for a reversion to acreage parcel map—perhaps afraid of the a 
CEQA analysis for something other than a transit oriented project and, frankly, other 
required findings. The way the LAMC works, residential density is measured against 
buildable lot. When a project has first story commercial and residential, it is allowed to 
build to the side lot lines, as is allowed for commercial projects, but this incremental area 
is not included in calculating the maximum allowed housing. Thus, if the project were
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built with the maximum allowed housing—5 foot side yards would be required for each 
of the three lots. The net buildable lot area would reduce to 18,108 ((50-5-5) x 150.9 x 3) 
minus road easement 1,115 minus 113 comer cut dedication plus half alley 2,250= 
19,103. The lot size figures are a generous version based on the City’s Cadestral Map and 
the road easement and pre-existing comer dedication are treated the same way as they are 
in applicant’s calculations. Accordingly, the allowed units of housing would be 47 
(round down per rules), not the 57 asserted in the project application. Thus, even with 
density bonus the allowed maximum would be 47 x 1.35 or 63.45 or 64 (rounding up per 
the mles).

D. Failure of the Director to Exercise Discretion: The Director has discretion to deny a 
density bonus project if he specifically finds the project incentives are not required to make the 
affordable housing component of the project feasible (LAMC §12.22A.25(g)(2)(c)(i)) or if he 
finds that granting the incentives would have a Specific Adverse Affect on health, safety or the 
physical environment. LAMC §12.22A.25(g)(2)(c)(ii).

(i) Health and Safety Impacts: Here the Director’s Determination makes no evaluation 
of health and safety impacts which are specifically required by the Community Plan—adequacy 
of police and fire services. The Director cannot have made an evaluation because the input of 
the Police and Fire Department was not requested. Moreover, the DOT’s future efforts to 
conform the driveway and traffic signaling to their own safety standards and to accommodate the 
tsunami evacuation route has not been evaluated by the Director, because the signal plan and 
driveway plan are to be approved at a later date. Failure to exercise discretion is an abuse of 
discretion.

(ii) The City’s logic as to how the Director uses his discretion automatically when he 
grants only on-menu incentives is flawed. The economic analysis referenced in the 
Determination Letter is badly outdated. Rents have increased significantly in the Mar Vista area 
since the applicant bought the project. For any project where the land was purchased several 
years ago, as was the case here, as rents increase the need for “Incentives” to generate a few 
affordable housing units decreases. Hence, the Director’s failure to require and look at an actual 
pro forma represents a failure to consider and exercise discretion which is an abuse of discretion. 
This creates a question as to whether or not the City’s Affordable Housing Incentive Ordinance 
is a defensible, measured, use of police power which is at the heart of why zoning changes and 
zoning in general are not viewed as a taking of private property. An actual pro forma for this 
Project will show disproportionate developer profits and no need for incentives to generate a 
housing project with the proposed affordable housing units. Pamela Day and Crimson Holdings 
brag on their website about an average 42% return on capital invested. We can only assume that 
they have gone into this Project with return expectations approximating this return average. The 
City’s own Hamilton, Rabinovitz & Alschuler, Inc. Study dated May 2006, commissioned to 
calculate appropriate in lieu fees, found that a return of 10% is adequate to for an experienced 
developer to find a given project feasible. Page 51.
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(c) In addition, the City of Los Angeles does evaluate project pro formas when off-menu 
incentives are sought. Here, a myriad of off-menu incentives are sought but not declared on the 
Affordable Housing Referral Form, including frankly a General Plan Amendment to allow the 
use of the proposed project site for housing in the first place. As a result, the Director has not 
even adhered to the City’s own policies regarding weighing the need for incentives and 
concessions to make the affordable housing component of a given project feasible. In other 
words, we are using unmeasured police power to regulate property rights.

(d) The City’s methodology is at odds with the State of California’s actual SB 1818 law. 
The SB 1818 law requires that “incentives” be measured to reduce the cost of building in a 
manner which enables the affordable housing component of the project. This element of SB 
1818 ensures that unlike the City’s Affordable Housing Incentive Ordinance, a variance from 
land use restrictions granted under SB 1818 would always be a measured use of police power, 
consistent with the intent to provide affordable housing but with the least impact on adjacent 
properties and communities.

III. THE FINDINGS FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW APPROVAL SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN 
MADE

The very first required finding is conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of 
the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. Here the 
consistency findings cannot be made because Area 46 was intended for commercial use only and 
restricted from use as mixed use. Moreover, if following further study Area 46 was allowed for 
mixed used, the area was restricted in the Community Plan to a FAR of 1.5:1.

The second finding required is that the project consists of an arrangement of structures 
(including height, bulk and set backs), offstreet parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping... that is or will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent 
properties. This finding can only be made based on a future prediction of what the area will 
become. The Director concedes that the Project does not match the area as it currently exists but 
then argues the Project will be consistent with future buildings in the plan area which will take 
advantage of similar zoning and affordable housing incentives. For the Director’s conclusion to 
make sense, the Director must assume that following the abandonment of the restrictions against 
mixed use and limiting FAR to 1.5:1 in the Community Plan, Area 46 will probably recycle to 
bring the Project into conformity with what “will” be future development. This is a cleared eyed 
look at the “probable” development in the plan area and the likely consequences of a favorable 
decision for the Project. Hence, the need to evaluate carefully.

I appreciate your consideration of these comments.

Very truly yours,
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DIR 201-304-DB-SPR, ENV-2016-2229-MND: Appeal
ilah hardesty <ilahhardesty@gmail.com>
To: lakisha.hull@lacity.org, connie.chauv@lacity.org, debbie.lawrence@lacity.org

Mon, Jan 23, 2017 at 3:34 PM

Dear Ms Hull,

I have filed an appeal for the Density Bonus and I would appreciate you attaching this letter (attached and included) to the 
file of that appeal.

Thank you.

Ilah Hardesty

12451 Pacific Ave

Los Angeles, CA 90066

562-760-7723

January 23, 2017

Mr. Vince Bertoni

Director of Planning

City of Los Angeles

200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: 12440-12492 Venice Boulevard, Mar Vista CA 90066, 
Case number DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR and 
ENV-2016-2229-MND for proposed 7-story building

APPEAL OF THE “SITE PLAN REVIEW”, THE "ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW”, AND THE "DENSITY BONUS" 
SECTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT’S DECEMBER 22, 2016 “LETTER OF DETERMINATION” (LOD) FOR THE 
PROJECT

Dear Mr Bertoni:
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Ms. Hardesty owns property abutting the proposed development of rental units in downtown Mar Vista at 12444 Venice 
Blvd, and Ms Roos and Mr Jacobs own property in the surrounding neighborhood.

City of Los Angeles Mail - DIR 201-304-DB-SPR, ENV-2016-2229-MND: Appeal

Two appeals have been filed questioning the LA Planning Department's Letter of Determination regarding the 7-story 
apartment project, dated 12/22/16. The first regards its Site Plan Review (SPR) and Environmental Review/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND); the Second regards the State-mandated Density Bonus (DB).

Since the entire file is therefore open for appeal, please consider the following objections to extend the ten already filed 
by Saeed Ali regarding the SPR and the seven regarding the MND, all of which we vigorously support as well.

1. Mar Vistans overwhelmingly oppose this project. The people who will actually live with its effect are unanimous in 
expressing concern regarding the impact. In the file is a list of communications in support and opposed. Without 
exception not a single letter on record from a supporter includes a mailing address; all support is emailed only. In 
contrast, there are dozens of letters with local addresses; these are from opponents. People saddled with this project's 
long-term aftermath don’t want it. Support seems to derive nearly exclusively from among vested interests in the 
business, either realtors or contractors, developers, employees, etc. None has seen fit to leave an address, which would 
depict their transient, opportunistic interest in this project.

2. The bean-counting of pro/con; support/opposition is facile and inaccurate. The file's spreadsheet that counts pro vs con 
input, lists repeat-contacts from the same individual as independent contacts. Thus, e.g., two letters from the same 
individual pro compared with two letters from two opposed individuals counts as 2:2 == equivalent opposition balancing 
support. While in this instance the truth would be more accurately rendered as twice as many opposed as in support.

More, the spreadsheet is not accurate in at least one instance where an individual is recorded as "supportive" who 
subsequently testifies in person as "strongly opposed".

Further, to weight all contacts pro and con equally is to erase comparative value of the community's, and professional's 
comments. An owner's feelings do not equate with an architect's hired to the project or to a social acquaintance of the 
developer’s. While it is not obvious how to weigh these disparate stakeholders' perspectives, it is at least clear they 
cannot be simply weighed 1:1 on a single, simple scale.

Last, the singular, final and subjective judgment of "pro'V'con" in the LOD negates many community member's careful 
expressions of ambivalence regarding development. Mindful of obstructionist "NIMBY” attitudes, many expressing careful, 
measured concern were summarized involuntarily and inappropriately as 'not-opposed'. The truth is far more nuanced.

3. Thus, considerable community opposition encompasses the process and not just project specifics. The local 
Neighborhood Council requested accommodations and meetings that were repeatedly rebuffed. Public meetings featured 
insults levied by the developer. Improper notification of residents and tenants was suffered. There is no feasability to 
register generalized support but specific criticism. The project is weaponized to set one faction of the community against 
another through the misleading conceit that Very Low Income housing can be reserved illegally for community artists. 
Our city council member's position on the project was disregarded. 4

4. As emphasized by the Council Office, this project degrades that which the Mayor's Great Streets initiative is designed 
to defend: Neighborhood. Downtown retail space is decimated from 10,169 (16,420? see #7 below) sf to 2,100 sf 
retail/commercial. A dozen businesses will be displaced. The trend in nearby communities (MDR, PDR) sees insufficient 
retail replacement that forces consumer needs into big-box stores and strips the community of its walkability and
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neighborliness. A structure that is 50% larger than any other within miles and seeks to displace street-life to its private 
rooftop and balconies is clearly antithetical to revitalizing our Great Streets. Private balconies are not "common space" 
despite the project's claims, requisite to satisfying Malthusian Planning requirements. This project is only nominally 
"mixed use"; just 3% of its total proposed square footage is anything other than residential. It maximizes profit at the 
expense of the community from which it profits.

City of Los Angeles Mail - DIR 201-304-DB-SPR, ENV-2016-2229-MND: Appeal1/24/2017

5. Other ways that reality is misconstrued to satisfy a wayward definition is in interpreting this intersection as a "High 
Quality Transit Corridor" (HQTC) (per subdivision (b) of Section 21155 of the Public Resources Code). There is just one 
express bus route intersecting Venice/Centinela and its headtimes exceed 15 minutes, at all times of day. Nor is this 
intersection a "Major Transit Stop" (http:// rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/scs/CEQAstreamliningChart.pdf), by definition. 
The definition of Density Bonus entitlements is very complicated and a layman's yeoman's effort may be inadequate. But 
the LOD should verify consistency with the project's underlying precepts in no uncertain terms. It does not; instead it 
violates the empirical experience of those actually living near and around this intersection: Venice/Centinela is not a 
major locus of public transportation. This is not a Transit Priority Project by definition, and it doesn't feel as if it is either.

6. To a layman’s understanding, the density bonus requested exceeds the maximum permitted by LAMC 12.22 A.25 of 
35%. Here, the requested density bonus is calculated from the project's number of units, but this is a labile metric as 
each proposed unit varies in size and volume. The standardized metric of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is therefore more 
appropriate. And by this calculation the density increase proposed is 75% (1:1.5 -> 1:2.62), more than twice the 
maximum permitted. A Conditional Use Permit must be filed upon a request this high.

7. A traffic assessment calculates no traffic report is mandated, based on flawed coding, and inconsistent baseline sizing 
of the existing structure. The current downtown strip mall is not a "Shopping Center (820)"; that is a facility akin to 
Costco or Target, with a large Average Daily Trip (ADT) count. The existing facility houses low-volume, hyper-local 
concerns: a used bicycle store and computer repair shop; a Subway and a local sit-down Thai food restaurant; a doctor’s 
and insurance office. These businesses generate a small fraction of a "shopping center's" trips.

Worse, it is unclear what is the true existing baseline sf. On 8/31/16 at 1:18 pm (and elsewhere) the existing structure is 
referenced in the file as 10,169 sf. Yet the 1/15/16 traffic assessment claims 61% more traffic-generating sf at 16,420. 
Inflating the baseline traffic velume erroneously, diminishes the inferred residential traffic offset, resulting in the spurious 
prediction of 100 fewer ADT. Recalculating the "shopping center" traffic on the basis of 62% less sf results in 
approximately 166 more ADT, ample justification for a true traffic study.

Coding the proposed replacement structure as "Apartments (220)” is also imprecise. The proposed project is more 
accurately characterized as, and therefore ought properly to be coded as, "Mid-rise apartments" (though this may 
attenuate the increase).

8. The soils report in the file is conducted for a 5-story, not 7-story structure. Moreover it is three years old, dating to 
2014. Ground water was potentially concerning beneath this transportation corridor. Liquefaction and other geological 
issues should be reconsidered in light of the project's true fall proposed height of 7 stories.

9. Four projects are considered for height-precedence. One of these is a multi-story building adjacent to a tall medical 
center complex in Culver City, not LA, not directly fronting Venice Blvd. It is nearly 4 city-miles away, past at least 4 
distinct neighborhoods and outside of the relevant Coastal Transportation Corridor. It is not relevant.

Another is a giant, controversial and un-approved apartment complex located within a genuine HQTC also several city- 
miles and qualitatively different neighborhoods away. It is not located in a downtown area, nor adjacent to single-family
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residences or low-rise apartments as is this project. It is located in a different Community Plan area and outside the 
Coastal Transportation Corridor altogether. It is not relevant.
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A third is located immediately adjacent to a metro stop, also a true HQTC and along a highly commercial corridor with 
little if any existing residences or apartments. It is also several miles and qualitatively different neighborhoods away. It, 
too, is not relevant.

The last is a project by the same developer located half-block west of this project. It was highly controversial, at 5 
outsized stories, and is used to leverage the justification for building this latest project another 50% higher, to 7 stories. It 
is situated near the residence of a local politician who is therefore compelled by law to recuse himself and thereby the 
whole community, of political advocacy against the project and its disturbing precedence. As part of the same effective 
development complex, this is not an independent precedent-setting project; it is the same individual's vision for Mar Vista. 
And it is in substantial violation of the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan. The project proposes no "... transition 
in scale, density and character of multiple housing and commercial uses adjacent to single family homes...”. Like its 
sister-project it is located adjacent to an "aspirational-only transit-center".

Neither of these projects qualifies for the State-imposed Density Bonus. The City should generate the project's 
associated mandated studies and examine these alongside all supporting documents more carefully, as they reveal no 
standing for a project of this magnitude.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

Ilah Hardesty

12451 Pacific Ave

Los Angeles, CA 90066

562-760-7723

Sara Roos

Dave Jacobs

3748 Mountain View Ave

Los Angeles, CA 90066

310-365-2529
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APPLICATIONS:

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

□ Area Planning Commission □ City Planning Commission □ City Council □ Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number: '~3>0Lt —lA S ^ it ' 24-2^ 'AJALb

Bc11.^6-12 + 13- VjrUProject Address: oe

Jznujcur-j <^3 i <d~t> / "7Final Date to Appeal:

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
,13-Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

l\Jg4j' flkt- i/tS'fc'- /c^ejfcbcCi 
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Si<AL M&rAppellant’s name (print):
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Company: ____

Mailing Address:

OfhI -dtACity: State:

j5<j\-eedw^'st!t pn-ttsc^
Zip:

3b Hr%3 075*? neJ"
£Telephone: E-mail:

4
• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

^ Self QEf Other: _____________________________

• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

□ Yes

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): 

Company: ________________________

Mailing Address:

City: State: Zip:

Telephone: E-mail:
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4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

0 Part 

□ No

□ Entire

M Yes

Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

// - %If Yes, list the condition number(s) here:

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

• The reason for the appeal
• Specifically the points at issue

• How you are aggrieved by the decision
• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements contained-ii pplication are complete and true:II!
& (-13-- /-J■ S

CL±1Appellant Signature: Date:

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 
o Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.
o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 

their 85% appeal filing fee).

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)].

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Plannee):Base Fee Date:

i Mliy
Receipt No: Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:

□ Determination authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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actions administered by the Department of City Planning.
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West Mar Vista Residents Association
3629 Maplewood Avenue® Los .Angeles. CA 90066-3021 ® Phone: 3 10.493.0959 •
L-Mail: mary istaneighborvtf gmail .coni Web: \\\\w.stopei)mmuku;sehool.coni Facebook: Stop LAUSD comm liter school in Mar Vista

January 23, 2017

Mr. Vince Bertoni 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles CA 90012

12440-12492 Venice Boulevard, Mar Vista CA 90066, Case number DIR 2016-304-Re:
DB-SPR and ENV-2016-2229-MND for proposed 7-story building

REVISED APPEAL (“Appeal”) OF THE “SITE PLAN REVIEW” AND THE 
“ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW” SECTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT’S DECEMBER 
22. 2016 “DETERMINATION” for the project, pursuant to vour January 6.2017 
REISSUANCE “Reissuance” OF DENSITY BONUS & AFFORDABLE HOUSING
INCENTIVES & SITE PLAN REVIEW

ATTACHMENT: SCHEDULE A

Dear Mr. Bertoni:

West Mar Vista Residents Association is a community-benefit organization whose members 
reside and/or own property in the West Mar Vista neighborhood, mostly within the attendance 
boundaries of Mark Twain Middle School and including the Project site. South Mar Vista 
Neighborhood Association is a non-profit organization with members residing and/or owning 
property in the area south of Venice Boulevard. Members of both Associations are directly 
affected by the proposed project.

The two Associations and their members (“Associations”) are submitting this REVISED Appeal, 
IN ADDITION TO THE APPEAL FILED JANUARY 5, 2016, to challenge the Determination 
for the:
1. Site Plan Review “Review”, and
2. Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”)

In addition, we are attaching Schedule A to supplement this communication with additional 
facts, questions and analyses for your consideration.

The Associations and their members as well as hundreds of other residents and property owners 
in the neighborhood have communicated their opposition and concerns to you and other City 
offices regarding the project in letters, emails, and testimony at the public hearing, at the 
neighborhood council, community, and other forums.

We believe the Department’s Determination provides a basis for speculators and others to use 
the approval of the project as the basis for increasing the height, mass, density and bulk of

IRS No.: 47-381297
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successive projects in the future, using each approved project for larger-sized project. This 
willful process ignores the fact that the community has expressed its clear opposition to the 
project. The Determination clearly states, Page 20, why we should expect future development to 
be increasingly out of scale:

While the proposed project's massing exceeds the existing prevailing development pattern, the 
overall height is allowed by the Los Angeles Municipal Code and State Density Bonus Law. as 
described below. Furthermore, given that the several blocks surrounding the project site along 
Venice Boulevard have the same land uses designations and zoning, it can be anticipated that 
those surrounding sites can also be developed to the same scale under State Density Bonus Law. 
(italics added)

Secondly, the Department is using this very technique for its approval of this project. The 
Determination cites another project from the same developer, at 12575 Venice Boulevard, that 
was approved by the Planning Department in 2016 over the vehement and public opposition of 
neighbors and the community due to its 5-story height, size and bulk. It provided a new 
“standard” for the community. Now, in a bald-faced turnabout, the Department is using its just- 
approved 12575 Venice Boulevard to approve the project at 12444 Venice!

We believe the Determination ignores the community’s communications, misapplies the law, 
relies on bogus or inaccurate information for some of the conclusions, fails to perform even 
rudimentary studies or factual analyses of the project and its impacts as required by law, and 
waives the City’s responsibility for certain analyses, assessments and collection of financial 
data required for the Review and the MND.

The Determination provides a Site Plan and Environmental Review and imposes certain 
Conditions on the project. However, it fails to include any review of or impose any conditions 
that mitigate the known cumulative impact of the project on the neighborhood. It provides the 
framework for lot-by-lot approval of future developments in our neighborhood of out of scale, 
dense, bulky and speculative structures.

In summary, this case is a classic example of the breakdown of any sensible, community-driven 
planning process and reveals the hollowness of the City’s checks and balances. Our 
communities are being tom up by the use of sleights of hand, leveraged use of statutory 
authority, and willful disregard of any community-supported relevant General or Community 
Plans.

We have the following preliminary comments on the analysis and Determination, specifically 
for the Review and the MND:

Site Plan Findings (Page 16ff)

1. The project has six stories along with a mezzanine level for a total of 83 Feet in height, 
which is out of character for this neighborhood. In addition, the building will be topped by 
HV AC-type equipment yielding even greater height to the building. Under the terms of the 
Determination, the proposed structure will become the tallest building for several miles if it 
is allowed to be developed. It is three stories taller than any other building anywhere in the 
Mar Vista Community. This is not Smart Development, this is MASS Development.
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2. The project cannot be judged by determining it to be consistent with or in conformity with 
the purposes, intent, and provisions of the General Plan, Community Plan, or Applicable 
Specific Plan. All of these Plans are out of compliance with California’s statutory and 
regulatory requirements for the City’s General Plan as the City has ignored the intent of the 
state requirements and not updated the Plan for decades. References to these Plans and how 
the project aligns with the Plans cannot be seriously taken into consideration as the outdated 
Plans do not reflect Mar Vista as it exists now. The Determination is based on the fact that a 
folder with Plans exists, however they do not reflect the current community or the views of 
its residents and property owners. The basis for the judgment should be elaborated to allow 
analysis.

3. Irrespective of the Plans’ legal status, the Associations that represent hundreds of residents 
and property owners in the project area, our neighborhood council and other residents 
oppose the project for being incompatible, inconsistent and non-conforming to our 
community and our quality of life. Given that the Plans have very little connection to 
today’s Mar Vista, it makes little sense for the Determination to privilege the Plans and 
accord the project points for conformity or consistency over the recently vocalized and 
written views of Mar Vista residents and property owners. The rationale for privileging the 
Plans over community testimony must be presented.

4. The Determination relies on a fact-free assertion that “The proposed project is in substantial 
conformance with the purposes, intent, and provisions of the General Plan, and the Palms- 
Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan” (Page 16). The evidence cited in 2. -3. above is 
ignored in order to make this assertion and alternative evidence should be provided.

5. The analysis cited for the Determination makes very bold, unsupported statements that 
strain credibility. In the section referring to the project’s impact using the criteria in the 
“Urban Design” Chapter (Chapter V) of the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan 
(Page 17), the Determination asserts that the project does “enhance the quality of life, living 
conditions, and neighborhood pride of residents.” The Determination provides no objective 
evidence and is thus fact-free while it ignores the very concrete evidence of the negative 
feedback for the project from hundreds of neighbors and community members, 
neighborhood council and neighborhood groups. The required evidence needs to be 
provided to substantiate the statements.

6. The analysis cites the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan Policy 1-3.1 (Page 17) 
which requires “new infill development to protect the character and scale of an existing 
residential neighborhood” as providing a basis for approving the project. This assertion is 
not just disconcerting but also false and counter-intuitive as the project is 83 feet and 7 
stories high while the closest similar development within several miles is around 65 Feet 
and 2 stories less in height. How do the facts of the project jibe with the criteria? An 
analysis needs to be provided.

7. There are other similar citations from the out-of-compliance Plans that are cited in the 
analysis without any consideration of their relationship to reality. For example, under the 
Housing Element portion of the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan, the analysis
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makes assertions regarding vehicle and pedestrian access (Page 18) without citing any data. 
This deficit must be remedied.

8. The Determination states that the “The proposed project also aligns with the intent of the 
Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan (Land Use Element) to maintain the 
community’s distinctive character” by “preserving and enhancing the positive 
characteristics of the existing residential neighborhoods while providing a variety of 
compatible housing opportunities”. This is again a fact-free assertion without any cited 
evidence. To the contrary, there is significant evidence from residents and neighbors that the 
project negatively impacts the neighborhood due to its bulk, significant height, traffic 
generation and other negative aspects. Thus, evidence is required to substantiate the 
comment.

9. The Determination notes that “The Applicant selected to utilize an automobile parking 
reduction offered under AB 7 44. Based on the project consisting of a mixed-income 
development within one-half mile of a major transit stop to which the project has 
unobstructed access, the proposed project is providing a minimum of 52 vehicle parking 
spaces for the residential and commercial uses and a minimum of 89 bicycle parking spaces 
in lieu of the required parking per LAMC Section 12.21 A.4. Housing”.

However, the Determination fails to provide evidence that the project is located within a 
certain qualifying distance from the nearest major transit stop. Section 21064.3 of the 
California Public Resources Code states:

21064.3. Major transit stop means a site containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry 
terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more 
major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the 
morning and afternoon peak commute periods.

The Determination does not provide any data or analysis of the transit lines serving the 
major intersection closes to the project (Venice/Centinela) demonstrating that the 
intersection meets the definition. Our preliminary data collection shows that the transit 
service does not meet the definition at least for the north or south bound direction from the 
intersection. We require a careful data collection and analysis to support the Determination.

10. The analysis for the Determination claims (Page 18) that the project maximizes
development opportunities around future transit systems while minimizing any diverse 
impacts but without providing any supporting evidence. On the other hand, there is evidence 
to the contrary. For example, it does not mention that there are no future new transit systems 
scheduled for Venice Blvd. If anything, ridership on the local bus service, west and east, 
will generally be reduced as a result of Metro’s commitment to increase ridership on the 
Expo Line for east-west travel. It is expected that Metro will reduce the number of bus trips 
on Venice Blvd. The Great Streets project on Venice Boulevard, in front of the project, is 
scheduled to reduce a lane of traffic, reducing Venice from 3 lanes to 2 lanes in each 
direction, resulting in even more gridlocked traffic on Venice. The gridlock will further 
push more traffic through neighborhood collector streets off Venice Blvd. between 
Walgrove Avenue and Inglewood Blvd. Clearly, the Determination does not have the facts

4
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on its side. Clearly, a factual traffic, parking and transit analysis is needed rather than 
assertions.

11. The Determination uses four “relevant cases” for the project in its December 22, 2016 
Determination. The examples are tendentious, incorrect and/or irrelevant as only one cited 
case is from the Mar Vista community, as defined in the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey 
Community Plan.

The 12575 Venice project was approved by the Department in 2016 for this same 
applicant and is not yet built. That project received massive opposition from the Mar 
Vista community that the Department chose to ignore. This is the only cited case 
from Mar Vista.
11460 Gateway Blvd.: This project is still receiving community input as the 
developer wishes to have the City vacate the alleyway for free to make this a viable 
project. This project is more than two miles from the 12444 Venice site and outside 
Mar Vista.
3822 S. Dunn Drive: This is among other large developments abutting Culver City 
where the project impacts a mixed (multi-family) residential and commercial area 
that is only one block. This project is outside Mar Vista.
11628 Pico Blvd: This project is in a commercial district with large developments.
It is outside Mar Vista and approximately three miles from the 12444 Venice site.

a.

b.

c.

d.

12. The Determination also cites the following “relevant” cases to establish the basis for 
approving the 7 story height of the building. One is outside the community and the other 
two are, startlingly, simply false, made-up examples.

3822-3842 South Dunn Drive: As stated in our January 5, 2017, the example is 
irrelevant to the project site and to the community as it is

located approximately 3 miles due east of the project site 
abuts commercial and mixed developments with Culver City and is one block 
north from the MGM-Sony complex, hardly a comparable neighborhood to 
the residential neighborhood abutting the project site 

12311 Pacific: The Department has created a “false fact.” This building is only four 
stories tall, including a ground floor garage. It is not 5 stories tall as claimed by the 
Department (Page 20). Abutting buildings are even lower in height. Actually, this 
building could serve as a model for the project’s height, size, bulk, setbacks and 
parking conformance to existing and future community standards.
3540 Centinela Avenue: Again, the Department has created a second “false fact.” 

The existing building is 2 stories.

a.

l.
n.

b.

c.

We can only conclude that these citations reflect a lack of diligence and care while in search for 
a citation, however irrelevant. The rationale for including non-“relevanf ’ cases should be 
provided so that we can hold this work and those producing it responsible. We rely on the 
Department of Planning, and every other City Department, to provide us residents and taxpayers 
with accurate and reliable information to help make decisions. Instead, the Department, the 
Planning Commission, and the Mayor force us citizens to spend our money, time and energy 
again, after spending our money to hire the experts at City' Hall, to go out, research and and 
report these flagrant false and misleading “facts.”

5
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This Determination exemplifies the foundations for the profound distrust of city officials and 
city employees amongst our neighbors. Therefore, we request that the Department, the Planning 
Commission and the Mayor, along with City Council hold those responsible for citing irrelevant 
and false cases accountable, with a report to us.

Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). Environmental Review Findings (Page 22ff)

In general, the Findings do not reflect any significant assessment of the cumulative effects 
of the project. This is a critical issue for the neighbors as the Reissuance clearly states, Page 
20, that approval of this project will be a basis for future, larger, higher, and bulkier 
developments in the neighborhood. This matter should be addressed by a full analysis of the 
project’s cumulative impact on land use, environment and the larger community.

1.

The Findings cite provisions of SB 743 (Steinberg, 2013, Chapter 386, Statutes of 2013) to 
reject or ignore comments received from the public regarding a) Aesthetics, b) Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, and c) Transportation/Traffic. Its arguments that the comments and concerns 
can be ignored are based on a misreading of both the intent and the specific provisions of 
the measure. To clarify, here is a brief statement about the measure from the Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research, which is charged with implementing the measure:

2.

Specifically, SB 743 requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to 
amend the CEQA Guidelines to provide an alternative to LOS for evaluating 
transportation impacts. Particularly within areas served by transit, those alternative 
criteria must “promote the reduction of greenhouse vas emissions, the development of 
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses. ” (New Public 
Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1).) Measurements of transportation impacts may 
include “vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita, automobile trip 
generation rates, or automobile trips generated.” (Ibid.) Once the CEQA Guidelines 
are amended to include those alternative criteria, auto delay will no longer be 
considered a significant impact under CEQA. (Id. at subd. (b)(2).) Transportation 
impacts related to air quality, noise and safety must still be analyzed under CEQA 
where appropriate. (Id. at subd. (b)(3).) SB 743 also amended congestion management 
law to allow cities and counties to opt out of LOS standards within certain infill areas. 
(See Amended Government Code Sections 65088.1 and 65088.4.)

The Determination provides none of the analyses identified by the legislation or the OPR. This 
should be remedied.

3. The legislative record is even clearer on the continuing responsibility of the City under 
CEQA for “infill projects” under the provision of SB 743. The Determination relies on a 
self-administered absolution for the Department to shrug off its responsibility, for example, 
regarding the “Aesthetics” of the project. The final Senate Analysis of the measure (Senate 
Environmental Committee, 9/12/13, at
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billAnalysisClient.xhtml7bill id-20132Q140SB743) 
notes that the measure requires OPR regulation and consequently local jurisdictions, to

6
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73 (g) Provide that aesthetic and parking impacts of residential, mixed-use, and 
employment center projects on infill sites shall not be considered significant impacts on 
the environment for purposes of CEQA, while also statine that the authority of a lead 
agency to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or 
other discretionary powers is not affected.

Clearly, then, the Determination is based on a faulty application of the statute and regulation 
and should be corrected with an appropriate analysis of the project. The Department has the 
authority and must exercise it to conform to the intent of the statute to bring the Project into 
compliance with the aesthetics of the community. The Department needs to respond to this 
request.

4. The Determination states that the impact of Green House Gas emissions and parking are 
"not considered significant” for this infill project, due to SB 743 provisions. This is contrary 
to the intent of the law which states:

7. (b) It is the intent of the Legislature to do (both) of the following:
(1) Ensure that the environmental impacts of traffic, such as noise, air pollution, and 
safety concerns, continue to be properly addressed and mitigated through the 
California Environmental Quality Act.

Specifically, according to the Senate analysis of the measure (op.cit), Page 7, OPR is directed to

73. c) Require the criteria to promote the reduction of GHG emissions, the development 
of multi-modal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.

Without conducting a study and consequently not understanding the effects of this Project, 
appropriate mitigation measures are presumably absent. The Determination again fails to meet 
the measure's intent. This needs to be corrected.

The Determination dismisses concerns and questions about the impact of the project on 
traffic and transportation without any study or mitigations as the City Department of 
Transportation failed to identify “significant impacts.” This conclusion is unsupported by 
any evidence and is contradicted by written and verbal testimony of residents and neighbors. 
An appropriate study needs to be performed and analyzed (See 3. above).

5.

The Determination’s conclusion that “there is no substantial evidence that the proposed 
project will have a significant effect on the environment” is unexpected given the project’s 
size, mass, unique height, access, and consequent impacts and the lack of any analytical 
basis for the conclusion. It also fails to reflect the record accurately when 27 of 29 speakers 
at the Department’s MND hearing and over half of the written comments addressed the 
project’s negative impact on the surrounding community and its environment (Pages 24-27). 
The Department needs to review its evidence and provide an accurate analysis of the record.

6.

We disagree with the quoted findings of the traffic study and the amount of Net Trip 
Increases and that they represent 20% of what will actually be realized with the 
development of this project. There is no analytical basis for the statement and it should be

7.

7
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provided. The file indicates an inadequate study that looked at only peak hours. A complete 
trip count study needs to be performed and analyzed.

8. The Determination fails to provide an analysis of the project’s impact on traffic, specially in 
the context of using the alleyway for sole access (see below). Consequently, without such 
information the need for mitigation measures such as traffic control, parking or turn 
restrictions, traffic lights etc. have not been evaluated. The Department needs to perform the 
analysis in order to allow the community to determine the project’s impact on traffic, and 
traffic safety, and future developments on the abutting Venice, Wasatch, and Centinela 
streets.

9. Another example of the impact of the lack of factual analyses in the Determination is its 
approval of the project using an alleyway as the sole vehicular ingress and egress to the 
project. The analysis fails to note that the alleyway is dilapidated and has not been 
resurfaced in over 30 years yet over 140 car trips are projected to travel this alley each day, 
without counting the retail trips. We note that the Determination does not require any 
improvement to the alley or any additional safety measures. Vehicles from the project, 
during any normal business day traffic pattern, will head into gridlocked traffic on Venice or 
Centinela, which are always gridlocked at that time at the intersections closest to the project 
ingress and egress alley. Additionally, the Department recently approved a Starbucks 
development at the eastern end of the very same alley, at Centinela, which abuts the sole 
ingress and egress to Starbucks parking lot from Centinela. Thus, the traffic from 12444 
Venice will be attempting left and right turns on to Centinela while traffic from both 
directions on Centinela will be turning in front of the alley seeking an immediate right turn 
ingress or left turn egress. We believe that this absurd planning scenario reflects the lack of 
any on-ground analysis. A similar absurd and dangerous problem exists for the project 
regarding egress and ingress on the West, on Wasatch, which is a collector street designed 
to serve a residential area. A full traffic study needs to be completed in order to fairly assess 
the Determination.

10. The Determination fails to include a review of the project’s impact on public safety from the LA 
Fire Department, other than for building plan requirement. This assessment is a requirement that 
is reflected in the “Check-off’ form that the Department uses. In this instance, the form check 
off area is left blank. An analysis is necessary as the proposed 7-story structure provides fire 
safety access from an alleyway where the projects abuts a residential area, power lines run along 
the alley and public safety may have limited or no “turn-around” space. The Department should 
provide the needed fire safety evaluation, analysis and mitigation requirements. The 
Department’s analysis should accurately reflect the LA Fire Department’s current and planned 
“Level of Service” deployment in the area, including during a citywide emergency alert, and the 
availability of resources for a satisfactory achievement of the Fire Department’s Level of 
Service requirement. As you are aware, the Fire Department has faced severe budget cutbacks 
during the Great Recession resulting in current responsiveness to all Los Angeles residents.

11. The Determination also fails to include a review of the project’s impact on public safety from 
the LA Police Department. This assessment is a requirement that is reflected in the “Check-off’ 
form that the Department uses. In this instance, the form check off area is left blank. The 
Department’s analysis should accurately reflect the LA Police Department’s current and

8
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planned “Level of Service” deployment in the area, including during a citywide emergency alert, 
and the availability of resources for a satisfactory achievement of the Police Department’s Level 
of Service requirement. As you are aware, the Councilmember for Council District 11, in which 
the project is located, has pointed out (January 17, 2017) that LAPD has fewer patrol officers in 
neighborhoods than there were 50 years ago. He has called for significant new resources and 
resource allocation changes to address the problems. Given these current condition, and the 
expected cumulative of approving this project on future developments of similar or more dense 
projects, it is critical to have a full analysis.

12. The Determination fails to provide an analysis of the safety impact of the project, and the 
cumulative impact of similar projects if this project is approved and serves as a precedent, on 
the impact on Venice Boulevard in front of the project as a designated “Tsunami Evacuation 
Route.” Given that the Great Streets projects (see also discussion above in “Site Plan Review” 
section, item 9) will reduce Venice Boulevard in front of the project by a lane of traffic in each 
direction, reducing Venice from 3 lanes to 2 lanes in each direction, we need a safety 
assessment of this project’s cumulative impact in the event of an evacuation rom the beach.

13. The Determination states, Page 28, the developer is not being required to provide a Financial 
Analysis / Pro-Forma for the project as a discretionary act. The rationale is cited that the City’s 
various “bonuses” are of such financial benefit to the developer that the developer can be 
presumed to use them to build affordable units in the project. We clearly do not agree with the 
Department’s sanguine rationale for the waiver and request that the Determination include 
requiring the developer to file the appropriate and accurate Financial Analysis / Pro-Forma for 
the project. That will allow us to see if the financial benefits conferred by the discretionary 
power of the City are reflected in the benefits being provided to the future residents of the 
project and to the community and its residents. Our goal is precisely congruent with SB 1818’s 
statutory requirement for the award of waiver’s or bonuses to a housing development. 
According to Section 65915 (f), “ The applicant shall show that the waiver or modification is 
necessary to make the housing units economically feasible.” We are not aware of any statutory 
exemptions from this requirement. Therefore, we request that the Department obtain and 
provide us with the economic information such as appropriate and accurate Financial Analysis / 
Pro-Forma for the project that meets the cited statutory goal.

Again, these comments are preliminary and will be supplemented at our Appeal Hearing.

Please contact us if you have any questions. We look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

West Mar Vista Residents Association 
South Mar Vista Neighborhood Association

Contact information:

9
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West Mar Vista Residents Association: Saeed Ali, President, saeedmalaia.li@netscape.net, 310
493-0959 "
South Mar Vista Neighborhood Association: Steve Wallace, President, stevew@medicool.com, 
310-714-9225

Copy:
Council Member Mike Bonin (Attn.: Len Nguyen, Ezra Gale)
The Honorable Eric Garcetti, Mayor
The Honorable Jose Huizar, Chair, Council Planning and Land Use Committee 
Board Members, Mar Vista Community Council
Members, Mar Vista Community Council Planning and Land Use Committee 
Members, West Mar Vista Residents Association and South Mar Vista Neighborhood 

Association

10
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SCHEDULE A

KATHRYN M. SCHWERTFEGER

229 MONTREAL STREET

PLAYA DEL REY. CA 90293

January 22, 2017

Los Angeles City Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: 12444 Venice Boulevard—DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed project located at 12444 Venice 
Boulevard (the “Project”). I disagree with how the Director’s Determination Letter dated 
December 22, 2016, as reissued January 6, 2017 (the “Director’s Determination”), applied a 
number of the provisions of LAMC §12.22A.25 (the “Affordable Housing Incentive 
Ordinance”), analyzed the Project and made findings required at Site Plan Review and analyzed 
a number of significant issues under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).
While I live in Playa del Rey, my neighborhood faces SB 1818 projects and how the City applies 
the rules to one SB 1818 project affects others. As one can see from the Determination Letter, 
once a technical issues is decided the City will argue, whether the applicant was effectively 
opposed or not in the underlying case, that the City is consistently following its rules.1 The 
Determination Letter is an example in the cases it cites as underlying precedents.

Moreover, I am no stranger to the Section of Mar Vista the Project will affect. I spent 
two years going twice a week to the library in the plan area for math tutoring. My son went to 
Venice High and we were the neighborhood cut through traffic avoiding the over taxed Lincoln 
and Venice main artery route. I get my hair cut at Floyd’s and shop at the Farmers Market in the 
plan area. So what fundamentally changes the Community Center of Mar Vista, its local 
businesses and its charm and funk, affects me. My home uses the same “constrained” sewer 
system that the Project does and is located in the Pacific Division Police Service area, same as 
the Project. Los Angeles is one City.

1 A note on the impact of the decision for 12575 Venice Boulevard on this case is in order. Decisions which are 
reached with under-resourced opponents, who drop them early before issues are heard or decided, and where the 
Council District is forced to recuse itself, like the decision for the applicant's project at 12575 Venice Boulevard 
don't satisfy due process standards for offensive collateral estoppel against a non-party. Even if the decision has 
some effect—it only governs for issues actually raised and decided—not for issues which never came-up or were 
considered in the decision. Here we are raising a number of issues which were not raised at 12575 Venice 
Boulevard—based on a review of the Planning Department record in that case.
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The City, however, has limited administrative standing to challenge a director’s 
determination under the Affordable Housing Incentive Ordinance to those who live adjacent to 
or across an alley or intersection from an SB 1818 project. An SB 1818 project thus affects 
many who cannot challenge it at the City level but would have standing as affected citizens, 
taxpayers or property owners to challenge the City’s decision in court. By limiting 
administrative standing and not allowing me to pursue my own appeal of issues related to the 
Director’s Determination, the City is violating my due process rights to be heard on land use 
matters which affect me and my property.

That said, I have found a way to file my appeal by working with others.

To begin with, I would like to talk about the real world magnitude of change we are 
discussing. We know from the Palms-Mar Vista- Del Rey Community Plan, part of the General 
Plan (the “Community Plan”), that the Project is located in Area 46, which has a total of 18.6 
acres. Area 46 is designated as a Community Center in the Community Plan and is presently 
characterized by small scale commercial businesses which are primarily of a locally owned 
type—Floyd’s, Soaptopia, the Venice Grind, Bolorama, a Kempo Dojo, a vintage clothing store, 
a yoga studio etc.
Boulevard provides another major cross street. Also portions of the plan area are already 
developed with a shopping center and library. But as the Director’s Determination predicts, the 
small scale commercial property probably will be redeveloped at a different scale, if consistent 
with this decision, the City allows recycling of the property for mixed use at greater than 1.5:1 
FAR. (I do not concede that the Director’s Determination is correct to look at probable future 
development to determine compatibility with scale—that evaluation is made -by looking at the 
existing community—but I do concede the Planning Department is right in its assessment of the 
change to the built environment which would follow on the back of this decision.)

Where the locally owned small businesses and their employees go, once displaced, in the 
recycling is an economic and social justice issue of significance. I, however, would like to look 
at that the magnitude of “probable” change to the built environment which will follow approval 
of this Project (as admitted by the Director’s Determination). This Project is being built on .616 
acres gross based on the architect’s plans labeled Exhibit A in the Planning Department file. 
Accordingly, assuming only half Area 46 recycles to mixed use, higher density, you have room 
for an additional 14 projects with comparable residential and commercial space to this project. 
This would mean approximately 1,200 additional housing units (including the Project and the 
planned project at 12575 Venice) and 31,500 feet of retail (including the Project).

In this regard, it is worth noting that the additional housing and surrounding 
neighborhood will be served by significantly less commercial amenities as a result of the 
conversion. By way of example, the current project site has approximately 16,000 square feet of 
commercial space which is being replaced by 2,100 square feet. Looking at the Determination 
Letter, and the small scale commercial reality of the bulk of the plan area, there is no reason to 
be believe the economics driving the reduced commercial space at the Project will not result in 
the reduction being typical for the recycling. That would mean approximately 240,000 square

Venice Boulevard runs down the center of Area 46 and Centinela
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feet of commercial/retail (16,000 x 15) will convert to approximately 31,500 square feet of 
commercial/retail (2,100 x 15).

Looking at these relatively conservative estimates of potential change, using the metric 
identified in the Community Plan of an average of 2.5 people per housing unit in the plan area, 
this converts to 3,000 additional people residing in the Area 46. In terms of sewage, the City 
Wastewater Engineering Services Division, in a Memorandum dated September 12, 2016 
addressed to the Director of Planning found in the Planning File, has provided an analysis of the 
increase in required sewer capacity resulting from replacing the existing use with the Project. 
The projection is for 8,667 additional gallons of sewage a day generated by this Project. If you 
extrapolate that to roughly 14 additional projects plus the Project in Area 46 that means roughly
130,000 additional gallons of sewage per day. The map attached to the City of L.A. CEQA 
Threshold Guidelines, 2006 (the “L.A. Guidelines”), Exhibit M.2-10, designates the plan area as 
in a constrained sewer area.

Even if you just assume the cumulative impacts with the applicant’s proposed 12575 
Venice project, which has 55 new housing units, with both projects combined you are housing 
330 more people in the Area 46 plan area—in other words, bigger and denser, is bigger an 
denser, and using more infrastructure and services.

We also have more residents with less commercial/retail to service them, and less local 
business to employ them, who will drive more to other areas and parts of the City to obtain 
services, rather than walking or biking. This frustrates the City’s goals of reducing traffic and 
greenhouse gas emissions by placing jobs, services and residents in the same area to reduce 
traffic. Some of this may be offset but access to City buses but some will not. All this is 
common sense and things an average citizen knows, augmented by the City’s published 
resources.

The Planning Department is required to look at what it is predicting will happen on the 
heels of approval of this Project, across the spectrum of infrastructure and services and other 
environmental impacts, but it hasn’t. Functionally and in reality, we are embarking on a General 
Plan Amendment, to increase density and intensity of use in Area 46, by allowing mixed use at a 
FAR of 3:1, without any real planning guiding the exercise. Instead we are doing a limited 
Initial Study and then eliminating impacts we would otherwise consider, such as traffic and 
aesthetics, on the theory that we are only planning one transit oriented housing project and 
restricted under SB 473 from looking at these real impacts.

From my perspective a full EIR studying the impacts of a General Plan Amendment for 
Area 46 and a total change to the Community Center of Mar Vista is required—but I will argue 
four ways— review of General Plan Amendment, cumulative impact of probable projects and the 
Project (here the recycling), cumulative impact of planned projects 12575 Venice, Great Streets 
and the Project and the Project alone.

I. THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION ISSUED FOR THE PROJECT DOES 
NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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ACT (“CEQA”) AND THE PROJECT, AS PROPOSED, DOES IN FACT HAVE 
SUBSTANTIAL POTENTIAL ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS WHICH MUST 
BE REVIEWED THROUGH AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (“EIR”)

The following basic principles guide an evaluation of whether or not the Project MND has 
been issued appropriately and/or an EIR is required instead.

Fair Argument: If this letter, or any other letter received from the community or a retained 
expert, raises a fair argument that substantial impacts may occur the City must prepare an EIR.

Thresholds May Not Preclude Fair Argument: A threshold of significance may be useful to 
determine whether an environmental impact normally should be considered significant. (Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations, Division 6, Chapter 3 (hereafter “CEQA Guidelines”),
§15064.7, subd. (a).) Here, several thresholds of significance found in the L.A. Guidelines are 
reached—but no real analysis follows. A threshold of significance, however, is not conclusive, 
however, and does not relieve a public agency of the duty to consider the evidence under the fair 
argument standard. (Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004)
116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1108-1109,11 Cal.Rptr.3d 104; Communities for a Better Environment v, 
California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 110-114, 126 Cal.Rptr.2d 441; see 
Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (b).) A public agency cannot apply a threshold of significance or 
regulatory standard “in a way that forecloses the consideration of any other substantial evidence 
showing there may be a significant effect.” (Communities for a Better Environment, supra, at p. 
114, 126 Cal.Rptr.2d 441.) {Mejia v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 322, 342.) In 
this regard, reality is allowed to creep into the analysis. For example, parking impacts on the 
adjacent community may be analyzed based on actual parking patterns of similarly located 
buildings as experienced or documented by community members or experts.

Adequate Factual Basis Required: “The decision as to whether a project may have one or 
more significant effects shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency.” 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f). “[EJvidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence 
that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence.” CEQA Guidelines §Section 
15064(f)(5). The purpose of the initial study is to provide the lead agency, in this case the City, 
with adequate information regarding a project to determine the appropriate environmental review 
document and “documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a negative declaration that a 
project will not have a significant effect on the environment.” {Ctr. for Sierra Nevada 
Conservation v. County of El Dorado (2012) 202 Cal. App. 4th 1156, 1170, citations omitted.) 
There must be a basis within the record to support the conclusions reached by the initial study. 
{Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170, 1201.) 
“Where an agency... fails to gather information and undertake an adequate environmental 
analysis in its initial study, a negative declaration is inappropriate.” {El Dorado County 
Taxpayers for Quality Growth v. County of El Dorado (2004) 122 Cal. App. 4th 1591, 1597, 
citations omitted.) The Project MND lacks basic facts required by the L.A. Guidelines and 
proposes mitigations but makes no assessment of their adequacy.



ls-169**1
Los Angeles City Planning Commission
January 22, 2017
Page 5

Failure to Gather and Provide Adequate Information Invalidates the MND: “The agency 
should not be allowed to hide behind its own failure to gather relevant data.” (Sundstrom v. 
County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 311.) The Project MND does not even follow 
the L.A. Guidelines and document and review factors to be considered once a threshold of 
significance is reached.

Evidence Both Ways Requires an EIR: If there is substantial evidence which supports a fair 
argument that there may be a substantial impact and evidence to the contrary, the City must find 
there may be a potential substantial impact and require an EIR. “Said another way, if a 
lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on 
the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR even though it may also be presented 
with other substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant effect. (No Oil,
Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68; Guidelines § 15064(f)(1). This rule also applies 
to differences between expert sources. In County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 
814, the Court found, “The very uncertainty created by the conflicting assertions made by the 
parties as to the environmental effect... underscores the necessity of the EIR to substitute some 
degree of factual certainty for tentative opinion and speculation.”

Mitigation Plans Must be Concrete and Susceptible of Critique: It is not enough to simply 
punt to a future design of a mitigation measure. The plans for mitigation and the adequacy of the 
mitigation are part of what must be considered in evaluating the MND. An environmental 
document must evaluate the efficacy of mitigation measures. (San Joaquin Raptor Rescue 
Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645.) Environmental documents must also 
evaluate any significant impacts caused by proposed mitigation measures. (Guidelines 
§ 15126.4.) As a further problem, absent enough information to support the conclusion that a 
mitigation measure will work and not cause secondary impacts, the Project MND is also 
proceeding without adequate information both as to the adequacy of the mitigation measures and 
as to the potential secondary impacts. Leaving the Department of Transportation to approve a 
driveway plan and signal plan for a Project which will ingress and egress through an alley at a 90 
degree angle to a near-by major intersection is an example of impermissibly deferred mitigation 
in the MND. We don’t know if or how the intersection will be made safe and what the 
secondary impacts on pedestrians and traffic will be.

Mitigation Decisions Must Be Made by Elected Officials: Final decisions regarding 
environmental impacts must be appealable to an elected body. (Pub. Resources Code § 21151.) 
This MND defers detailed definitions of mitigation measures and evaluations of the feasibility of 
plan alternatives and mitigation measures to City departments and undefined decision makers.
In many cases, these decisions are not working within a pre-set regulatory framework against 
known guidelines and criteria. The net effect is an illegal denial of a final appeal to an elected 
body as the final decision is made at the discretion of a body which is not elected and not 
administering a standard or program which was approved by an elected body.

A Project Must be Evaluated in Light of Cumulative Impacts: CEQA requires consideration 
of cumulative impacts associated with projects, and if a project may have a cumulatively 
considerable impact, a mandatory finding of significance is required and an EIR must be
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prepared. (Pub. Res. Code § 21083(b); Guidelines § 15064(h)(1).) “Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects 
of probable future projects. {Ibid) The Project MND makes no effort to evaluate cumulative 
impacts or to even identify them.

Public Participation: A core value of CEQA is that the environmental review process serves 
not only the purpose of protecting the environment but also public participation and informed 
self-government. “The EIR...is a document of accountability...The EIR process protects not only 
the environment but also informed self-government.” {County of Amador v. El Dorado County 
Water Agency) Informed self-government is not possible where the documents circulated 
publically are materially inaccurate, misleading or lack critical disclosure and discussion, 
whether or not some of the citizenry is able to discern the issues or obtain partial supplemental 
documentation. Not all will be able to discern what should have been said but was not said and 
not all will be able to gain access to documents buried in planning files. Hence, a process where 
all participate and future political decisions are influenced by decisions made in the 
environmental review process is subverted if the MND does not contain accurate and sufficient 
discussion—both in terms of what is said and in terms of what is not said—within the four 
comers of the document.

I ask that these standards be used in evaluating this letter and every other letter submitted 
with respect to this Project. By way of example, if a community letter raises a fair argument of a 
substantial impact, it raises a fair argument, whether or not it references the standard, because the 
standard is now part of the record. Similarly, if a community letter raises a question as to the 
sufficiency of information presented or considered by the agency, it raises the question as the 
validity of arguments on this basis is now part of the record. I will not go through how each 
standard might apply to other community letters or comments, but the gist is the same.

I also reserve the right to argue and appeal on the basis of any other letter, testimony or 
argument submitted to the record, whether or not such letter, testimony or argument is referenced 
in this letter, as all of the letters, testimony and arguments are part of the record. (Pub.
Resources Code § 21177(a).)

Again, all references to “L.A. Guidelines” are to the City of Los Angeles 2006 CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. All indented questions which are bolded are posed by the L.A. Guidelines to 
assist in identifying potential significant impacts.

I.c): Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings?

Here a word about SB 743 and aesthetic impacts. Even assuming all we are considering 
is the impact of the Project and it is transit corridor orient etc. SB 743 does not prevent 
consideration of visual or aesthetic impacts based on local statutes, ordinances or policies—it 
simply eliminates the analysis as a part of CEQA. Public Resource Code §21099(d)(2)(a). Here 
visual character is at issue based on the City’s Scenic Highway Plan; there are scale, height and 
massing compatibility requirements in the Community Plan for Pedestrian Oriented Districts and
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the Community Center (both of which apply to Area 46); and, as noted in the Project MND 
§16.05E.2 and G.2 authorizes the Director to analyze and mitigate significant environmental 
impacts as part of the Site Plan Review which allows the Director to consider aesthetic impacts.

The MND finds, however, that the design of the Project adequately mitigates the height, 
scale and massing impacts. This conclusion is not consistent with the outpouring of community 
comment to the opposite effect. Even the Council District has proclaimed this building will be 
the tallest building from Downtown to the Ocean on Venice Boulevard. The building will be 
50+ feet taller than its generally two story neighbors. Based on applicable case law, fair 
argument of aesthetic impact can be made based on community outcry alone because aesthetics 
are subjective. The Director’s Determination seems to agree and found a potential substantial 
aesthetic impact but then punted on the basis that SB 743 precludes consideration of the impact. 
The City knows better—witness the language in the MND which got the law right but the facts 
wrong.

For purposes of determining whether an EIR is required, CEQA looks for “fair argument” 
that “significant impacts may occur.” For purposes of this analysis, aesthetic impacts include 
both public and private views and public views can even be views from a hiking trail—let alone 
a public street. Ocean View Estates Homeowners Association, Inc, v. Montecito Water District 
(Second District, Division 6 2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 402 (finding fair argument supporting 
EIR based on subjective expressions of concern regarding view effect of cover on public 
reservoir visible from two homes and a public hiking trail). Sufficient evidence to trigger an EIR 
requirement was found based on the subjective reaction of members of the public—questions, 
comments and expressions of concern were deemed sufficient evidence. A pole or line of sight 
study, photographs or testimony of an expert surveyor were not required to establish a fair 
argument of a potential substantial impact on a view. Id. 402.

In addition, when you apply the L.A. Guidelines, you find support for the public’s 
position. Questions asked as part of the screening include. Pg. A. 1-2:

• Does the project include a proposed zone change or variance that would increase 
density, height, and bulk in areas where there is a consistent theme, style, or building 
height and setbacks?

• Would the project introduce features that would detract from the existing valued 
aesthetic quality of a neighborhood, community, or localized area by conflicting with 
important aesthetic elements or the quality of the area (such as theme, style, setbacks, 
density, massing, etc.) or by being inconsistent with applicable design guidelines?

Significance is then a matter of degree. In the vicinity of the Project, you have several 
small scale buildings with local murals and funky signage. The proposed project will stick out 
like a sour thumb during the day and at night will be an illuminated beacon adjacent to sensitive 
residential uses which abut the back of the building lot. Certainly, the public’s point of view, 
that the project is too tall and will detract from the look, feel and character of the Community
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Center is one valid view point, or fair argument, even if it is not the only view point and an EIR 
is warranted.

A separate but related question is “Shading.” The screening checklist question says it all, 
L.A. Guidelines, pg. A.3-1:

• Would the project include light-blocking structures in excess of 60 feet in height above 
the ground elevation that would be located within a distance of three times the height of 
the proposed structure to a shadow-sensitive use on the north, northwest or northeast?

In this case, that means Venice Boulevard and the planned Great Street and its parklets 
and community seating areas, and the pedestrian oriented small scale commercial, on both sides 
of the street or within 240 feet of the Project. All shadow-sensitive uses and all shrouded in 
shade from an 83 foot building. Shadow-sensitive uses can also include commercial areas and 
particularly pedestrian oriented commercial areas. L.A. Guidelines, pg. A.3-2. Use of the tables 
provided as Exhibit A supports a finding of significant impact. But, more to the point, the Initial 
Study and MND makes no shade and shadow analysis and provides no basis to conclude the 
height of the building and location next to shadow-sensitive uses will not result in a substantial 
impact. The Director’s Determination considers the issue, decides there may be a substantial 
impact but then ducks under SB 743 as precluding consideration. The Director’s factual 
conclusion is correct but his legal one is not.

VH.g): Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Venice Boulevard, including the portion of Venice Boulevard where the project is 
located, is the County of Los Angeles’ designated Tsunami evacuation route. Venice is a low 
lying area and the inundation maps maintained by the County emphasize the importance of 
adequate egress routes for Coastal Residents. The Project, the 12575 Venice Boulevard project 
and the additional projects the Determination Letter projects for the 18.6 Acre Area 46, plus the 
Great Street Plan, will result in unacceptable levels of congestion along the evacuation route.2 
There has been no study of this issue, however, the MND and Traffic Impact Mitigation Plan 
used for adoption for the Community Plan, together with the onslaught of public testimony at the 
prior public hearing, document the existing very low levels of service and congestion on this core 
evacuation route. A high density, 18.6 acre high rise community will impede this route and may 
require alternative routing, if such routing is even feasible. Certainly, there is a fair argument 
that the impact of establishing a large, high density, mixed use community on a tsunami 
evacuation route for Venice, represents a substantial impact which should be studied in an EIR.

2 The Great Streets Initiative is a City adopted program and published plans for Venice Boulevard involve providing 
protected bicycle lanes and reducing traffic lanes. This "road diet" can work to create a vibrant walkable 
Community Center for Mar Vista but likely does not interact well with multiple 83 foot tall, high density residential 
structures, or even two such buildings, and a tsunami evacuation route.
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The mitigation proposed in the mitigation and monitoring plan is simply a deferred 
parking and driveway plan to be approved by the Bureau of Engineering and DOT. Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan for Project, Section XVI-50. We and the decision-maker have no way to 
gage the effectiveness of this mitigation or the secondary impacts—because we simply don’t 
know what the plan is.

XVI.b): Would the project result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects?

The City prepared a Sewer and Wastewater report for the Project. The Sewer section will 
be addressed later where the L.A. Guidelines more expressly contemplate the issue.

The Wastewater section of the report simply refers to the LID Guidelines and a 
requirement to coordinate with the department early in the design process. The LID program is 
required by City Ordinance for projects of over 500 square feet of surface—which this one is. 
The mitigation measures prioritized in the LID program include infiltration, capture/use and 
biofiltration as preferred stormwater control measures. Here, the project has almost no 
landscape to allow reuse of water and cannot use an infiltration system based on the soils 
geology report for the Project which indicates infiltration will destabilize the building. So how 
the Project will comply with the City’s requirements for storm water mitigation is an open 
question which requires further study in an EIR so we can understand the mitigation and the 
secondary impacts of the mitigation.

IX.b): Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited 
to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

This Project is not in compliance with the carefully considered land use element set forth 
in the Community Plan. To provide context, the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
Community Plan, was balanced on a knife’s edge to find adequate roadways, parking, police and 
fire protection for the plan area with very limited planned growth. The Community Plan MND 
acknowledged that "mixed use" would intensify use and resource demands in these 
categories. Hence, a map, Exhibit J, was prepared that indicated where the" mix use" areas, and 
intensified use, were contemplated in the plan. Area 46 was not designated for mixed use in the 
Exhibit J map. In the land use change designation matrix, Exhibit D to the City Council 
Resolution adopting the Community Plan, and in the City Planning Commission Report (page 2 
paragraph 4), again adopted by the City Council as part of the Community Plan adoption 
resolution, there was clear language requiring two things before Area 46 could be developed 
with mixed use: (1) further study; and (2) a limitation in density to 1.5:1 even as mixed use. In 
addition, the Community Plan itself makes it clear that all discretionary review, for any 
development in the plan area was required to include a traffic study to avoid further deterioration 
of levels of service in the plan area. The Community Plan MND was only able to find fire and
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police protect adequate based on requirements for monitoring of infrastructure and public service 
capacities and restricting mixed use boulevards as designated. Excerpts from the referenced 
documents are attached.

My position is that the restrictions in the Community Plan text are clear and that mixed 
use is not contemplated or allowed in the Community Center absent plan 
amendment. Nonetheless, if the text is ambiguous, the legislative history and additional 
documents which were integrated into the City Council adoption resolution, make it clear that 
the Community Center was intended by the Community Plan to be used for mixed use, at 
increased density and scale, only if and when a further study (i.e. an EIR) could find the that the 
density would not create a substantial impact— i.e. further overburden infrastructure and frustrate 
attempts at cohesive community identity, character and scale. Examples of language in the 
Community Plan to which I refer are below. You may want to skip down to the Land Use 
Elements, Chapter III, Commercial, highlighted in bold, but the whole Community Plan sets a 
tone which is unmistakable:

Chapter I: Residential Issues, pg. 1-3 Need to coordinate new development with the 
availability of public infrastructure.

Chapter I: Residential Opportunities, pg. 1-3 Potential for residential and mixed use 
development along commercial corridors.

Chapter I: Commercial Opportunities, pg. 1-4 Potential for mixed use on Venice and 
Washington Boulevards [Note the Exhibit J Map which specified the mixed use areas 
designates locations on Venice Boulevard further to the East and outside area 46]

Chapter I: Commercial Opportunities, pg. 1-4 Promote existing commercial areas on 
Venice Boulevard between Inglewood Boulevard and Stewart Avenue as cultural and 
activity center utilizing the Mar Vista library as unifying element. Encourage a broad 
range of community uses and services, pedestrian oriented character and possible mixed 
use.

The Transportation and Recreation, Parks and Open Space Sections— simply highlight 
the overburdened and underserved nature of the then existing and projected community, 
similar to the Community Plan MND. Chapter I pgs. 5-6.

Chapter III Land Use Policies and Programs, Commercial, page III-4

Portions of the commercial areas on Venice Boulevard are proposed for mixed use where 
cohesive commercial developments can be integrated with housing in a horizontal or 
vertical pattern. [Exhibit J, the designated mixed use map, and Exhibit the land use 
matrix specify the portions of Venice Boulevard to which the Community Plan is 
referring and these are, again not in Area 46, the Community Center.] The commercial 
area on Venice Boulevard east and west of Centinela Avenue [this is Area 46] is
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proposed for a Community Center. It includes a large shopping center, a library and 
several small retain and antique stores. The area has the potential for mixed use, 
pedestrian oriented and cultural center for the community.

Chapter III Land Use Policies and Programs, Commercial, page III-4 to 5:

Goal 2, Objective 1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development in 
the community and to provide additional opportunities for new commercial 
development and services within existing commercial areas.

Policy 2-1.2 Protect commercially planned/zoned areas from residential only 
development.

Program: Residential uses in commercial areas should be allowed only in mixed 
used projects in designated areas. [Exhibit J and Exhibit D designate the mixed use 
areas.]

Goal 2, Objective 2 To promote distinctive commercial districts and pedestrian 
oriented areas.

Policy 2-2.4 Promote mixed use projects along designated transit corridors and in 
appropriate commercial centers.

Program: The Plan Map identifies pedestrian-oriented and mixed use areas as 
preferred locations for mixed use projects. [Again, Exhibit J the Mixed Use Map 
and Exhibit D make the locations contemplated and not contemplated absent 
additional study clear.]

The Project also has not complied with regulations found in the Community Plan 
requiring evaluations and findings adequacy of fire services, police services and levels of service 
for traffic. See below for each category of CEQA analysis.

This Project is also not in compliance with zoning code provisions related to 
development of Comer Commercial Development (including height, landscaping and buffering 
from adjacent residential uses) and parking (substituting bicycles for parking spaces even when 
the LAMC is clear that such substitution is not allowed when affordable housing reduced parking 
options have already been selected).3 See analysis of the Director’s Determination below.

These deviations, taken in total, increase the density and intensity of use, reduce the 
livability of the plan area and constitute a significant impact which is not acknowledged or

3 Somehow a very literal reading of the LAMC makes sense to the applicant whereby by not selecting the parking 
options in LAMC §12.22A.25, and instead selecting parking options which allow even less parking, they can avoid 
the provisions of the LAMC which eliminate the bicycle parking, in lieu of vehicle parking, for affordable housing 
projects with already reduced parking.
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evaluated in the Initial Study. These changes must be reviewed in an EIR which addresses the 
impacts on a cumulative basis include the 12575 Venice project and the “probable” recycling 
acknowledged in the Director’s Determination.

XILa): Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

The Determination Letter bluntly admits the growth inducing impacts of a favorable 
decision for this Project which disregards the restrictions on mixed use projects in the 
Community Plan for the 18.6 acre Plan Area 46. The free market driven result of the rule 
change, arrived at through a process which violates the Municipal Code, will be that Plan Area 
46 will develop to mixed use, high density housing, of character and scale equivalent to the 
contemplated project. My rough projection of new housing units, and new residents, induced in 
Plan Area 46 is above. That said, the L.A. Guidelines require the analysis to be included in the 
environmental document and provided to the public and decision-maker as part of CEQA

-not prepared on the back of an envelope by a citizen using the data in the Communityreview
Plan and density of the proposed project extended across the plan sub-area . So in this respect, 
the environmental study is not adequate and an EIR is required.

Even if one over-looks the Determination Letter’s owns statements regarding the impact 
of this decision on the land use pattern for this area, and the likely increase in housing units and 
population, a cumulative impact analysis includes the project at 12525 Venice. Population for 
that project is also set forth above.

There is little doubt the housing growth and population growth in the Area 46 Plan Sub
Area represents a substantial impact—particularly because the Community Plan reserved this 
area for commercial, excluding both pure residential and mixed use residential. The impact 
meets and exceeds the standards for significant impact in the L.A. Guidelines, pg. J. 1-3.

The importance of this question is highlighted by the L.A. Guidelines, page J. 1-1:

“The quantity and distribution of population and households in the City affects the 
environment, use of infrastructure, and the demand for public services. Thus, in order to 
respond to and plan for future population and households, the General Plan, including the 
Framework and Housing Elements, and the Southern California Association of 
Government (SCAG) Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCP&G) include 
forecasts of population and housing trends. Because the projections are used to plan the 
infrastructure and level of service required to support the future population, actual growth 
in excess of the projections can lead to deficiencies.”

Given the growth inducing impact of this decision, an actual Community Plan 
amendment, removing the restrictions on mixed use development in Area 46 and increasing the 
allowed scale for Area 46 should be required concurrent with or as part of this project. The full
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impacts of the growth induced by this change should then be studied in an EIR, including the 
adequacy of all of the infrastructure to accommodate the growth.

XHI.a.ii): Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police protection?

The Guidelines provide the relevant Screening Criteria for where additional analysis is required, 
pg. K.l-1:

Would the proposed project result in a net increase of 75 residential units, 100,000 square 
feet (sf) of commercial floor area, or 200,000 sf of industrial floor area?

In this instance we are dealing with 77 residential units for the Project alone and 55 
residential units for the planned project at 12575 Venice Boulevard. In addition, given the 
change in land use element, to allow mixed use and the ensuing changed to the character, scale 
and type of development predicted by the Determination Letter itself, a large increase in area 
population is probable. See above. Meanwhile, both the MDN for the Community Plan and the 
MND for this project admit that Police protection in the project area is not sufficient.

The L.A. Guidelines, pg. K.l-2, require consideration of the following as part of a 
determination of significance:

• The population increase resulting from the proposed project, based on the net increase 
of residential units or square footage of non-residential floor area;
• The demand for police services anticipated at the time of project buildout compared to 
the expected level of service available. Consider, as applicable, scheduled improvements 
to LAPD services (facilities, equipment, and officers) and the project's proportional 
contribution to the demand; and
• Whether the project includes security and/or design features that would reduce the 
demand for police services.

L.A. Guidelines also require a description and evaluation of even more factors not 
addressed in the Initial Study, pg. K.l-2 to 3, requires:

Name and characteristics of the station and Reporting District in which the project is 
located. If the Bureau, station, and Reporting District are unknown, refer to Exhibits K. 1 - 
1 through K.l-19; and

- Description of scheduled improvements to LAPD services (facilities, equipment, and 
officers) at the station serving the project site.
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Again, the Initial Study is inadequate as against the City’s own methodology and cannot 
serve as an adequate basis for the public and the decision maker to make an evaluation. The 
Initial Study makes no real effort to address the impact of the population growth on the adequacy 
of police resources, although the Project MND does acknowledge the potential need for 
additional officers. An EIR is required to analyze this potential impact. Again, the required 
analysis is as to a Community Plan amendment for Area 46, rather than a piecemeal, project by 
project assessment. But even if we simply analyze this Project and the other planned project at 
12575 Venice, the analysis needs to be performed and open to review by the decision maker and 
the public.

For some reason, the internal circulations between City departments for this Project, 
excluded the Police Department, even though the City’s own distribution form provided a box to 
be checked to circulate the Project information for Police review. See attached. This omission is 
glaring in that the Community Plan recognized the razor thin adequacy/poised to inadequacy 
margins for police protection in the plan area and directly required the decision maker to make a 
finding about the impacts of projects on discretionary review on demand for police protection 
services.

Community Plan, Chapter III, pg. 11

Objective 8-1 To provide adequate police facilities, personnel and protection to 
correspond with existing and future population and service demands.

Polices 8-1.1 Review with the police department proposals for new development 
projects and land use changes to determine law enforcement needs and requirements.

Program: Require a decision-maker to include a finding about the impact on the 
demand for police protection services and demands of proposed projects or land use plan 
change.

Just the inclusion of this special requirement in the Community Plan, in light of the lack 
of adequate police protection resources noted in the MND for the Community Plan, provides fair 
argument, that absent following the requirement and performing an adequate review, there may 
be a substantial impact and an EIR is required. In addition, once again we find ourselves in 
violation of the General Plan and have a significant Land Use Element violation which should be 
reviewed, if nothing else.

There is also a fair argument as to the adequacy of the mitigation measure—as the 
measures only addresses one of several factors which the L.A. Guidelines require to be 
considered in reviewing potential impacts on police levels of service. Again, the adequacy of the 
mitigation must be reviewed in the context of an EIR which evaluates all of the relevant factors 
identified by the Guidelines. Here, only one of the factors identified as affecting adequacy of 
police service, building safety features is addressed through mitigation. The rest of the factors 
are not addressed and, accordingly, the mitigation cannot be adequately measured and an EIR is 
required.
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XIII.a.i):Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire protection?

Once again, the Community Plan is based on an MND which found essentially 
inadequate existing services. Accordingly, a finding is required regarding the impacts of the 
Project on Fire Levels of Service, not just by CEQA but by the Community Plan.

Community Plan, Chapter III, pg. 12-13

Objective 9-1 Ensure that fire facilities and protective services are sufficient for the 
existing and future population.

Policies 9-1.1 Coordinate with the Fire Department the review of significant 
development projects and General Plan Amendments affecting land use to determine the 
impact on service demands.

Program: Require a decision maker to make a finding on the impact on fire service 
demands of the proposed project on land use plan change.

The consultation with the Fire Department is currently in effect for projects which 
are subject to the subdivision process and for plan amendments which must be reviewed 
by the General Plan Advisory Board which includes representation of the Fire 
Department.

Nonetheless, the Fire Department was also excluded from the circulations for Department 
comments for this Project even though the City’s standard form provides a box which can be 
checked to include them. There is no specific consultation or recommendations from the Fire 
Department for this project in the Planning Department file.

Any evaluation of fire protection requirements, whether under CEQA or pursuant to the 
Community Plan, should at least meet the L.A. Guidelines and include Fire Department input. In 
this respect the information in the Initial Study, the information on which the Initial Study was 
based and the information available to both the public and the decision maker is inadequate. The 
deficiency more significant when you look at cumulative impacts, be they the 12575 Venice 
project or the change in intensity of use, population and building scale in Area 46 admitted in the 
Determination Letter as ensuing from abandonment of the land use element which requires 
commercial, not mixed use in Area 46.

When appropriate information is gather, the finding made by the decision maker, as 
required by the Community Plan, should be reached through an analysis which considers at least 
the factors identified by Fire Department which include:
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New development projects in the City may increase the demand for fire protection and 
emergency medical services. The LAFD evaluates new project impacts on a project-by
project basis. Beyond the standards in the Los Angeles Fire Code, consideration is given 
to project size and components, required fire-flow, response time and distance for engine 
and truck companies, fire hydrant sizing and placement standards, access, and potential to 
use or store hazardous materials. L.A. Guidelines K.2-1 to 2.

Project height, here 83 feet, is a variable which affects needs for fire lanes, over-head 
clearance and fire hydrant flow. More to the point, before the City approves remodeling a one 
to two story commercial area into a high density, residential 83 foot area, the Fire Department 
must perform the analysis required by the Community Plan and the decision maker and the 
public should make an informed decision.

The mitigations in the mitigation plan are really just compliance with the fire code. They 
do not address the myriad of variables required to make a proper assessment and which affect the 
impact on fire service. The decision maker and the public has no idea as to whether or not the 
mitigations are adequate.

In this regard, the City actually maintains a map entitled “Environmental and Public 
Facilities Map, 1996, Inadequate Hydrant Areas.” Absent, a real analysis through an EIR, we 
won’t know if, having abandoned the land use plan contemplated by Framework and Community 
Plan, which our infrastructure was planned to serve, we are building high rise, densely populated 
buildings in an area where the existing hydrant system cannot generate the required water 
pressure to fight a fire. Again, CEQA requires that we fundamentally remodel the land use in a 
plan area, like Area 46, only after we do a full EIR—for basic health and safety reasons like this.

XV.a): Would the project cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation 
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a 
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity 
ratio on roads or congestion at intersections)?

XV.b): Would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways?

As to SB 743,1 note again that local requirements are not circumvented. We have the 
Director’s ability to consider issues of environmental quality at Site Plan Review, but we also 
have the provisions of the Community Plan which requires:

Chapter III, page 22

Objective 16.1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable 
levels of service and ensure that necessary road access and street improvements are 
provided to accommodate traffic generate by all new development.
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Policies 16-1.1 Maintain satisfactory levels of service for streets and highways that 
should not exceed LOS "D" for Major Highways, Secondary Highways and Collector 
Streets. If existing levels of service are LOS "E" or LOS "F" on a portion of a highway 
or collector street, then the level of service for future growth should be maintained at 
LOS "E” if possible.

Chapter III, page 24

Objective 16-2 To ensure the location, intensity and timing of development is 
consistent with the provision of adequate transportation infrastructure.

Policies 16-2.1 No increase in density shall be effected by zone change or 
subdivision unless it is determined that the transportation infrastructure serving the 
property can accommodate the traffic generated.

Program: Decision makers shall adopt a finding as part of action on plan 
amendments, zone changes, subdivisions or other discretionary approvals which 
result in increased density or intensity.

Here the Department of Transportation has performed a preliminary “impact analysis.” 
We cannot tell from the analysis what intersections were analyzed or the level of service 
standard the analysis sought to maintain. In other words, the document in the Planning File 
would not serve as a basis to support the required finding. The analysis also makes no effort at a 
cumulative impact study with either the planned 12575 Venice Boulevard building or the 
“recycling” and addition of residents resulting from allowing Area 46 for mixed use 
development.

XV.f): Would the project result in inadequate parking?

One option for assessing parking is the code. Another option offered by the L.A. 
Guidelines is actual observed behavior for comparable projects. Here the residents in droves 
have complained about over-flow parking resulting from the Project. The residents have 
experience with other large apartment buildings further west down Venice Boulevard, on the 
transit corridor, and the actual parking use patterns by occupants. Here, the public 
overwhelming states, based on their experience, a total of 77 spaces for 77 units, and commercial 
space, is not adequate and will create over-flow into the community. Essentially, finding no 
parking impact requires over-looking the actual experience of residents in the area which 
establishes guests with cars and housing units with two cars are the norm, not the exception. 
Making a finding of no substantial impact, even for this one Project, also requires over-looking 
testimony regarding the existing shortage of parking supply in the neighborhood adjacent to Area 
46 on Venice Boulevard. Again, the Community Plan mentions the goal of maintaining 
adequate parking and the Site Plan Review allows the Director to reach this issue, 
notwithstanding SB 743.

Requirements for Additional Wastewater Facilities
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The Memorandum referenced above written by the City Wastewater Section in 
September 2016 concludes that the Project “might” have adequate sewer line capacity, or it 
might not. The Memorandum reports that more work needs to be done to assess the sewer line 
sizing and if the sizing is inadequate where the Project would need to connect to the sewer lines. 
Here, once again a deferred analysis and deferred mitigation, functionally a punt on a substantial 
potential impact and the nature of appropriate mitigation.

The Project is located in an area designated as a constrained sewer capacity area in the 
L.A. Guidelines. M.2-10. The thresholds of significance require further analysis when a Project 
is located in such an area, produces more than 4,000 gallons of wastewater a day (here the 
referenced Memorandum reflects in excess of 8,000 gallons a day after subtracting gallons used 
by existing uses). The Project also fails the third screening question in that it proposes, directly 
or indirectly, changes to the land use element in a manner which will increase the wastewater 
requirements of the plan area. L.A. Guidelines M.l-2. A finding of significance is warranted if 
the Project or the land use element changes it generates would create a measurable increase in 
wastewater flow at a point where flows are already constrained. In this regard I note, that as 
recently as 2015 the MND for a project located at 138 Culver, also in the Hyperion service area, 
noted that sewer capacity at Hyperion remained constrained, particularly when storm water was 
added to wastewater, as inevitably happens during a storm as the manhole covers leak and allow 
storm water into the sewer system. The City’s own documents establish that the Project alone, 
and certainly the Project combined with 12575 Venice and the “recycling” which will follow if 
mixed use is permitted throughout the plan sub-area, will have a potential significant impact on 
the environment by increasing wastewater flow and that these increases and mitigations, other 
than hypothetical sewer lines, should be evaluated in an EIR. Certainly, this additional 
information is also relevant and should have been included in the MND for evaluation by the 
decision maker and the public.

II. THE DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION REPRESENTS AN ABUSE OF DISCRETION 
BECAUSE:

A. OFF MENU INCENTIVES:

The Directors Determination grants off-menu incentives and concessions without following the 
procedure required including evaluation of the necessity of such incentives and concessions to 
facilitate the affordable housing component of the project through a pro forma. In fact, a pro 
forma of this project will show that a significantly smaller project, with significantly less impact, 
will still enable the developer to afford to include the affordable housing component. The 
applicant brags on its website of 42% historical returns. Furthermore, because the Director fails 
to acknowledge the existence of off-menu incentives—regardless of what a pro forma would 
show—he has also failed to exercise any discretion in the decision to grant such incentives or 
concessions. Failure to use discretion is a per se abuse of discretion.

Specifically, the following incentives or concessions, were not applied for but 
nonetheless are being used by and granted to the Project and constitute off-menu incentives:

(i) An amendment of the Community Plan to allow mixed use development in the first 
place in Area 46. The Community Plan specifically calls for mixed use projects only in areas
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designated in the Map, which reflects mix used districts adopted with the project. This project is 
not located in one of designated mixed use areas.

(ii) The project selects the least restrictive height element in the zoning codes (C2-1) and 
the Community Plan, as the height element for the project. However, the rule is the General 
Plan—which consists of the Framework Element and the Community Plan controls over the 
zoning and, generally a project must comply with the whole zoning code, not selected elements, 
which means compliance requires meeting the most restrictive element of the code.

• Remember, we are in an odd spot here. Ordinarily, the 1.5:1 FAR specified in a C2-1 
zone functionally controls height—so unless developers all decide to build space needles, 
there is no real need to limit height. Here, the Community Plan defines the project as a 
Community Center. Both the Community Plan and the General Plan Framework Element 
provide that development in a Community Center should be compatible in height and 
scale with that around it. Here, we have a Project located in an area which is generally 
one and two stories, as admitted by the Determination Letter, which is somehow allowed 
to be 83 feet tall, without using an incentive or concession for height. Any Incentive used 
to modify this element from the General Plan Framework Element and the Community 
Plan is an off-menu incentive for three reasons:

First, the definition of Incentive in the Affordable Housing Incentive Ordinance is a 
“modification of a City development standard or restriction in Chapter I of this Code 
[Municipal Code] (zoning).” LAMC §12.22A.25(b). Section 12.22A.25(e) allowes 
number of and (f) provides a list of automatic “Incentives” based on the number and 
specified types of affordable housing units provided by project. But neither Section 
allows a project anything other than an “Incentive,” or modification of the zoning code. 
Here, the applicant is seeking to modify the General Plan/Community Plan—which is not 
part of Chapter I of the Municipal Code (zoning). Hence, the applicant must make the 
request pursuant to §12.22A.25(g)(3) as a request for an off-menu incentive or 
concession.

Second, the incentive or concession exceeds 11 feet (which is the maximum on-menu 
Incentive) LAMC §12.22A.25(f)(5)(i); and

Third, the project does not step back one additional foot for every foot of height incentive 
or concession sought LAMC § 12.22A.25(f)(i)(b). •

• There is also a 45’ height restriction found in the Commercial Comer Development 
ordinance—LAMC §12.22.23A(a)(l). The project exceeds this limit by more than the 
allowed 11 foot on-menu incentive (83-45=38) and does not step back on foot for each 
additional foot of height. The first page of the applicant’s plans admits the Project is 
subject to LAMC §12.22.23A, which governs Commercial Comer Development, and the 
Project location clearly meets the definition of Commercial Corner Development found
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in LAMC §12.03—commercially used lot (current medical/office), zoned C, in Height 
District 1, across an alley from property zoned R (R3 in this case) and in fact used 
residentially. The logic expressed in the Project plans and architect’s notes for the 
deviation from LAMC §12.22.23A is the mistaken belief that the Project satisfies the 
requirements of LAMC §12.22.23A(d)(l). This requires that the Project qualify as a 
Mixed Use Project in a Mixed Use District under LAMC §13.09. But the Project does 
not qualify under this Section. Specifically, where the Project is located is not intended 
by the Community Plan to be used for mixed use. Again, Exhibit J is a Map used by the 
Community Plan adoption resolution to designate locations intended for mixed use—and 
the Project location is not included in the mixed use area. Exhibit D, is the land use 
change map matrix, which expressly prohibited use of Plan Area 46 (the location of the 
proposed project) as a mixed use area absent further study. Both the map and the matrix 
were part of the City Planning Commission report, which was adopted as part of the 
Community Plan resolution, and contained the same restriction on use of Area 46 in its 
text. Moreover the Community Plan, policies and programs made clear reference to a 
map which designated allowed mixed use areas—and Exhibit J and D were the only such 
maps.

Mar Vista-Palms-Del Rey Community Plan, Chapter III Land Use Policies and 
Programs, Commercial, page III-4 to 5:

Goal 2, Objective 1 To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development 
in the community and to provide additional opportunities for new commercial 
development and services within existing commercial areas.

Policy 2-1.2 Protect commercially planned/zoned areas from residential only 
development.

Program: Residential uses in commercial areas should be allowed only in 
mixed used projects in designated areas. [Exhibit J and Exhibit D designate the 
mixed use areas.]

Goal 2, Objective 2 To promote distinctive commercial districts and pedestrian 
oriented areas.

Policy 2-2.4 Promote mixed use projects along designated transit corridors 
and in appropriate commercial centers.

Program: The Plan Map identifies pedestrian-oriented and mixed use areas 
as preferred locations for mixed use projects. [Again, Exhibit J the Mixed Use 
Map and Exhibit D make the locations contemplated and not contemplated absent 
additional study clear.]
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(b) The proposed project is seeking a FAR Incentive, which yes modifies the zoning code 
restriction of 1.5:1—but also seeks to modify the specific FAR 1.5:1 adopted for Area 46 
as part of the Community Plan—See Exhibit D which is the land use change matrix and 
provides a restriction of 1.5:1. Again, a modification is only an Incentive, and available 
on-menu, when a provision of the zoning code is modified.

(c) The proposed project also requires modifications of the restrictions in LAMC 
§12.22.23A for a Comer Lot Development as they relate to landscaping (five feet 
surrounding the building and parking) and masonry walls (six feet between project and 
residential development across an alley). None of these incentives/concessions are on- 
menu and the Director has exercised no discretion in reviewing and considering the 
waiver of these regulations, let alone followed the process required to waive these 
requirements through a conductional use permit for which the applicant did not even 
apply.

B. Additional Incentives Not Requested in the Master Land Use Application:
Additional incentives relied upon by this project, which are not referenced on the 
application, include averaging across multiple lot. This project is being built on three 
lots. In addition, each of the incentives or concessions referenced above, height, 
landscape, masonry walls, allowing mixed use in a Community Plan area which does not 
allow mixed use or sole residential—assuming they can be accomplished through 
granting of incentives (which I do not concede) under the Affordable Housing Incentive 
Ordinance—add to the one incentive requested in the application and in the aggregate 
exceed the number of “automatic” Incentives allowed for this Project.

C. Density Bonus Miscalculated:

(i) No housing whatsoever, either solely residential or mixed use, is allowed 
under the Community Plan at this location. Zero x 1.35= 0. Before one discusses SB 
1818 or the City’s Affordable Housing Incentive Ordinance, one must first be discussing 
a piece of property where it is lawful to build housing. Here the Community Plan, 
expressly and by the clear intent of documents used in the adoption resolution, prohibits 
use of the project location for mixed use development.

(ii) In addition, the Project again is being built on three lots. The Project 
calculates baseline density on the basis of being built on one lot, which it is not, and the 
Project has not applied for a reversion to acreage parcel map—perhaps afraid of the a 
CEQA analysis for something other than a transit oriented project and, frankly, other 
required findings. The way the LAMC works, residential density is measured against 
buildable lot. When a project has first story commercial and residential, it is allowed to 
build to the side lot lines, as is allowed for commercial projects, but this incremental area 
is not included in calculating the maximum allowed housing. Thus, if the project were
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built with the maximum allowed housing—5 foot side yards would be required for each 
of the three lots. The net buildable lot area would reduce to 18,108 ((50-5-5) x 150.9 x 3) 
minus road easement 1,115 minus 113 comer cut dedication plus half alley 2,250=
19,103. The lot size figures are a generous version based on the City’s Cadestral Map and 
the road easement and pre-existing comer dedication are treated the same way as they are 
in applicant’s calculations. Accordingly, the allowed units of housing would be 47 
(round down per rules), not the 57 asserted in the project application. Thus, even with 
density bonus the allowed maximum would be 47 x 1.35 or 63.45 or 64 (rounding up per 
the rules).

D. Failure of the Director to Exercise Discretion: The Director has discretion to deny a 
density bonus project if he specifically finds the project incentives are not required to make the 
affordable housing component of the project feasible (LAMC §12.22A.25(g)(2)(c)(i)) or if he 
finds that granting the incentives would have a Specific Adverse Affect on health, safety or the 
physical environment. LAMC §12.22A.25(g)(2)(c)(ii).

(i) Health and Safety Impacts: Here the Director’s Determination makes no evaluation 
of health and safety impacts which are specifically required by the Community Plan—adequacy 
of police and fire services. The Director cannot have made an evaluation because the input of 
the Police and Fire Department was not requested. Moreover, the DOT’s future efforts to 
conform the driveway and traffic signaling to their own safety standards and to accommodate the 
tsunami evacuation route has not been evaluated by the Director, because the signal plan and 
driveway plan are to be approved at a later date. Failure to exercise discretion is an abuse of 
discretion.

(ii) The City’s logic as to how the Director uses his discretion automatically when he 
grants only on-menu incentives is flawed. The economic analysis referenced in the 
Determination Letter is badly outdated. Rents have increased significantly in the Mar Vista area 
since the applicant bought the project. For any project where the land was purchased several 
years ago, as was the case here, as rents increase the need for “Incentives” to generate a few 
affordable housing units decreases. Hence, the Director’s failure to require and look at an actual 
pro forma represents a failure to consider and exercise discretion which is an abuse of discretion. 
This creates a question as to whether or not the City’s Affordable Housing Incentive Ordinance 
is a defensible, measured, use of police power which is at the heart of why zoning changes and 
zoning in general are not viewed as a taking of private property. An actual pro forma for this 
Project will show disproportionate developer profits and no need for incentives to generate a 
housing project with the proposed affordable housing units. Pamela Day and Crimson Holdings 
brag on their website about an average 42% return on capital invested. We can only assume that 
they have gone into this Project with return expectations approximating this return average. The 
City’s own Hamilton, Rabinovitz & Alschuler, Inc. Study dated May 2006, commissioned to 
calculate appropriate in lieu fees, found that a return of 10% is adequate to for an experienced 
developer to find a given project feasible. Page 51.
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(c) In addition, the City of Los Angeles does evaluate project pro formas when off-menu 
incentives are sought. Here, a myriad of off-menu incentives are sought but not declared on the 
Affordable Housing Referral Form, including frankly a General Plan Amendment to allow the 
use of the proposed project site for housing in the first place. As a result, the Director has not 
even adhered to the City’s own policies regarding weighing the need for incentives and 
concessions to make the affordable housing component of a given project feasible. In other 
words, we are using unmeasured police power to regulate property rights.

(d) The City’s methodology is at odds with the State of California’s actual SB 1818 law. 
The SB 1818 law requires that “incentives” be measured to reduce the cost of building in a 
manner which enables the affordable housing component of the project. This element of SB 
1818 ensures that unlike the City’s Affordable Housing Incentive Ordinance, a variance from 
land use restrictions granted under SB 1818 would always be a measured use of police power, 
consistent with the intent to provide affordable housing but with the least impact on adjacent 
properties and communities.

III. THE FINDINGS FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW APPROVAL SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN 
MADE

The very first required finding is conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of 
the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. Here the 
consistency findings cannot be made because Area 46 was intended for commercial use only and 
restricted from use as mixed use. Moreover, if following further study Area 46 was allowed for 
mixed used, the area was restricted in the Community Plan to a FAR of 1.5:1.

The second finding required is that the project consists of an arrangement of structures 
(including height, bulk and set backs), offstreet parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping... that is or will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent 
properties. This finding can only be made based on a future prediction of what the area will 
become. The Director concedes that the Project does not match the area as it currently exists but 
then argues the Project will be consistent with future buildings in the plan area which will take 
advantage of similar zoning and affordable housing incentives. For the Director’s conclusion to 
make sense, the Director must assume that following the abandonment of the restrictions against 
mixed use and limiting FAR to 1.5:1 in the Community Plan, Area 46 will probably recycle to 
bring the Project into conformity with what “will” be future development. This is a cleared eyed 
look at the “probable” development in the plan area and the likely consequences of a favorable 
decision for the Project. Hence, the need to evaluate carefully.

I appreciate your consideration of these comments.

Very truly yours,
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Kathryn M. Schwertfeger



ty of Los Angeles Mail - DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A- /2/21/2017 il Public Hearing

- <s
LA Lakisha Hull <lakisha.hull@lacity.org>GEECS

DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A - Appeal Public Hearing
Lakisha Hull <lakisha.hull@lacity.org>
To: Chankael <chankael@aol.com>
Cc: "Saeed Ali, Netscape" <saeedmaliali@netscape.net>, "ezra.gale@lacity.org" <ezra.gale@lacity.org>

Hello all,

Tue, Feb 21, 2017 at 12:01 PM

The email and attachments are included in the appeal application for the West Mar Vista Residents Association and 
South Mar Vista Association, with the appellant contact as Saeed Ali.

Thank you.

On Tue, Feb 21, 2017 at 10:49 AM, Chankael <chankael@aol.com> wrote: 
Sorry for the typo in the name Ms. Hull. K is too close to L.

Kathy

Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 21, 2017, at 10:45 AM, Chankael <chankael@aol.com> wrote:

Ms. Hulk:

I tried to reduce volume and kill less trees.

The City Planning Commission findings are attached to Mayor's transmittal letter. The date and file 
number is on the findings. Those findings and the report were adopted by the City Council Resolution 
approving the Community Plan. Exhibit J is labeled as such and discussed in the CPC findings. I drew 
brackets around the location which discusses Area 46, mix use restrictions and Exhibit J. The 
referenced Exhibit D is the Land Use Change Matrix. It is, as typical, a legal sized grid. I included the 
page with Area 46 only- but that's the relevant part of Exhibit D.

There are also the pages from the MND which was the environmental review supporting the Community 
Plan. The MND pages highlight careful consideration of mixed use, where and how much, allowed in the 
plan area to stay under significance thresholds and fire and police study/review as mitigations, again to 
stay under significant impact thresholds.

I will refile whole documents, multiple copies, to clean-up the record given the confusion unless Ms. Hull 
instructs otherwise. I will make sure to file well in advance of the hearing. As part of that filing I will and I 
hereby request that the entire CPC file and City Council files approving the Community Plan for Palms- 
Mar Vista-Del Rey be considered part of the "record" if we need to litigate. That way nothing will be 
missed or confused if we litigate and need to designate the record.

Kathryn M. Schwertfeger
(310) 985-1581

Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 21, 2017, at 8:47 AM, Saeed Ali, Netscape <saeedmaliali@netscape.net> wrote:

I am following up on my response last week to your email below.

https://mail.gcx3gle.corrVmail/Li/0/?ui=2&il?=dc99416946&\iew=pt&search=inbox&type=159fb5b09b044dbd&msg=15a6243d6a5fac72&dsqt=1&siml=15a6243d6a5f... 1/4
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Subsequently, we reviewed the Appeal filing to see what you may nave been referring to in 
your original request.

r TfLos Angeles Mail-DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A-Apr °ublic Hearing

We believe you are referring to Page 9 and 10 of “Schedule A" (letter from Attorney Kathryn 
A. Schwertfeger) attached to our Appeal. There, on Page 9-10, the enclosed March 17, 
1997 City Council transmittal is referenced. The two Exhibits are part of the Transmittal to 
the Mayor of the “General Plan Amendments For the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community 
Plan Update.” I was unable to find the City Planning Commission Report date but perhaps 
you may have access to a better database that I do.

I would also like to request a response from the Department to our request in our Appeal 
for specific information, analyses and data that the December 22, 2016 Letter of 
Determination uses or cites. Without the response, we are severely handicapped in 
supporting our Appeal. Thank you for your attention.

Saeed Ali
West Mar Vista Residents Association, President
saeedmaliali@netscape.net
2554 Lincoln, No. 186, Venice CA 90291
310-493-0959

On Feb 10, 2017, at 8:43 AM, Lakisha Hull <lakisha.hu!l@lacity.org> wrote:

Good morning Saeed,

On pages 9 and 10 of your appeal application for DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A, 
Exhibits D and J are referenced. However, no Exhibits were included in your 
appeal application. Additionally, a City Planning Commission Report was 
referenced, but no date or casefile was provided.

To ensure that Planning staff is referring to the correct Exhibits, please email 
the Exhibits D and J and also the date of the City Council Resolution and 
City Planning Commission Reports cited in your appeal application. Thank 
you.

On Wed, Feb 1, 2017 at 12:26 PM, Lakisha Hull <lakisha.hull@lacity.org> 
wrote:

Greetings,

The Department of City Planning is currently processing your appeal
applications for the proposed project located at 12444 Venice Boulevard 
(DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A). The public hearing for this appealed 
case is scheduled for Thursday. March 23. 2017. The meeting location 
will be at City Hall - Downtown, 3rd Floor, 200 N. Spring St, 90012, 
beginning at 8:30 am. The Commission Office will send to you by ground 
mail an official hearing notice with the confirmed hearing date, location and 
time.

Please find attached submittal requirements for written materials for the 
upcoming City Planning Commission meeting. If you prefer, you can 
address your correspondence to City Planning Commission, and copy 
me. James K. Williams is the CPC's Executive Assistant that will be your 
point of contact in that office.

https ://mail.gocg!e.conVmail/u/Q/?ui=2&ik=dc99416946&Vew=pt&search=:inbox&type=159fb5b09fc>044dbdS.rr>sg=15a6243d6a5fac72&dsqt=1&sirTj=15a6243d6a5f... 2/4
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Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Public Hearing

Sincerely,

Lakisha Hull, AICP, LEED AP BD+C
City Planner
Department of City Planning 
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213)978-1319
200 N. Spring St., Room 721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

qifL^

Lakisha Hull, AICP, LEED AP BD+C
City Planner
Department of City Planning 
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213)978-1319
200 N. Spring St., Room 721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

q

<Excerpt City Documents, Mar Vista Community Plan.pdf>

Lakisha Hull, AICP, LEED AP BD+C
City Planner
Department of City Planning 
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213)978-1319
200 N. Spring St., Room 721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

q
mm?
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PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONINGCURRENT PLAN AND ZONING
APPROX
ACRES

EXISTING
LAND USE/COMMENTPROPOSED

ZONE
AREA LEGEND

SVMBOUNOTE
CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONE CORRESPONDING

ZONESDESIGNATIONDESIGNATION

l/IB.56East of Inglewood Blvd. along the 
north A tooth lidt of Venice Blvd. 
up lo Stewart Ave on the NW.
Public library, a large shopping 
centre on (ho NE comer of Ccntlnela 
& Venice, A small scale retail & 
restaurant uses. Designated u a 
Community Centre. Possible POD A 
Mixed Use proposed with a FAR of 
1.5:1 based on future study Legend 
change only.

Community Center/ 
Possible Mixed Use/ 
Pedestrian-oriented 
District

Neighborhood A 
Office

Community
Commercial

No change46 CR, Cl, CI(PV), C4, C2-I, IQ| C2-1VL CR, Cl.5,C2, C4
C2, P

3.16East A west side of Cemincla Blvd. 
between Culver Blvd A Short Ave. 
Small, older retail atoret Legend 
change only.

No changeC2-I Neighborhood
Commercial

Cl, Cl.5, C2, C4Neighborhood A 
Office

CR, Cl, Cl(PV), C4,47.
C2.P

4.54Neighborhood
Commercial

NE comer of Inglewood Blvd. A 
Braddock Dr. (north of Mar Vista 
gardens). A large shopping centre 
with main anchor of True VbIuc 
Market. Legend change only.

CI,CI.3,C2,C4 No changeCR, Cl, Cl(PV), C4, C2-I48. Neighborhood A 
Office C2, P

)o

, Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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March 17, 1997

Hon. Richard J. Riordan 
Mayor, City of Los Angeles 
Room 305, City Hall 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

City Plan Case No. 95-0355 CPU 
Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan 
Council Districts: 6, 10, 11

Dear Mayor Riordan:

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS FOR THE PALMS-MAR VISTA-DEL REY 
COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE

Pursuant to Section 96.5 of the City Charter, transmitted herewith for your review and 
recommendation are the City Planning Commission recommendations and findings for the Palms- 
Mar Vista-Del Rey Community plan update. Included in the package is the City Planning 
Commission action letter and the proposed amendments which contain the Findings, Plan 
Resolution, Community Plan text, Plan Change Map and Matrix, Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
and the Staff Report (Appendices A, B, C, D, F and G). Also, included for informational 
purposes are the associated zone and height district changes.

As instructed by the City Council, the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan was updated 
with land use changes and current policies and practices that have occurred since the existing Plan 
was adopted on August 25, 1976. These objectives are to be accomplished through Plan text and 
map amendments with associated zone and/or height district changes. The Glencoe-Maxella 
Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 166,215) was also recommended to be amended by incorporating 
two parcels (subarea 42 on the Change Map and Matrix) into the Specific Plan area with a zone 
and height district change.

A Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 96-0285 (Appendix F) for the project was published on 
September 12, 1996 in the Los Angeles Times newspaper with the public review period ending 
on October 14, 1996. The General Plan Advisory Board (GPAB) on November 20, 1996, 
discussed the project and recommended approval with minor text language modifications.

A Public Hearing on the Plan was held on September 24, 1996. Evidence, both written and oral, 
was presented to the City Planning Commission. The Commission also conducted a limited public 
hearing on December 12, 1996, on a plan amendment to redesignate Slauson Avenue between

PUBLIC COUNTER & CONSTRUCTION SERVICES CENTER 
CITY HALL - 200 N. SPRING STREET, RM. 460S (213) 485-7826 

VAN NUYS - 6251 VAN NUYS BLVD . 1ST FLOOR. VAN NUYS 91401 - (818) 756-8596
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Hon. Richard J. Riordan 
Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey CPU, Page 2

Culver Boulevard and Ballona Creek (subarea 66, Appendices C and D) from a Collector Street 
to a Local Street. After the public hearing, the City Planning Commission recommended that the 
Mayor approve and recommend that the City Council adopt the plan amendments with associated 
zone and height district changes, amending the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan, and 
portions of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles.

THE CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDS

That the Mayor:

Concur in the action of the City Planning Commission relative to the Community Plan 
amendments and recommend that the City Council adopt by resolution the plan 
amendments;

1.

2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council adopt the attached findings of the City 
Planning Commission;

3. Recommend that the City Council direct Planning Department staff to revise the 
Community Plan in accordance with this action; and

Recommend that the City Council certify that the environmental clearance has been 
reviewed and considered and adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 96-0285, and 
instruct the City Clerk to process this action.

4.

Very truly yours,

CON HOWE 
Director of Planning

Robert H. Sutton 
Deputy' Director 
Community Planning Bureau

Attachments:
Plan Resolution (Appendix A), Plan Text (Appendix B)
Change Map (Appendix C), Change Matrix (Appendix D)
Mitigated Negative Declaration (Appendix F), Staff Report (Appendix G)
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EXHIBIT K
PERMANENT [Q] QUALIFIED PERMANENT CONDITION OF

APPROVAL

Pursuant to Section 12.32 K of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the following limitation is hereby 
imposed upon the use of the property, subarea 42, as shown on the Change Map and described in the 
Matrix (Appendices C and D) which is subject to the Permanent [Q] Qualified classification.

The property (subarea 42) shall observe the following [Q] condition;l.a

Landscaping; All buildings shall observe a minimum ten (10') setback, from the northern 
property line. The area between the buildings and the northern property line shall be 
extensively landscaped with a minimum of twenty (20) 48-inch (48") boxed specimen trees, 
as well as a variety of appropriate shrubs and other planting materials. No structures shall 
be permitted within this minimum ten foot (10) setback area (from the northern property line) 
except for retaining walls and fences.

b. Enforcement: Compliance with this condition and the intent of this condition shall be to the 
satisfaction of the Planning Department and any other designated agency, or the agency's 
successor, and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendment thereto.
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CPC 95-0355 CPU

FINDINGS

December 12, 1997 City Plan Case No. 95-0355 CPU 
Council Districts: 6, 10, 11

ADOPT the following findings:

Geographic Area - That the project area as shown in Appendix C, consists of the Palms-Mar 
Vista-Del Rey Plan area, which is 5257 acres in area and situated in the western portion of 
Los Angeles. The community is bisected by a narrow strip of the City of Culver City along 
Washington Boulevard. The northern section is generally bounded by the City of Santa 
Monica, Pico, Exposition and National Boulevards and the West Los Angeles Community. 
The southern section is generally bounded by the City of Culver City, Jefferson and Lincoln 
Boulevards, Walgrove Avenue and the Venice Community.

1.

Charter Section 96.5 C51 - That in accordance with Charter Section 96.5 (5), the proposed 
plan text and map amendments are in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and 
provisions of the General Plan, in that the plan establishes sufficient land to accommodate 
the residential, commercial, industrial and recreational needs of the Palms-Mar Vista-Del 
Rey community and provides for a circulation system coordinated with land uses to 
contribute to the economic, safety, welfare and convenience of the community.

2.

Charter Section 97,1 - That in accordance with Charter Section 97.1, the proposed 
amendment to the Glencoe-Maxella Specific Plan will provide for public needs, convenience 
and general welfare, in that the proposed inclusion of two parcels, plan amendment and zone 
change will make the parcels consistent with abutting properties. The subject site is abutted 
on three sides by the Glencoe-Maxella Specific Plan area which is improved with industrial 
and commercial uses and which was adopted primarily to provide for continued economic 
viability of the area by encouraging the preservation of existing, established industrial uses 
and creation of a skilled labor base. The Specific Plan also permits the development of 
housing. The incorporation of the subject property into the Specific Plan area will ensure 
that any future use on the site will be consistent with abutting development and the Specific 
Plan.

3.

Charter Section 97.2 (U (a) - That in accordance with Charter Section 97.2 (1) (a), the 
proposed plan update is in conformance with other plans being prepared by the Department 
of Planning, in that it is substantially consistent with the General Plan Framework which 
establishes the overall policies and standards for preparing the Land Use Element and along 
with the other Community Plans will constitute the Land Use Element of the General Plan 
of the City of Los Angeles. •'

4.

1
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The General Plan Framework guides the city’s long range, growth and development policy, 
establishing citywide goals, policies and objectives for community plans. However, the 
Framework is flexible, suggesting a range of uses within its land use definitions. Its 
generalized recommendations are more precisely determined in the community plans based 
on local needs and conditions.

The Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan amendments are responsive to the key 
planning principles and goals of the Framework which support the conserving of single
family neighborhoods from unwanted encroachments by commercial development and 
multi-family residential buildings and to direct these uses along major transit corridors; 
reduce traffic congestion and encourage the use of mass transit; providing a range of housing 
by allowing mixed residential and commercial developments along major streets and 
designated areas; maintaining a strong economic base to provide quality jobs for residents; 
ensuring that public services and infrastructure are adequate; and creating pedestrian-friendly 
public spaces and environments through design policies for commercial and multiple-family 
buildings.L

The Plan text includes all these goals of the Framework. Additionally, the Plan map Legend 
includes the Framework revised Commercial land use categories. In accordance with the 
Framework, the Community Plan map designates two Neighborhood Districts on National 
Boulevard at Motor Avenue and on National Boulevard at Barrington Avenue, and a 
Community Center on Venice Boulevard between Inglewood Boulevard and Centinela 
Avenue. Portions of Venice Boulevard and Motor Avenue are proposed for possible mixed 
use development. A future study on mixed use will determine the appropriate standards for 
these areas with the allowable Floor Area Ratio (FAR) not greater than 1.5:1. These areas 
are shown on a map identified as Land Use Diagram (Exhibit J) attached to the Plan text. J
The Framework had also identified Overland Avenue as a possible mixed use boulevard. 
The street is not locally appropriate for the use and is not being considered for mixed use 
designation. It is adjacent to single family neighborhoods and is used by pass-through traffic 
to the on/off ramps of the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) located on Overland and National 
Boulevards. Additionally, it is parallel to Motor Avenue, located approximately 3 blocks to 
the east which is also proposed for Mixed Use and is more suitable for the designation.

Charter Section 97.2 (11 fbl - That in accordance with Charter Section 97.2 (1) (b), the 
proposed plan update is in conformance with public necessity, convenience, general welfare 
and good zoning practice in that the Plan establishes provisions to preserve and enhance 
residential neighborhoods, improve the function, design and economic vitality of commercial 
and industrial areas to provide a strong employment base, reduce traffic congestion to

5.

2



(

CPC 95-0355 CPU

maintain mobility and access, provide adequate public infrastructure and services and 
through urban design policies and standards promote a more livable community.

6. Amendments to the Plan Text - That the plan text is updated with more current planning 
policies and practices. It is formatted into Chapters which are more informative and address 
additional issues such as demographics, community participation, historical and cultural 
background and resources-of the community, economic development of commercial and 
industrial uses, design and landscape standards, and function and purpose of the community 
plan and its relationship to other plans and programs offered by the City.

Amendments to the Plan Map - That the Plan Amendments and associated Zone and Height 
District changes include 67 areas as shown on the Change Map (Appendix C) and as 
described in the Change Matrix (Appendix D). The amendments are necessary to reflect the 
land use changes and policies that have occurred since the Plan was adopted. They are 
identified as follows:

7.

A total of 41 changes are identified as legend changes which reflect several revised 
Commercial land use categories. The formal category change would not change the 
existing land use or zoning. The “Highway Oriented Commercial" category is being 
phased out and replaced in most cases with the “General Commercial" category. 
The "Limited CommerciaF category is being replaced by “Neighborhood 
CommerciaF or “General Commercial'. The “Neighborhood/Office" category is 
replaced with the category of “Neighborhood CommerciaF.

a.

b. A total of 11 changes involve symbol changes with two including a combination of 
symbol/legend change. Appropriate symbols are being added to facilities such as a 
historical monument, a DWP Distribution station, existing parks and a private 
elementary school incorrectly shown as public. A few “Proposed park” symbols are 
being removed from locations where properties are improved with single-family 
dwellings and development of parks is unlikely and a “Fire Station” symbol would 
be deleted where the facility does not exist.

There are six (6) map corrections which update the map with changes that have been 
adopted by previous discretionary approvals. A few changes include designations 
to the Public Facility (PF) and Open Space (OS) zones, deletion of “railroad” to 
“bikeway” Plan designation and changes on other public properties.

c.

There are five (5) changes which include Plan amendments with no zone change.d.

Subarea 30 - Proposed Plan amendment from Limited Commercial to Low1)

3
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NEGATIVE DECLARATIONPROPOSED
MITIGATED

(Article V — City CEQA Guidelines)

LEAD CITY AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICT
LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 6,10, 11

PROJECT TITLE CASE NO.

CPC 95-0355MND 96-0285
PROJECT LOCATION

Palms - Mar Vista- Del Rey Community Plan
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

See Attached

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY

FINDING:

►The City Planning Department of the City of Los Angeles has proposed 
that a mitigated negative declaration be adopted for this project because the mitigation measure(s) outlined 
on the attached page(s) will reduce any potential significant adverse effects to a level of insignificance,

See Attached

► SEE ATTACHED SHEET(S) FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED.

Any written comments received during the public review period are attached together with the responses of 
the Lead City Agency. The project decisionmaker may adopt this mitigated negative declaration, amend it, 
or require preparation of an EIR. Any changes made should be supported by substantial evidence in the 
record and appropriate findings made. ___________

THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS ATTACHED.
NAME OF PERSON PREPARING THIS FORM TELEPHONE NUMBERTITLE

Q^~^~s>;LCity Planning_______
» SIGNATURE (Official)

(213)485-4170Madhu Kumar Associate
ADDRESS
221 S, Figueroa Street, 3rd Fir. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

DATE
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan Update II is designed to amend language in the Plan 
text that is inaccurate, out of dale or no longer valid in relation to current land use policies or City 
programs. The update will also include changes to the Plan map to reflect additions and/or deletions 
of Service System symbols, plan amendments and accompanying zone changes to the Public Facility 
and Open Space land use designations on a few parcels. Plan amendments and/or zone changes are 
also proposed for a few parcels to bring them in compliance with the existing or surrounding uses.

A portion of the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan area identified as Area “C”, consisting 
of approximately 68 acres is located within the Playa Vista Specific Plan area and is not part of the 
community plan update or included in the Initial Study.

Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey is generally bounded by the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) to the north, 
Jefferson Boulevard to the south, Lincoln Boulevard and Walgrove Avenue to the west, the City of 
Culver City and National Boulevard to the east. The Community is located within Council Districts 
6, 10 and 11. Phone (213) 485-4476. Reference Nos. MND 96-0285 and CPC 95-0355 CPU. 
Documents are available at 221 S Figueroa Street, Suite 310, Los Angeles, CA. 90012.



Farm Gen. 159 — Page 3

'5. ANIMAL LIFE. Willf proposal result in:
a. Change in the divert of species, or numbers of any spec:
animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and sheluish, 
benthic organisms or insects)?............ '............................................
b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered
species of animals?...........................................................................
c. Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result In a
barrier to the migration or movement of animals?....... ......................
d. Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat?..... .....................

6. NOISE. Will the proposal result in:
a. Increases in existing noise levels?...............................................
b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels?...................................

7. LIGHT AND GLARE. Will the proposal
a. Produce new light or glare from street lights or other sources? ...
b. Reduce access to sunlight of adjacent properties due to
shade and shadow................. ......... ..................,................

8. LAND USE. Will the proposal result in an alteration of 
the present or planned land use of an area?

9. NATURAL RESOURCES. Will the proposal result in:
a. Increase in the rate of use of any natural resources?.....................
b. Depletion of any non-renewable natural resource?.........................

10. RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal involve:
a. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances (in
cluding, but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation) In 
the event of an accident or upset conditions?
b. Possible interference with an emergency response plan or an emer
gency evacuation plan.

11. POPULATION. Will the proposal result in:
a. The relocation of any persons because of the effects upon housing, 
commercial or industrial facilities?
b. Change in the distribution, density or growth rate of the human 
population of an area?

12. HOUSING. Will the proposal:
a. Affect existing housing, or create a demand for additional housing?
b. Have an impact on the available rental housing in the community?
c. Result in demolition, relocation or remodeling of residential, com
mercial, or industrial buildings or other facilities?

13. Transportation/Circulation. Will the proposal result in:
a. Generation of additional vehicular movement?................. .
b. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?. .
c. Impact upon existing transportation systems?...............................
d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people
and/or goods?................................................................ ................
e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic?...................................
f. Increase In traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedes
trians? .......................................................................................... ..

14. PUBLIC SERVICES. Will the proposal have an effect upon, 
or result in a need for new or altered governmental services in 
any of the following areas:

a. Fire protection? ................................................................ .
b. Police protection?.........................................................................
c. Schools? .....................................................................................
d. Parks or other recreational facilities?...........................................
e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?..........................
f. Other governmental services?.......................................................

15. ENERGY. Will the proposal result in:
a. Use of exceptional amounts of fuel or energy?..............................
b. Increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or require the
development of new sources of energy?..........................................
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16. ENERGY. Will the propo. result in:
a. Use of exceptional amounts . fuel or energy? ......... ................
b. Significant increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or
require the development of new sources of energy?.........................

17. UTILITIES. Will the proposal result in a need for new 
systems, or alterations to the following utilities:
a. Power or natural gas?.................................................................
b. Communications systems?................................ ...........................
c. Water? .....................................................................................
d. Sewer or septic tanks?.......................... ......... . ... ...................
e. Storm water drainage?........................ .......................................
f. Solid waste and disposal?............ .............. ................. .

18. HUMAN HEALTH. Will the proposal result in:
a. Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding
mental health)? ...............................................................................
b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards?................. .

19. AESTHETICS. Will the proposed project result in:
a. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the public?
b. The creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view?
c. The destruction of a stand of trees, a rock outcopping or other 
locally recognized desirable aesthic natural feature?
d. Any negative aesthetic effect?

20. RECREATION. Will the proposal result in an impact upon the 
quality or quantity of existing recreational opportunities?

21. CULTURAL RESOURCES:
a. Will the proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of a 
prehistoric or historic archaeological site?
b. Will the proposal result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects 
to a prehistoric or historic building, structure, or object?
c. Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change 
which would affect unique ethnic cultural values?
d. Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses within 
the potential impact area?

22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the en
vironment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or elimi
nate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? .......................................................... ...........................
b. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the dis
advantage of long-term, environmental goals.
c. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?* ...................................... .....................
d. Does the project have environmental effects which cause sub
stantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

* •'Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of an Individual project 
are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects 

____ of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.____________
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The Least Tern has been observed feeding within the Ballona Creek Channel. No activities are 
proposed as part of the Plan Update which would affect this habitat or species.

(No)

Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in a barrier to the migration or 
movement of animals?

c.

The project will not introduce new species into the area. As a developed urban area, the project 
will not change animal migration patterns.

(No)

Deterioration to existing fish or wild life habitat?

The plan area is largely urbanized. Predominant plant and animal life present are adapted to urban 
and suburban environments. The only water habitat is located within existing channelized water 
courses which are not affected by the Plan Update.

d.

(No)

NOISE. Will the proposal result in:6.

Increases in existing noise levels?a.

The project will not intensify land use densities except in a few areas where integration of mixed 
use development with commercial uses is proposed within the community plan. However, such uses 
are proposed in proximity to major transit corridors and should result in lesser automobile traffic 
and lesser noise levels.

(No)

Exposure of people to severe noise levels?b.

The project area is located in an urbanized area with a mix of low to high density uses. Traffic 
related noise is the major contributor to ambient noise levels. There is no proposal to intensify land 
uses except in areas where integration of mixed use development with commercial areas is 
proposed. The proximity of such uses to major transit corridors and increased use of shared parking 
and fewer automobile trips in such projects should not expose people to high noise levels.

(No)

LIGHT AND GLARE. Will the proposal7.

Produce light or glare from street lights or other sources?a.

The project will not produce light or glare. As a developed urban area, the project area is already 
exposed to artificial light. Artificial light within the project area is produced from a variety of 
sources: street lights, automobile lights, private interior and exterior building lights, exterior 
display and advertising lighting and exterior lighting for parking facilities.

(No)

Reduce access to sunlight of adjacent properties due to shade and shadow?b.

The project will not produce shade and shadows. Impacts on one story residential buildings from 
three-four story buijdings would be mitigated by Transitional Height requirements.

(No)

8. LAND USE. Will the proposal result in an alteration of the present or planned land use of an area?

(Yes) The project will alter some of the permitted land uses in the Community Plan area as described in 
the Areas of Focus matrix. The project will update the plan map's service system symbols.
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Existing public facilities, such as public parks or police station, which currently have a different 
underlying zone and plan designation, and which were not included in the Zoning Consistency 
Program will be changed to the Open Space and Public Facility plan designation and zone. 
Therefore, some commercial and residential acreage will be eliminated from the plan area and be 
replaced by a new zone and plan designation. Plan amendments and/or zone changes are also 
proposed for a few (3) parcels to bring them into compliance with the existing and surrounding uses. 
A small industrial parcel (.39 acre) located on Grandview Boulevard will be designated for 
residential use since, it is surrounded by residential uses including a school. In the Glencoe 
Maxella Specific Plan area, two parcels (2.23) will be designated to industrial use from residential 
as all the adjoining propoerties are zoned and designated industrial. A parcel (1.97 acres) located 
east of Motor Avenue which is designated and zoned Industrial is proposed to be changed to 
Commercial designation and zonebecause it is located adjacent to commercial and residential uses 
including a school.

The Community Plan update will also implement a portion of the General Plan Framework Element 1 
by amending the Plan text and map to reflect a proposed Community Center, two Neighborhood 1 
Districts and mixed use boulevards at several location within the Community which may have an 
impact on density by the integration of residential use development with commercial uses. The 
potential inclusion of a broader range of local-serving uses in the Centers and mixed use 
developments would improve their relationship to surrounding residential neighborhoods and 
decrease vehicular trips. Increases in density in proximity to major transit corridors is a beneficial 
impact. Potential conflicts of residential and commercial in mixed-use development would be 
mitigated through Building Code and Zoning requirements.

NATURAL RESOURCES. Will proposal result in:9.

Increase in the rate of use of any natural resources?a.

The project will not result in activities which increase the rate of use of natural resources.(No)

Depletion of any non-renewable natural resource?b.

(No) The project will not deplete non-renewable natural resources.

10. RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal involve:

A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances (including, but not limited to, oil, 
pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in the event of an accident or upset conditions?

a.

The project will not create an additional risk of an explosion or release hazardous substances.(No)

Possible interference with an emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan?b.

(No) The project will not interfere with any emergency evacuation plans.

POPULATION. Will the proposal result in:11.

The relocation of any persons because of the effects upon housing, commercial or industrial 
facilities?

a.
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The project would not result in the relocation of any persons. Plan designation and zone changes 
in the plan area would not result in the displacement of persons or relocation due to its impact on 
housing, commercial or industrial facilities.

Change in the distribution, density or growth rate of the human population of an area?

The project may affect the distribution, density and growth rate of the future population. However, 
the impact is not significant since the project generates a population growth that is less than 
Framework 2010 population forecast. The 1990 census data indicate that the Plan population was 
103,705. The 2010 Market forecast used in the General Plan Framework shows a population of
approximately 118,980, while the reasonable expected population of the Plan area is approximately__
114,977 persons which is within the scope of Framework EIR. The proposed project is not 
designating any substantial new acreage for residential uses. There may be an intensification of 
development density and an increase in population in mixed-use developments where housing may 
be integrated with commercial. .____ _

(No)

b.

(Maybe)

Will the proposal:12. HOUSING.

Affect existing housing or create a demand for additional housing?a.

The project is within the threshold of significance set by the Framework EIR and will not affect 
existing housing or create a demand for additional housing. The project supports stable single
family and multiple family neighborhoods, thereby, encouraging the maintenance and preservation 
of the existing housing stock; establishes housing conservation areas; encourages and directs housing 
growth to occur in mixed use districts and transit areas, and adequately designates enough sites to 
accomodate the anticipated housing development.

(No)

t
Have an impact on the available rental housing in the Community?b.

The project will not impact the current availability of rental housing in the plan area. The plan area 
is projected to have an increase of 4.4% in multiple-family dwelling units from the existing units.

(No)

Result in demolition, relocation or remodeling of residential, commercial or industrial buildings or 
other facilities?

c.

The project will not result in the demolition of residential, commercial or industrial buildings or 
other facilities. The project encourages remodeling and rehabilitation especially of the older 
existing housing stock within the Plan Area.

(No)

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Will the proposal result in:13.

Generation of additional vehicular movement?a.

Proposed intensification ofThe project will not generate additional vehicular movement, 
development may occur within mixed-use developments which, however, are located adjacent to 
major transit corridors. A Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program (T1MP) which proposes 
mitigation measures for any traffic/transportation impacts will be utilized for the project.

(No)

Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?b.



Page 8

The project will not result in the need for new parking facilities. Parking is provided in new 
development as required by the Los Angeles Municipal Code.

(No)

Impact upon existing transportation system?

(Maybe)A TIMP for the project area will analyze the impacts upon existing transportation system. 

Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people and/or goods?

c.

d.

The project will not alter present circulation patterns on a community-wide basis.(No)

Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic?e.

There are no waterborne, rail or air traffic facilities in the plan area.(No)

Increase in traffic, hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclist or pedestrians?f.

There will not be an additional increase in traffic hazards as a result of this project.(No)

PUBLIC SERVICE. Will the proposal have an effect upon or result in a need for new or altered 
governmental services in any of the following areas:

14.

Fire Protection?a.

(Maybe)The Community Plan area is presently underserved according to the criteria of the General Plan 
Framework Draft EIR. Designation of mixed use boulevards within the Plan area may result in 
a need for increased levels of service availability by the Los Angeles Fire Department in relation 
to the present distribution of service availability per existing General Plan planning standards. The 
General Plan Framework EIR proposes Mitigation measures through Framework policy to lessen 
impacts retative to fire protection. Some of the mitigation measures include monitoring of 
infrastructure and public service capacities to determine need within each Community plan area for 
improvements based upon planning standards; determinations of the level of growth that should 
correlate with the level of capital, facility, or service improvement that are necessary to accomodate 
that level of growth. In addition, the policy directs the establishment of programs for infrastructure 
and public service improvements to accomodate additional development. Lastly, the policy requires 
that the type, amount and location of development be correlated with the provision of adequate 
supporting infrastructure and services.

*

b. Police Protection?

(Maybe) The projected project build-out may result in an increased demand for police services. There is 
a shortage of sworn police officers city-wide. The General Plan Framework EIR proposes 
Mitigation measures through Framework policy to lessen impacts relative to police services. Some 
of the mitigation measures include correlating growth with establishment of programs for 
infrastructure and public service improvements to accomodate development; monitor conditions that 
would require additional police services and facilities; and direct the location of police sub-station 
facilities in the ground floor of mixed use buildings.

Schools?c.
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REISSUANCE OF DENSITY BONUS & AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVES &
SITE PLAN REVIEW

January 6. 2017

Applicant/Owner:
Pamela Day 
Crimson EHOF 12444 
Venice Blvd Invest, LP 
12574 Venice Blvd, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Case No.: 
CEQA: 

Location: 
Council District: 

Neighborhood Council: 
Community Plan Area: 

Specific Plan Area:

DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR 
ENV-2016-2229-MND 
12440-12492 Venice Boulevard 
11 - Bonin 
Mar Vista
Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey 
Los Angeles Coastal 
Transportation Corridor 
Community Commercial 
C2-1
Lots: FR 8-10; Block: A; Tract: 
Roseboro Villa Tract

Land Use Designation: 
Zone:

Legal Description:

Last Day to File an Appeal: January 23. 2017

DETERMINATION - Density Bon us/Affordable Housing Incentives Program

IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE LOS ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE (LAMC) SECTION 19.00, THE 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING IS REISSUING THE DETERMINATION LETTER FOR THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT TO ENSURE NOTICING REQUIREMENTS ARE MET. THIS 
DETERMINATION LETTER IS REPLACING THE DETERMINATION LETTER ORIGINALLY 
ISSUED ON DECEMBER 22, 2016. THE NEW ISSUANCE DATE OF THE DETERMINATION 
LETTER IS JANUARY 6. 2017 AND THE NEW APPEAL PERIOD ENDING DATE IS JANUARY 
23. 2017. ALL OTHER CONDITIONS AND FINDINGS REMAIN UNCHANGED.

Pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.22 A.25 and Section 16.05, as 
the designee of the Director of Planning, I hereby:

Approve a Density Bonus Compliance Review to allow the construction of a 6-story 
with a mezzanine level, 83-foot tall, mixed-use development totaling 60,552 square feet 
including 77 dwelling units and 2,100 square feet of retail space and 8,075 square feet of 
open space. The project will reserve 11 percent, or 7 dwelling units, of the 57 total base 
dwelling units permitted on the site for Very Low Income household occupancy of 55 years. 
The project will utilize Assembly Bill 744 to allow for the provision of 46 residential parking 
spaces. The following Density Bonus Incentive is subject to the attached conditions of 
approval below:

http://planning.lacity.org


Floor Area Ratio. An allowance for a 2.62:1 Floor Area Ratio in lieu of the normally 
required 1.5:1 Floor Area Ratio.

a.

Approve a Site Plan Review for the construction of a six-story with a mezzanine level, 
mixed-use development, with 2,100 square feet of retail space, 77 residential units, 
including one at grade level of parking and one subterranean parking level, with a 
maximum building height of 83 feet.

Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV-2016-2229-MND, and the corresponding 
Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) as the project’s environmental clearance pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act and Section 21082.1(c)(3) of the California 
Public Resources Code; and

Adopt the attached Findings.

The project approval is based upon the attached Findings, and subject to the attached Conditions 
of Approval:

Page 2 of 30DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Density Bonus Conditions

Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial conformance 
with the plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, stamped “Exhibit A,” and attached to 
the subject case file. No change to the plans will be made without prior review by the 
Department of City Planning, West/South LA Project Planning Division, and written approval 
by the Director of Planning. Each change shall be identified and justified in writing. Minor 
deviations may be allowed in order to comply with the provisions of the Municipal Code or the 
project conditions.

1.

Residential Density. The project shall be limited to a maximum density of 77 residential units, 
including Density Bonus Units.

2.

Affordable Units. A minimum of 7 units, that is 11 percent of the base 57 dwelling units, shall 
be reserved as affordable units, as defined by the State Density Bonus Law 65915 (C)(2). No 
additional affordable units are required per Assembly Bill (AB) 2222 as replacement units as 
HCIDLA has determined there are currently no affordable units on-site.

3.

Changes in Restricted Units. Deviations that increase the number of restricted affordable 
units or that change the composition of units or change parking numbers shall be consistent 
with LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (9a-d).

4.

Housing Requirements. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the owner shall execute 
a covenant to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment 
Department (HCIDLA) to make 7 units available to Very Low Income Households, for sale or 
rental as determined to be affordable to such households by HCIDLA for a period of 55 years. 
Enforcement of the terms of said covenant shall be the responsibility of HCIDLA. The applicant 
will present a copy of the recorded covenant to the Department of City Planning for inclusion 
in this file. The project shall comply with any monitoring requirements established by the 
HCIDLA. Refer to the Density Bonus Legislation Background section of this determination.

5.

Floor Area. The project shall be approximately 60,552 square feet of floor area, as shown in 
Exhibit “A”.

6.

Automobile Parking for Residential Uses. The project qualifies for reduced parking 
requirements in accordance with AB 744 as a mixed income project within one half mile of a 
major transit stop to which the project has unobstructed access. Pursuant to AB 744, based 
upon the number and/or type of dwelling units proposed, a minimum of 46 automobile parking 
spaces is required for the residential uses of the project. The project proposes 62 one- 
bedroom units, which require 31 parking spaces, and 15 two-bedroom units, which require 15 
parking spaces, at a ratio of 0.5 parking spaces per bedroom. The project is proposing 25 
additional vehicular parking spaces, including the 6 commercial parking spaces as stated 
below, for a total of 77 vehicular parking spaces provided.

7.

Automobile Parking for Commercial Uses. The project site is located within 1,500 feet of a 
portal of a fixed rail transit station, bus station, or similar transit facility. As such, for the 2,100 
square feet of commercial uses, the project shall provide a minimum of 6 automobile parking 
spaces. This figure includes a thirty percent (2 space) reduction of the required 8 automobile 
parking spaces, which is a ratio of one space for every 500 square feet of commercial square 
footage, as required by LAMC Section 12.21 A.4.

8.

Adjustment of Parking. In the event that the number of Restricted Affordable Units should 
increase, or the composition of such units should change (i.e. the number of bedrooms, or the 
number of units made available to Senior Citizens and/or Disabled Persons), or the applicant

9.
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selects another Parking Option (including Bicycle Parking Ordinance) and no other Condition 
of Approval or incentive is affected, then no modification of this determination shall be 
necessary, and the number of parking spaces shall be re-calculated by the Department of 
Building and Safety based upon the ratios set forth above.

10. Bicycle Parking. Bicycle parking shall be provided consistent with LAMC Section 12,21 
A. 16. Long-term bicycle parking shall be provided at a rate of one per dwelling unit or guest 
room. Additionally, short-term bicycle parking shall be provided at a rate of one per ten 
dwelling units or guest rooms, with a minimum of two short-term bicycle parking 
spaces. Short-term and long-term bicycle parking for general retail stores requires one bicycle 
parking space per 2,000 square feet, with a minimum of two bicycle parking spaces for both 
long- and short-term bicycle parking. Based upon the number of dwelling units and the 
permitted replacement of 30 percent (or 2 spaces) of the required commercial automobile 
parking with 8 bicycle parking spaces per LAMC Section12.21 A.4, 79 long-term and 10 short
term bicycle parking spaces shall be provided onsite. Both long-term and short-term bicycle 
parking must be located consistent with LAMC Section 12.21 A.16.

Site Plan Review Conditions

11. Mixed Use Project. In accordance with the Mini-Shopping Center and Commercial Corner 
Development exemptions of LAMC Section 12.22 A.23 (d)(1), the project shall provide a 
minimum of 35 percent of the Ground Floor Building Frontage abutting a public commercially 
zoned street, excluding driveways or pedestrian entrances, for commercial uses to a minimum 
depth of 25 feet in accordance with LAMC Section 13.09 B.3.

12. Open Space. The project shall provide 8,075 square feet of common open space areas. The 
common open space areas shall be designed with the minimum dimension and landscaping 
requirements per LAMC Section 12.21 G.2(a).

13. Ground Floor Fagade. All portions of the ground floor fagade shall be landscaped and 
screened with trees and shrubs.

14. Streetscape Improvements. Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
coordinate with the Mayor’s Office and the Bureau of Engineering regarding streetscape 
improvements along Venice Boulevard in accordance with the Great Streets Initiative of 
Venice Boulevard.

15. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public street. 
Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public ways shall not be used for the parking, loading or 
unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be clearly identified on the site plan 
to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning and the Department of Transportation.

16. Trellis Wall. The at-grade parking level shall be screened with a trellis wall in accordance 
with Sheets A3.03 and A3.02 of Exhibit A. The trellis wall or green screen shall screen the 
parking and vehicular headlights from view,

17. Mechanical Equipment. All mechanical equipment on the roof shall be screened from view. 
The transformer, located on the corner of Wasatch Avenue and the alley.

Environmental Mitigation Conditions

18. Project Design. In addition to the required mitigation measures, the Project also includes 
project design features that prevent any significant impacts from occurring through design. 
These project design features are included below, and are conditions of the project that must 
be monitored and enforced as if they were mitigation measures. While these project design
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features are not required by the code, the City of Los Angeles has required them of the project, 
and they may not be deleted except by public hearing. These project design features are listed 
below:

a. The Project shall provide a primary residential building lobby, pedestrian-oriented retail or 
other active uses, streetscape seating, and drought-resistant landscaping to enhance its 
frontage along Venice Boulevard as shown in Exhibit A.

b. All building entrances shall be enhanced with a combination of recesses, architectural 
treatments, distinctive materials or lighting, entryway awnings, textured paving, or 
attractive signage.

c. Entryway treatments, such as awnings and canopies, shall be designed to be compatible 
in size, scale, and color, as well as be integral to, the overall building design. Awnings 
shall be made out of a material consistent with the building design as shown in Exhibit A.

d. Each ground-floor fagade shall have a minimum of sixty (60) percent clear transparency 
with non-reflective glass, and shall remain free of opaque materials that obscure ground- 
floor windows and block visibility from sidewalk areas into the interior of the building.

e. The Project shall provide horizontal architectural treatments and/or fagade articulations 
such as cornices, friezes, awnings, pedestrian amenities, or other features for the first 
thirty (30) feet of building height. The Project shall incorporate varying design to provide 
definition for each floor, and incorporate high-end finishes and landscaped areas at the 
ground floor to create a distinct building “base" for pedestrian scale.
The Project shall provide vertical architectural treatments and/or fagade articulations such 
as columns, pilasters, indentations, storefront bays, windows, landscaping, or other 
features for at least every twenty-five (25) feet on center.

g. The residential portion of the building shall be differentiated from the ground floor 
commercial by upper level step-backs, changes in color, texture, or materials, recessed 
balconies, or other changes in the building plane. The uppermost residential level shall be 
stepped back, in substantial conformance with Exhibit A, to reduce the massing of the 
building.

h. Exterior security grilles or permanently affixed security bars, roll-down grilles that conceal 
storefront windows, and chain link fences that are visible from Venice Boulevard or 
Wasatch Avenue are prohibited. Stores should use alternatives such as interior security 
grilles, or vandal-proof glazing which is resistant to impact.
The exterior elevations shall incorporate no more than three complementary building 
materials and colors each, as shown in Exhibit A.
All exterior lighting shall be low-intensity and shielded to prevent glare or light spillover to 
pedestrians and adjacent properties.

k. All areas of a site not occupied by buildings or driveways shall be landscaped at site 
entrances and along walkways. Landscaping consisting of small trees, planter boxes, or 
tubs of flowers should be provided, where feasible. Plants shall not obstruct the pedestrian 
right-of-way nor create inappropriate visual or physical barriers for vehicles or pedestrians. 
Landscaping shall consist of plant materials, such as trees and shrubs or ground cover, 
that are native or drought-tolerant. Trees shall be planted in the adjacent public right-of- 
way at a ratio of one tree for every thirty (30) feet of lot frontage or to the satisfaction of 
the Urban Forestry Division, Bureau of Street Services, Department of Public Works.

l. The Project shall locate all vehicular access, loading, and trash off the rear alley as shown 
in Exhibit A. Trash storage bins shall not be visible from public right-of way or adjacent 
residences.

m. All exterior mechanical equipment, including HVAC equipment, satellite dishes, cellular 
antennas, shall not be visible from public rights-of-way. Equipment shall be enclosed or 
screened through use of building parapets, masonry walls, or other architectural 
treatments that are integral to the building's form.

n. In accordance with LAMC Sec 12.21 A.16, short-term bicycle parking shall be located 
along Venice Boulevard or Wasatch Avenue to maximize visibility and access from 
building entrances. Long-term bicycle parking shall be provided within the at-grade parking 
level, with an entrance from the building lobby for ease of accessibility.

f.

i.

J-
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o. The project shall configure twenty (20) percent of vehicular parking spaces with electric 
vehicle charging stations, and provide solar-ready roofs.

19. Greenhouse Gas.

a. Low- and non-VOC containing paints, sealants, adhesives, solvents, asphalt primer, and 
architectural coatings (where used), or pre-fabricated architectural panels shall be used in 
the construction of the Project to reduce VOC emissions to the maximum extent 
practicable.

b. To encourage carpooling and the use of electric vehicles by Project residents and visitors, 
at least twenty (20) percent of the total code-required parking spaces provided for all types 
of parking facilities, but in no case less than one location, shall be capable of supporting 
future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE). Plans shall indicate the proposed type 
and location(s) of EVSE and also include raceway method(s), wiring schematics and 
electrical calculations to verify that the electrical system has sufficient capacity to 
simultaneously charge all electric vehicles at all designated EV charging locations at their 
full rated amperage. Plan design shall be based upon Level 2 or greater EVSE at its 
maximum operating ampacity. Only raceways and related components are required to be 
installed at the time of construction. When the application of the 20 percent results in a 
fractional space, round up to the next whole number. A label stating “EVCAPABLE” shall 
be posted in a conspicuous place at the service panel or subpanel and next to the raceway 
termination point.

20. Increased Noise Levels (Demolition, Grading, and Construction Activities).

Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday 
through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6,00 pm on Saturday.
Demolition and construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels.
The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise 
shielding and muffling devices.

a.

b.

c.

21. Public Services (Fire).

a. The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be 
incorporated into the building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for approval 
by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a final map or the approval of a 
building permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design features: fire 
lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures must be within 
300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any dwelling unit or guest room 
shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal travel from the edge of the 
roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane.

22. Public Services (Police).

a. Temporary construction fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the active 
construction areas to screen as much of the construction activity from view at the local 
street level and to keep unpermitted persons from entering the construction area.

23. Public Services (Police).

a. The plans shall incorporate the design guidelines relative to security, semi-public and 
private spaces, which may include but not be limited to access control to building, secured 
parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated public and semi-public 
space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of concealment, location
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of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, and provision of security 
guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Please refer to "Design Out Crime 
Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design", published by the Los 
Angeles Police Department. Contact the Community Relations Division, located at 100 
W. 1st Street, #250, Los Angeles, CA 90012; (213) 486-6000, These measures shall be 
approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building permits.

24. Safety Hazards.

a. The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site to ensure pedestrian, 
bicycle, and vehicle safety.

b. The applicant shall submit a parking and driveway plan that incorporates design features 
that reduce accidents to the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Transportation 
for approval.

25. Transportation/Traffic (Pedestrian Safety).

Applicant shall plan construction and construction staging as to maintain pedestrian 
access on adjacent sidewalks throughout all construction phases. This requires the 
applicant to maintain adequate and safe pedestrian protection, including physical 
separation (including utilization of barriers such as K-Rails or scaffolding, etc) from work 
space and vehicular traffic and overhead protection, due to sidewalk closure or blockage, 
at all times.
Temporary pedestrian facilities shall be adjacent to the project site and provide safe, 
accessible routes that replicate as nearly as practical the most desirable characteristics of 
the existing facility.
Covered walkways shall be provided where pedestrians are exposed to potential injury 
from falling objects.
The applicant shall keep sidewalk open during construction until only when it is absolutely 
required to close or block sidewalk for construction staging. The sidewalk shall be 
reopened as soon as reasonably feasible taking construction and construction staging into 
account.

a.

b.

c

d.

26. Utilities (Local Water Supplies - All New Construction).

Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the cumulative 
increase in demand on the City's water supplies. However, this potential impact will be 
mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measures:
If conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power may postpone new water 
connections for this project until water supply capacity is adequate.
Install high-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-flush water closets, and 
high-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5 gpf), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all 
restrooms as appropriate.
Install restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute.

a.

b.

c.

d.

27. Utilities (Local Water Supplies - New Residential).

Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall, having a flow rate no greater than 
2.0 gallons per minute.
Install and utilize only high-efficiency clothes waters (water factor of 6.0 or less) in the 
project, if proposed to be provided in either individual units and/or in a common laundry 
room(s). If such appliance is to be furnished by tenant, this requirement shall be 
incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring 
compliance.
Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated dishwaters in the project, if 
proposed to be provided. If such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this requirement

a.

b.

c.
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shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant shall be responsible for 
ensuring compliance.

Administrative Conditions

28. Final Plans. Prior to the issuance of any building permits for the project by the Department of 
Building and Safety, the applicant shall submit all final construction plans that are awaiting 
issuance of a building permit by the Department of Building and Safety for final review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning. All plans that are awaiting issuance of a building 
permit by the Department of Building and Safety shall be stamped by Department of City 
Planning staff “Final Plans”. A copy of the Final Plans, supplied by the applicant, shall be 
retained in the subject case file.

29. Notations on Plans. Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety, for the 
purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions of 
Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any modifications or notations 
required herein. *

30. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or verification 
of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the subject conditions, 
shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to clearance of any building permits, 
for placement in the subject file.

31. Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where granted conditions differ herein.

32. Department of Building and Safety. The granting of this determination by the Director of 
Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Code). Any corrections and/or modifications to 
plans made subsequent to this determination by a Department of Building and Safety Plan 
Check Engineer that affect any part of the exterior design or appearance of the project as 
approved by the Director, and which are deemed necessary by the Department of Building 
and Safety for Building Code compliance, shall require a referral of the revised plans back to 
the Department of City Planning for additional review and sign-off prior to the issuance of any 
permit in connection with those plans.

33. Condition Compliance. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions 
shall be to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning.

34. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, a covenant acknowledging and 
agreeing to comply with all the terms and conditions established herein shall be recorded in 
the County Recorder's Office. The agreement (standard master covenant and agreement form 
CP-6770) shall run with the land and shall be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or 
assigns. The agreement with the conditions attached must be submitted to the Development 
Services Center for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a certified copy bearing 
the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Zoning Administrator for attachment 
to the subject case file

35. Expiration. In the event that this grant is not utilized within three years of its effective date 
(the day following the last day that an appeal may be filed), the grant shall be considered null 
and void. Issuance of a building permit, and the initiation of, and diligent continuation of, 
construction activity shall constitute utilization for the purposes of this grant.

36. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the County 
Recorder’s Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on any
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subsequent property owners, heirs or assign. The agreement must be submitted to the 
Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a copy 
bearing the Recorder’s number and date shall be provided to the Department of City Planning 
for attachment to the file.

37. Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs.

Applicant shall do all of the following:

Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against the City 
relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of this 
entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, challenge, set aside, void, 
or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the entitlement, the environmental review 
of the entitlement, or the approval of subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal 
property damage, including from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional claim.

(i)

Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related to or 
arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of the entitlement, 
including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney’s fees, costs of any 
judgments or awards against the City (including an award of attorney’s fees), damages, 
and/or settlement costs.

(ii)

Submit an initial deposit for the City's litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ notice of 
the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. The initial deposit 
shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole discretion, based on 
the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial deposit be less than 
$25,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant 
from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).

(iii)

Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits may be 
required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found necessary by the City 
to protect the City's interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not 
relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the 
requirement in paragraph (ii).

(iv)

If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an indemnity 
and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with the 
requirements of this condition.

(v)

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any action 
and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant of any claim, 
action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably cooperate in the 
defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold 
harmless the City.

"he City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney's office or 
outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense in the 
defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the applicant of any obligation 
imposed by this condition. In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this condition, in 
whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the 
entitlement, or take any other action. The City retains the right to make all decisions with 
respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon 
or settle litigation.

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:
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“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, commissions, 
committees, employees, and volunteers.

Action" shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes actions, 
as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local law.

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the City 
or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition.
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PROJECT BACKGROUND

The site is located in the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan area at the southeastern 
corner of Venice Boulevard and Wasatch Avenue, and consists of three lots that measure 
approximately 23,134 square feet in area. It is zoned C2-1, with a General Plan land use 
designation of Community Commercial. The subject property is within the Venice Boulevard 
Great Street Initiative Program area, the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific 
Plan and in a Transit Priority Area

The proposed project includes the demolition of a two-story commercial building and the 
construction of a six-story with a mezzanine level, 83 feet in height, mixed-use development 
consisting of 2,100 square feet of retail space, 77 residential units, including a minimum of seven 
units for Very Low Income Households. The project proposes a total of 77 vehicular parking 
spaces and 89 bicycle parking spaces. The proposed project consists of 26 parking spaces at the 
ground floor and one level of subterranean parking with 51 parking spaces. The total project size 
is 60,552 square feet in floor area. The proposed project requests a haul route to export 20,000 
cubic yards of soil. No trees are being removed.

The proposed project will provide pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape seating, off-street 
parking, bicycle parking, and drought-resistant landscaping to enhance this area of Venice 
Boulevard. Parking access and loading are located off the alley, opening Venice and Wasatch 
for pedestrian and bicycle access only. Open space is provided in the form of designed planters 
and front-facing balconies along Venice Boulevard, residential courtyard, and roof deck with a 
dog run, community garden, and green space. Eight new street trees will be planted along Venice 
and Wasatch. The proposed project will provide 89 bicycle parking spaces and twenty percent 
of the required parking will be configured as electric vehicle charging stations. Pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.22.A.25, the applicant requests a Density Bonus Compliance Review. In V_ 
consideration of 7 affordable units, the applicant seeks one on-menu incentive: an increase in ,
Floor Area Ratio (FAR), from 1.5:1 to 2.62.

Relevant Cases in the Palms-Mar Vista- Del Rev Community Plan area:

Case No. DIR-2016-54-DB (12575 Venice Blvd). On June 27, 2016, the Director of 
Planning approved the demolition of an existing office building and the construction of a 
new 56-foot tall, 36,472 square foot, 52-unit multi-family building with 5 Very Low Income 
Units. The requested entitlements included a Density Bonus Compliance Review, with 
two on-menu incentives (increased FAR from 1.5:1 to 3:1, and increased height from 45 
feet to 56 feet). The project was subsequently appealed, with both appeals withdrawn.

Case No. DIR-2014-2880-DB-SPR (3822 S. Dunn Drive). On March 25, 2015, the 
Director of Planning approved the construction of a new 85-foot tall, 86-unit multi-family 
building. The requested entitlements include a Density Bonus Compliance Review, with 
two on-menu incentives (20 percent reduction in rear yard setback, and 35 percent 
increase in FAR to 4.05:1); and a Site Plan Review.

Case No. DIR-2015-4086-DB-CDO-SPR (11460 W Gateway Blvd). On November 6, 
2015, a project was filed for the construction of a new mixed-use building with 5,241 
square feet of commercial floor area and 129 residential units. The requested 
entitlements include: a Density Bonus request with two on-menu incentives, a Community 
Design Overlay plan approval, and a Site Plan Review. The proposed project is 5 stories 
and 56 feet in height. The project is under review by the Director of Planning, and no 
decision has been made.

Case No. CPC-2014-335-DB-SPR-CDO (11628 W Pico Blvd). On October 14, 2015, the 
City Planning Commission approved the construction of a new 5-story, 71-unit, 52,357 
square foot apartment building in the C2-1VL zone. The project includes 4 levels of
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residential over ground-floor commercial and at-grade and 2 subterranean parking levels 
providing a total of 108 parking stalls. The requested entitlements include: a Density 
Bonus request, with two off-menu incentives (to allow a 56-foot tall, 5-story building where 
a maximum of a 45-foot tall, 3-story building is allowed, and an increased FAR of 2.72:1 
where a maximum FAR of 1.5:1 is allowed); a Site Plan Review; and a Community Design 
Overlay plan approval.

AB 744
In accordance with California State Law (including Senate Bill 1818, and Assembly Bills 2280 and 
2222), the applicant is proposing to utilize Section 12.22 A.25 (Density Bonus) of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC), which permits a density bonus of 35 percent. This allows for 77 total 
dwelling units in lieu of the otherwise maximum density limit of 57 dwelling units on the property. 
A density bonus is automatically granted in exchange for the applicant setting aside a portion of 
dwelling units, in this case 7 units, for habitation by Very Low Income households for a period of 
55 years. Consistent with Assembly Bill 744 (AB 744) and the Density Bonus Ordinance, the 
Applicant is also automatically granted a reduction in required residential parking. The Applicant 
selected to utilize an automobile parking reduction offered under AB 744. Based on the project 
consisting of a mixed-income development within one-half mile of a major transit stop to which 
the project has unobstructed access, the proposed project is providing a minimum of 52 vehicle 
parking spaces for the residential and commercial uses and a minimum of 89 bicycle parking 
spaces in lieu of the required parking per LAMC Section 12.21 A.4.

Housing Replacement
With Assembly Bill 2222, applicants of Density Bonus projects filed as of January 1, 2015 must 
demonstrate compliance with the housing replacement provisions which require replacement of 
rental dwelling units that either exist at the time of application of a Density Bonus project, or have 
been vacated or demolished in the five-year period preceding the application of the project. This 
applies to all pre-existing units that have been subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law 
that restricts rents to levels affordable to persons and families of lower or very low income; subject 
to any other form of rent or price control; or occupied by Low or Very Low Income Households. A 
Determination made by the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department 
(HCIDLA) dated February 1, 2016 concluded that there are no residential units on the property 
within the last five years; AB 2222 does not apply to commercial structures, so no AB 2222 
replacement affordable units are required. Per Density Bonus state law, the proposed project will 
be required to provide 7 units affordable to Very Low Income Households. This is reflected in the 
Conditions of Approval. Please refer to the Density Bonus Legislation Background section of this 
determination for additional information.

Code Criteria
As permitted by LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 the applicant is requesting one on-menu incentive that 
will facilitate the provision of affordable housing at the site: an allowance for a 2.62:1 Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR), in lieu of the normally required 1.5:1 Floor Area Ratio.

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (e)(2), in order to be eligible for any on-menu incentives, 
a Housing Development Project (other than an Adaptive Reuse Project) shall comply with the 
following criteria, which it does:

The fagade of any portion of a building that abuts a street shall be articulated with a 
change of material or a break in plane, so that the fagade is not a flat surface.

a.

The proposed mixed-use development abuts two streets, Venice Boulevard and 
Wasatch Avenue, as well as a full 30 foot wide alley at the rear. As provided in Exhibit 
“A”, the street-facing facades are articulated to modulate the building wall and create 
distinct breaks in the building plane. The building design incorporates a variety of 
recesses, stepbacks, varied rooflines, and different materials to add architectural 
interest to the building and creates distinct breaks in the building plane. The building
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materials include smooth plaster, polished metal siding, low iron high efficiency 
window glazing and balcony guards, a modular art wall, trellis wall, and clear high- 
efficiency storefront windows and doors. Together, these elements are applied to 
create sufficient breaks in plane and articulation.

All buildings must be oriented to the street by providing entrances, windows 
architectural features and/or balconies on the front and along any street facing 
elevation.

b.

The proposed mixed-use development abuts two streets, with the street-fronting 
facades measuring approximately 150 feet along both Venice Boulevard and Wasatch 
Avenue. The proposed project has one residential entrance and two commercial 
entrances, all along Venice Boulevard. The vehicular entrance is provided along the 
rear alley that is accessed from Wasatch Avenue. There is also an additional 
pedestrian entrance from the at-grade parking level to Wasatch Avenue. The proposed 
project includes many architectural features to help define the main entrances such as 
the use of modular art wall to create a distinct base for the storefront, and a staggered 
storefront with recessed entryways to help direct attention to the main entrances. 
Project design conditions will ensure the residential entrance is prominent from the 
streetfront through a combination of recesses, architectural treatments, distinctive 
materials or lighting, entryway awnings, textured paving, or attractive signage.

The Housing Development Project shall not involve a contributing structure in a 
designated Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) and shall not involve a 
structure that is a City of Los Angeles designated Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM).

c.

The proposed project is not located within a designated Historic Preservation Overlay 
Zone, nor does it involve a property that is designated as a City Historic-Cultural 
Monument.

The Housing Development Project shall not be located on a substandard street in a 
Hillside Area or in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone as established in Section 
57.25.01 of the LAMC.

d.

The project is not located in a Hillside Area, nor is it located in a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone.
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DENSITY BONUS/AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVES COMPLIANCE FINDINGS

The project proposes an allowance for a 2.62:1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) in lieu of the normally 
required 1.5:1 FAR. The proposed project qualifies for a Density Bonus FAR increase because it 
is located within 1,500 feet of several transit stops as defined by LAMC Section 12.22.A.25. The 
proposed project is located at the intersection of Venice Boulevard and Wasatch Avenue, and is 
approximately 400 feet away from the major intersection of Venice Boulevard and Centinela 
Avenue, which contains 2 transit stops. The transit stops within a 1,500 foot radius include Culver 
City Bus Lines 2 (Inglewood) and 5 (Braddock), Metro Bus Line 33 and 733 (Downtown LA), and 
Big Blue Bus Line 16 (Wilshire/Bundy - Marina Del Rey) and 14 (Bundy/Centinela).

Pursuant to Section 12.22 A.25(c) of the LAMC, the Director shall approve a density 
bonus and requested incentive(s) unless the director finds that:
a. The incentives are not required to provide for affordable housing costs as defined in 

California Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5 or Section 50053 for rents for the 
affordable units.

The record does not contain substantial evidence that would allow the Director to make 
a finding that the requested incentives are not necessary to provide for affordable 
housing costs per State Law. The California Health & Safety Code Sections 50052.5 
and 50053 define formulas for calculating affordable housing costs for Very Low, Low, 
and Moderate Income Households. Section 50052.5 addresses owner-occupied 
housing and Section 50053 addresses rental households. Affordable housing costs are 
a calculation of residential rent or ownership pricing not to exceed 25 percent gross 
income based on area median income thresholds dependent on affordability levels.

1.

The list of on-menu incentives in LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 were pre-evaluated at the 
time the Density Bonus Ordinance was adopted to include types of relief that minimize 
restrictions on the size of the project. As such, the Director will always arrive at the 
conclusion that the density bonus on-menu incentives are required to provide for 
affordable housing costs because the incentives by their nature increase the scale of 
the project.

The requested incentive, an allowance for a 2.62:1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) in lieu of the 
normally required 1.5:1 Floor Area Ratio, is expressed in the Menu of Incentives per 
LAMC 12.22 A.25(f) and, as such, permit exceptions to zoning requirements that result 
in building design or construction efficiencies that provide for affordable housing costs. 
The requested incentive allows the developer to expand the building envelope so the 
additional 7 restricted affordable units can be constructed and the overall space 
dedicated to residential uses is increased. These incentive supports the applicant’s 
decision to set aside 7 Very Low Income dwelling units for 55 years.

Floor Area Ratio Increase: The subject site is zoned C2-1, which allows for 57 units on 
the 23,134 square foot site, with a maximum 1.5:1 FAR. Height District 1 allows for 
unlimited height by right. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25, the site qualifies for the 
Density Bonus FAR increase from 1.5:1 to 3:1 because it is located within 1,500 feet of 
several transit stops serving Big Blue Bus Lines 14 (Bundy/Centinela) and 16 
(Wilshire/Bundy - Marina Del Rey), Culver City Bus Lines 2 (Inglewood) and 5 
(Braddock), and Metro Bus Line 33 and 733 (Downtown LA). The FAR Increase 
incentive permits a percentage increase in the allowable Floor Area Ratio equal to the 
percentage of Density Bonus for which the Housing Development Project is eligible, not 
to exceed 35 percent. While the proposed project qualifies for a maximum 3:1 FAR, the 
proposed project is actually providing a maximum floor area of 60,552 square feet or 
2.62:1 FAR. The proposed 2.62:1 FAR creates 25,910 additional square feet.

Page Hof30>PDiR-20 1 F.



FAR Buildable Lot Area Total Floor Area (sf)
by-right M

1.5:1 23,134 * 23,134 x 1.5 = 
34,701

'23,134 sf gross lot area less including half the abutting rear alley and less required 
yards.

Buildable Lot Area| FAR 
| proposed

Total Floor Area Additional Floor 
__Area (sf)(sf) (sf)

23,1342.62 60,611 69,402-34,701 =
25,910

b. The Incentive will have a specific adverse impact upon public health and safety or the 
physical environment, or on any real property that is listed in the California Register of 
Historical Resources and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate 
or avoid the specific adverse Impact without rendering the development unaffordable to 
Very Low, Low and Moderate Income households. Inconsistency with the zoning 
ordinance or the general plan land use designation shall not constitute a specific, 
adverse impact upon the public health or safety.

There is no evidence that the proposed incentive will have a specific adverse impact. 
A “specific adverse impact” is defined as, “a significant, quantifiable, direct and 
unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public health or safety 
standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was 
deemed complete” (LAMC Section 12.22.A.25(b)). The proposed project and potential 
impacts were analyzed in accordance with the City’s Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines and the City's L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. These two documents 
establish guidelines and thresholds of significant impact, and provide the data for 
determining whether or not the impacts of a proposed Project reach or exceed those 
thresholds. Analysis of the proposed project involved the preparation of a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND) (ENV-2016-2229-MND), and it was determined that the 
proposed project may have an impact on the following environmental factors: 
aesthetics: greenhouse gas emissions; noise; public services (fire, police); 
transportation/traffic (safety hazards, inadequate emergency access, pedestrian 
safety); utilities and service systems (water). However, mitigation measures will reduce 
impacts to less than significant, and are imposed as Conditions of Approval herein 
(Conditions 18 through 27). Therefore, there is no substantial evidence that the 
proposed Project will have a specific adverse impact on the physical environment, on 
public health and safety, and on property listed in the California Register of Historic 
Resources.

The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) prepared by the City Planning Department 
was circulated for public review on September 22, 2016. The review period ended on 
October 12, 2016. A summary of the comments is provided in the Environmental Finding 
section of this report.

The concerns identified during the environmental public comment period were 
addressed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2016-2229-MND) and in the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) through mitigation measures identified as 
Conditions 18 (Project Design), 19 (Greenhouse Gas), and 25 (Transportation/Traffic) 
in this Determination Letter.
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SITE PLAN REVIEW FINDINGS

The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan.

2.

The proposed project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent, and 
provisions of the General Plan, and the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan.

The site is located within the adopted Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan area, 
and is designated for Community Commercial land uses corresponding to the CR, C2, C4, 
RAS3, RAS4 Zones and Height District 1. The site is zoned C2-1 which allows up to 77 
dwelling units on the project site through the Density Bonus Ordinance. Consistent with 
the Community Plan, the proposed 77-unit mixed-use development, which includes 7 Very 
Low Income units, adds new multi-family housing and much needed affordable housing to 
Los Angeles’s housing supply, in a neighborhood which is conveniently located to a variety 
of community services and multi-modal transportation options.

General Plan - Framework Element

The General Plan designates the subject site with Community Commercial land use 
designation. Community Commercial areas are intended as pedestrian-oriented, high 
activity, multi- and mixed-use centers that support and provide identity for Los Angeles’s 
communities. The Community Commercial land use designation corresponds to the C2-1 
zone which also allows for R4 uses (High Medium Residential land uses), and estimates 
56 to 109 dwelling units per acre.

The General Plan Framework identifies the Venice Boulevard and Centinela Avenue 
intersection as Community Center. Per the Framework’s Long Range Land Use Diagram 
for the West/Coastal Los Angeles area, a “Community Center” is identified as; “A focal 
point for surrounding residential neighborhoods and containing a diversity of uses such as 
small offices and overnight accommodations, cultural and entertainment facilities, schools 
and libraries, in addition to neighborhood oriented services. Community Centers range 
from floor area ratios of 1.5:1 to 3:1. Generally, the height of different types of Community 
Centers will also range from 2- to 6-story buildings, e.g., some will be 2-story Centers, 
some 4- or 6-story Centers depending on the character of the surrounding area. 
Community Centers are served by small shuttles, local buses in addition to automobiles 
and/or may be located along rail transit stops”. Also, "a Community Center may start with 
a low intensity, e.g., floor area ratio of 1.5:1, but permit a bonus density... and higher 
building heights whenever new development also includes housing”.

Land Use Element - Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rev Community Plan

The proposed project also aligns with the intent of the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey 
Community Plan to maintain the community’s distinctive character by:

Preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existing residential 
neighborhoods while providing a variety of compatible housing opportunities.

Improving the function, design and economic vitality of the commercial and 
industrial areas.

Maximizing development opportunities around future transit systems while 
minimizing any adverse impacts.
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Preserving and strengthening commercial and industrial developments to provide 
a diverse job-producing economic base and through design guidelines and 
physical improvements enhance the appearance of these areas.

In addition, the proposed project aligns with the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community 
Plan policies that aim to provide a safe, secure, and high quality residential environment 
for all community residents in Mar Vista (Goal 1), a strong and competitive commercial 
sector which promotes economic vitality, serves the needs of the community through well 
designed, safe, and accessible areas while preserving the historic, commercial, and 
cultural character of the community (Goal 2) while meeting the following policies:

Policy 1-1.1: Provide for adequate multi-family residential development.

Policy 1-2.1: Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers and 
major bus routes where public service facilities and infrastructure will support this 
development. .

Policy 1-3.1: Require architectural compatibility and landscaping for new infill 
development to protect the character and scale of existing residential 
neighborhoods.

Policy 1-4.2: Ensure that new housing opportunities minimize displacement of 
residents.

Policy 2-1.1: New commercial uses should be located in existing established 
commercial areas or shopping centers.

Policy 2-2.1: Encourage Pedestrian-oriented design in designated areas and in 
new development.

Policy 2-2.2: Require that mixed-use projects and development in pedestrian- 
oriented areas are developed according to specific design guidelines to achieve a 
distinctive character and compatibility with surrounding uses.

Policy 2-2.4: Promote mixed use projects along designated corridors and in 
appropriate commercial centers.

The Urban Design Chapter (Chapter V) of the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community 
Plan indicates that new residential projects in Multiple-Family Residential areas should 
promote architectural design that enhances the quality of life, living conditions, and 
neighborhood pride of the residents. Specifically, pedestrian-oriented commercial areas 
should be vibrant, safe, well-designed, and economically viable by incorporating good 
design with complementary landscaping and streetscape to foster pedestrian activity and 
economic vitality.

The design of all proposed projects shall be articulated to provide variation and 
visual interest, enhance the streetscape by providing continuity and avoiding 
opportunities for graffiti.

Front facades and facades facing rear parking shall maximize the area devoted to 
transparent building elements, such as windows and doors.

The use of articulations, recesses, surface perforations and other architectural 
features to break up long, flat building facades.
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In a Community Center and in Neighborhood Districts, distinctive architectural 
style/type should be incorporated with building materials and color suitable for the 
type and design and should be architecturally harmonious.

Locating surface parking to the rear of structures.

Minimizing the number of widths of driveways providing sole access to the rear of 
commercial lots.

Maximizing retail and commercial service uses along frontages of commercial 
developments.

Providing front pedestrian entrances for businesses fronting on main commercial 
streets.

Also, multi-family projects should promote harmony in relationship between new and 
existing buildings, avoid excessive variety and monotonous repetition and be sensitive to 
the scale, form, height, and proportion of surrounding development, through:

The use of articulation, recess, or perforations of surfaces to break up long, flat 
building facades with varying rooflines.

Utilization of complementary building materials, textures and color in building 
facades.

Incorporating varying design to provide definition to each floor and uniformity of 
detail, scale and proportions.

Integrating building fixtures, awnings, security gates or wall/fence into the design 
of the building.

Screening all rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view.

Housing Element 2013-2021

The proposed project also conforms with the applicable policies of the Housing Element, 
including:

Policy 1.1.4: Expand opportunities for residential development, particularly in 
designated Centers, Transit Oriented Districts, and Mixed-Use Boulevards

Policy 1.3.5: Provide sufficient land use and density to accommodate an adequate 
supply of housing units within the City to meet the projections of housing needs

The proposed project will result in a net increase of 77 new residential units to the City's 
housing stock and conforms with the applicable provisions of the Housing Element. 
Additionally, this mixed-use development is sited in a Transit Priority Area and is in close 
proximity to multi-modal transportation options, including major transit stops and within the 
Venice Boulevard portion included in the Great Streets Initiative Program. Locating new 
housing in this portion of Venice Boulevard will allow residents to have better access to 
employment centers and places of interest in the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community 
Plan area.
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Citywide Design Guidelines

The project also substantially complies with the objectives and principles of urban design 
identified in the Residential Citywide Design Guidelines, including the following:

Creates a strong street wall by locating building frontages at the front property line 
where no setback requirements exist, or at the required setback.

Promote pedestrian activity by placing entrances at grade level or slightly above, 
and unobstructed from view from the public right-of-way. Entryways below street 
level should be avoided.

Maintain an active street presence for ground floor retail establishments in mixed- 
use projects by incorporating at least one usable street-facing entrance with doors 
unlocked during regular business hours.

In mixed-use projects, ensure that ground floor uses maintain a high degree of 
transparency and maximize a visual connection to the street by providing clear and 
unobstructed windows, free of reflective glass coatings, exterior mounted gates, or 
security grills.

Alternate different textures, colors, materials, and distinctive architectural 
treatments to add visual interest while avoiding dull and repetitive facades.

Prioritize pedestrian access first and automobile access second. Orient parking 
and driveways toward the rear or side of buildings and away from the public right- 
of-way. On corner lots, parking should be oriented as far from the corner as 
possible.

Maintain continuity of the sidewalk by minimizing the number of curb cuts for 
driveways and utilizing alleys for access and egress.

Mitigate the impact of parking visible to the street with the use of planting and 
landscape walls tall enough to screen headlights.

As shown in Exhibit “A", the proposed project would include design features and 
landscaping improvements to enhance the visual quality of the area. All design elements, 
including off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, 
and other such pertinent improvements have been designed to be compatible with existing 
and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. The proposed 
project will provide pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape seating, off-street parking, 
bicycle parking and drought-resistant landscaping to enhance this area of Venice 
Boulevard. The proposed project creates a strong street wall with pedestrian-oriented 
retail and a residential lobby along Venice Boulevard. The building incorporates a 
modulated fagade, varied rooflines, a variety of building materials, textures, colors to add 
architectural interest to the building. High-end finishes and landscaped areas separate the 
ground floor retail from the residences above to create a distinct ‘'base" for pedestrian 
scale. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the purposes, intent and 
provisions of the General Plan, Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan, Housing 
Element, and the Residential Citywide Design Guidelines.

The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including 
height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements that is or will 
be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties and 
neighboring properties.

3.
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The project proposes the construction of a 6-story with a mezzanine level, 83-foot tali 
mixed-use building totaling 60,552 square feet with 77 dwelling units. The proposed 
project's FAR is 2.62:1, which is below the allowed 3:1 FAR limit and overall density 
allowed by State Density Bonus Law. Development of the proposed mixed-use 
development will be compatible with the existing and future development of the 
neighborhood.

The project area along the Venice Corridor near the Centinela Avenue intersection is 
comprised of a mix of low-rise and mid-rise residential buildings and commercial buildings, 
ranging from two- to five-stories in height. Although the project will replace a two-story 
commercial structure, the proposed six-story building will provide a variation in height to 
the neighborhood. Adjacent properties on Venice Boulevard zoned C2 are located in the 
same Height District 1 as the subject property, which has an unlimited building height, by 
right. While the proposed project’s massing exceeds the existing prevailing development 
pattern, the overall height is allowed by the Los Angeles Municipal Code and State Density 
Bonus Law, as described below. Furthermore, given that the several blocks surrounding 
the project site along Venice Boulevard have the same land uses designations and zoning, 
it can be anticipated that those surrounding sites can also be developed to the same scale 
under State Density Bonus Law.

In addition, design strategies have been incorporated to ensure the project is compatible 
with existing and future development on adjacent and neighboring properties as well as 
along the Venice Corridor. Further compliance with the Citywide Design Guidelines for 
residential development will be incorporated to ensure the existing visual character of the 
site is not substantially degraded.

The proposed project would include design features and landscaping improvements to 
enhance the visual quality of the area. All design elements, including off-street parking 
facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent 
improvements have been designed to be compatible with existing and future development 
on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. The proposed project will provide 
pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape seating, off-street parking, bicycle parking and 
drought-resistant landscaping to enhance this area of Venice Boulevard. The project 
creates a strong street wall with pedestrian-oriented retail and a residential lobby along 
Venice Boulevard. The building incorporates a modulated fagade, varied rooflines, a 
variety of building materials, textures, colors to add architectural interest to the building. 
High-end finishes and landscaped areas separate the ground floor retail from the 
residences above to create a distinct “base” for pedestrian scale.

Height
The proposed project consists of a building that is six stories in height with a mezzanine 
level, and is approximately 83 feet in height. The subject property is zoned C2 and is 
located within Height District 1, which allows unlimited height by right. While the proposed 
building height exceeds the existing prevailing development pattern, there are several 
buildings within the project’s vicinity and greater community that are similar in massing 
and height. For instance, the proposed project located at 3822-3842 S. Dunn Drive is a 
much larger development at 85 feet tall, with 86 dwelling units. Other examples are12311 
Pacific Avenue and 3540 Centinela Avenue, two existing 5-story residential buildings. In 
addition, there are several other comparable projects that have been filed or recently 
approved, as discussed in the Relevant Cases section of this determination letter. 
Therefore, the proposed height is allowed by Code and State Law, and is compatible with 
the potential future build-out of similar sites along the Venice Corridor.
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Bulk/Massinq
The proposed mixed-use development abuts two streets, with the street-fronting facades 
measuring approximately 150 feet along both Venice Boulevard and Wasatch Avenue. 
While the proposed project massing exceeds the existing prevailing development pattern, 
the overall height is allowed by Code and State Law as described above. The overall 
mass and scale of the structure is compatible with the existing and potential future build
out of similar sites on adjacent and neighboring properties. In accordance with the 
Citywide Design Guidelines, the building incorporates a modulated fagade, varied 
rooflines, a variety of building materials, textures, colors to break down the mass and scale 
of the building meanwhile adding architectural interest to the building. High-end finishes 
and landscaped areas separate the ground floor retail from the residences above to create 
a distinct “base" for pedestrian scale.

Building Materials
The primary building materials include smooth plaster, polished metal siding, low iron high 
efficiency window glazing and balcony guards, modular art wall, trellis wall, and clear high- 
efficiency storefront windows and doors. The building materials will be in muted and 
natural colors, with green trellis work and planters to enhance the streetscape of the 
project. In accordance with the Citywide Design Guidelines, changes in building materials 
are applied purposefully to modulate the building fagade; for instance, the building is 
designed into three distinct components at the pedestrian level, middle level, and upper 
levels, each of which are treated in a different building material. In addition, the project will 
utilize UV sensitive windows to increase natural light and decrease heat transfer for a 
more sustainable building design.

Entrances
The primary building entrance to the project is a residential lobby located along Venice 
Boulevard. In accordance with the Citywide Design Guidelines, the residential lobby is 
recessed to create distinction from the commercial frontage. In addition, a series of retail 
entrances are also located along Venice Boulevard that help to activate the streetfront and 
create a strong streetwall. Project design conditions will ensure that the entrance is further 
enhanced through a combination of recesses, architectural treatments, distinctive 
materials or lighting, entryway awnings, textured paving, or attractive signage. The 
location of the entrances allows residents and guests to easily access the other stores, 
restaurants, and services that central Mar Vista provides.

Setbacks
The required setbacks for the project site are 0 feet along the northern (Venice Boulevard) 
property line, 0 feet along the western (Wasatch Avenue) property line, 0 feet along the 
southern (rear alley) property line, and 8 feet along the eastern (side) property line. The 
project creates a strong street wall with at-grade retail with 0 feet setback along Venice 
Boulevard. The ground floor along Venice Boulevard is recessed to allow for outdoor 
seating and dining along the commercial storefronts.

Parking
Assembly Bill 744 requires the project to provide a minimum of 46 vehicle parking spaces, 
based on the number of units proposed. The project is exceeding the parking requirements 
understate law by proposing a total of 77 vehicle parking spaces, including 6 commercial 
parking spaces, to accommodate additional need for parking. The project is also proposing 
additional bicycle parking for retail and residential users. In addition, vehicular entry is 
removed from its existing location on Venice Boulevard to the rear alley off of Wasatch 
Avenue, which opens up Venice Boulevard for commercial space as well as pedestrian 
and bicycle access. Parking is primarily subterranean, with a partial at-grade level that is 
wrapped with retail along Venice Boulevard and screened from view along Wasatch 
Avenue. In accordance with the Citywide Design Guidelines, parking is screened from 
Wasatch Avenue through a combination of landscaped trellis walls and public art. The
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project provides 89 bicycle parking spaces and, as conditioned, twenty percent electric 
vehicle charging stations.

Lighting
The proposed project will reduce the amount of lighting that currently exists on-site by 
screening all parking from public view. In addition, all pedestrian walkways and vehicle 
access points will be well-lit. All outdoor lighting provided on-site will be shielded to prevent 
excessive illumination and spillage onto other properties.

Landscaping
On-site landscaping is provided in the form of designed planters and front-facing balconies 
along Venice Boulevard, residential courtyard, and roof deck with a dog run, community 
garden, and green space. Proposed common open space areas will include a roof-deck 
which is shaded and enclosed partially by a “living wall” or “cool roof as well as an 18” 
trunk tree as the roof garden centerpiece. Plantings and vertical landscapes enclose the 
roof deck’s amenities, including active recreation areas, benches, cooking/barbecue area, 
outdoor seating areas, and shade structures. An artificial turf area is provided for uses 
including a yoga space or a pet run. Both interior and exterior green spaces will have 
sitting areas with large planters. Eight new street trees will be planted along Venice and 
Wasatch, which currently lack landscaping. Zero trees are being removed in the 
development. The landscaping will be xeriscaped planting and drought-tolerant, including 
Cercis Occidentalis (Western Redbud), Calocedrus Decurrens (Incense Cedar), Prunus 
llicifolia (Hollyleaf Cherry), and Chilopsis Linearis (Desert Willow).

Trash Collection
Trash and recycling areas are located off the alley and contained within the parking 
garage, so that they are not visible from public view from the street. Locating trash and 
recycling within the building opens up Venice and Wasatch, allowing for easier traffic flow, 
and an overall more aesthetically pleasing design.

The residential project provides recreational and service amenities to improve 
habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring properties.

4.

The proposed project incorporates a total of 8,075 square feet of open space, meeting 
the requirements of LAMC Section 12.21 G.2. The open space area is provided in the 
form of a series of courtyards a 1,765 square feet, a roof deck at 2,180 square feet, and 
69 private balconies that each measure 50 square feet, for a minimum total of 3,450 
square feet. The courtyards are located in the center of the building to allow for natural 
light and air adjacent to the building lobby and for the residential units on the upper levels. 
Collectively, these areas account for more than the minimum required common open 
space, which is 8,075 square feet. Therefore, the proposed project provides sufficient 
recreational and service amenities for its residents, minimizing any impacts on 
neighboring properties.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW FINDING

A Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2016-2229-MND) prepared by the Department of City 
Planning, was circulated for public review on September 22, 2016 for a period of 20 days. The 
review period ended on October 12, 2016. Comments pertaining to environmental impacts have 
been summarized below:

• Aesthetics. The height and mass of the proposed project may have aesthetic impacts in 
blocking views and creating shade/shadow on the surrounding neighborhoods.

• Greenhouse gas emissions. The project may have impacts on greenhouse gas 
emissions by introducing new vehicles on the neighboring streets, not providing enough
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off-street parking, and encouraging the use of on-street parking. The likelihood that 
residents will use public transit or commute by bicycle is overestimated.

• Transportation/traffic. The project will generate additional vehicular traffic and add 
congestion to the street. The project will impact pedestrian activity on Venice and will not 
contribute to the Great Streets Initiative. The congestion will limit emergency access to the 
site.

The concerns identified during the environmental public comment period were addressed in the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2016-2229-MND), the Mitigation Monitoring Program 
(MMP), and in the Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCM). Comments on specific 
environmental impacts are addressed below:

« Aesthetics. Pursuant to SB 743, aesthetic impacts are not considered significant for infill 
residential projects within a Transit Priority Area. The height is permitted by the underlying 
zone and State Density Bonus law. In addition, project design features have been 
incorporated as mitigation measures as permitted by LAMC Section 16.05 in accordance 
with Site Plan Review procedures.

• Greenhouse gas emissions. Pursuant to SB 743, parking and greenhouse gas impacts 
are not considered significant for infill residential projects within a Transit Priority Area. In 
addition, the Los Angeles Green Building Code is applied to relevant aspects of the 
project’s design. Through required implementation of the LAGBC, the proposed project 
would be consistent with local and statewide goals and policies aimed at reducing the 
generation of GHGs through the AB32 California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.

• Transportation/traffic. Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, aesthetic impacts are not 
considered significant for infill residential projects within a Transit Priority Area. The Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation has confirmed that the project does not meet the 
threshold for a traffic study, and therefore identified no significant impacts regarding 
transportation or traffic.

The project site is located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) in the City of Los Angeles (ZI-2452), 
which is an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned; infill sites 
in such areas are encouraged for residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center 
projects. In accordance with SB 743, which eliminates the need to evaluate aesthetic and parking 
impacts of a mixed-use residential project on an infill site within a transit priority area, visual 
resources, aesthetic character, shade and shadow, light and glare, and scenic vistas or any other 
aesthetic impact as defined in the City’s CEQA Threshold Guide shall not be considered an impact 
for infill projects within TPAs.

On the basis of the whole of the record before the lead agency including any comments received, 
the lead agency finds that, with imposition of the mitigation measures described in the MND (and 
incorporated into the Conditions of Approval herein), there is no substantial evidence that the 
proposed project will have a significant effect on the environment. The attached Mitigated 
Negative Declaration reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. The records 
upon which this decision is based are with the Environmental Review Section of the Planning 
Department in Room 750, 200 North Spring Street.

The MND concluded that there is no evidence that the proposed incentive will have a specific 
adverse impact. A “specific adverse impact” is defined as, “a significant, quantifiable, direct and 
unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public health or safety standards, 
policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed complete" (LAMC 
Section 12.22.A.25(b)). The proposed Project and potential impacts were analyzed in accordance 
with the City’s Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the City's L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. These two documents establish guidelines and thresholds of significant 
impact, and provide the data for determining whether or not the impacts of a proposed Project 
reach or exceed those thresholds. Analysis of the proposed Project involved the preparation of 
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) (ENV-2016-2229-MND), and it was determined that the
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proposed Project may have an impact on the following environmental factors: aesthetics; 
greenhouse gas emissions; noise; public services (fire, police); transportation/traffic (safety 
hazards, inadequate emergency access, pedestrian safety); utilities and service systems (water). 
However, mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than significant, and are imposed as 
Conditions of Approval herein (Conditions 18 through 27). Specifically, the concerns identified 
during the environmental public comment period were addressed in the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (ENV-2016-2229-MND) and in the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) through 
mitigation measures identified as Conditions 18 (Project Design), 19 (Greenhouse Gas), and 25 
(Transportation/Traffic) in this Determination Letter. Therefore, there is no substantial evidence 
that the proposed Project will have a specific adverse impact on the physical environment.

PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMUNICATIONS

The public hearing was held on this matter at the West Los Angeles Municipal Building, 1645 
Corinth Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90025, on Thursday, November 3, 2016, at 6 p.m. The public 
comment period ended on November 17, 2016. Planning staff received five telephone calls in 
opposition of the proposed project. Summaries of the public hearing and written correspondence 
are provided below.

Summary of Public Hearing

Over 150 members of the public were in attendance at the Public Hearing. The Hearing Officer 
first presented the proposed project. A total of 39 members of the public spoke at the public 
hearing. Of those who spoke, 2 were in support of the project, and 10 provided general comments. 
Their points have been summarized as follows

• Support. Two speakers spoke in support of the project. The comments were that the project 
is well-designed and allowed by-right. It is at an appropriate site and high-density housing is 
needed in this area. Traffic is an existing issue, and it will continue to be a problem regardless.

• Opposition. Twenty-seven speakers spoke in opposition of the project. The speakers were 
concerned with the following issues:
o Heiqht/Aesthetics. The building height is too tall for Venice Boulevard, and should be 

reduced to 3-5 stories maximum to eliminate looming over neighbors and ensure it is more 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The project will set a precedent for height 
and mass in the community. The height and mass of the proposed project may have 
aesthetic impacts in blocking views and creating shade/shadow on the surrounding 
neighborhoods.

o Great Streets. The project does not represent the collective vision achieved in the Great 
Streets Initiative by the Mayor, Councilmember Bonin, or the community, 

o Procedural. There have been several motions, prior meetings with 150 people in 
attendance and 45 commenters, and 4 emails submitted on behalf of the Mar Vista 
Community Council against the proposed project, 

o Parkina/Access. The proposed parking will cause spillover parking along the streets. 
Resident and commercial parking should not be combined or flexible. The alley will not be 
able to accommodate the new traffic caused by the project to access the parking garage 

o Traffic/Transportation. The project will generate additional vehicular traffic and add 
congestion to the street. The likelihood that residents will use public transit or commute 
by bicycle is overestimated. The project is not transit-oriented like other developments in 
the community, since there is no nearby rail line. The existing bus system in the 
neighborhood is inadequate and unreliable. The project should provide Metro passes to 
all occupants throughout the lifetime of the project to encourage transit ridership. The 
project should provide Zipcar services for the lifetime of the project, 

o Affordability. The project does not provide enough affordable units or affordable rental 
rates. There is no need for new market-rate units.
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o Other. The published MND lacks information regarding existing neighborhood conditions 
including parking, traffic, noise, access and egress, building height, aesthetics, and is an 
inadequate environmental study. The City is in a drought and DWP will not be able to 
provide water for the building. The neighborhood does not need more retail.

• A representative from Council District 11 also spoke on behalf of the project. Their points have 
been summarized as follows:
o Height/Aesthetics. The character, height, and massing of the proposed project is 

incompatible with Mar Vista. The project will be the tallest on Venice from Downtown to 
the ocean. Height should be reduced.

o Great Streets. The project does not conform to the Great Streets vision for Venice Blvd. 
The Great Streets Initiative was intended to foster neighborhood-gathering spaces. Venice 
Blvd has good trees, streets, commercial, transit to accommodate that vision, 

o Site Plan Review. Requesting to mitigate height through the following:
- Requiring all underground parking. SB1818 does not require at-grade parking. This 

will lower building mass, create dwelling units at the ground floor, increase activation, 
and make the ground floor more livable.

* Removing all architectural features at the top of the building if not essential to habitable 
units. The architectural features add significant height.

* Limiting building height so that it does not loom over neighbors. Project should be of a 
more appropriate size.

« At the conclusion of the hearing, the applicant provide responses as follows:
o Height/Aesthetics. The project is not the tallest building on Venice - there are several 

other buildings that are similar or taller in height. Building code requirements do not allow 
the floor to floor heights to be reduced any further. The project is allowed by the underlying 
zone. The project is not requesting any special treatment or spot zoning. The residential 
signage will be distinct and different from commercial signage, 

o Procedural. Noticing for the public hearing met Code requirements, 
o Parkinq/Access. At-grade parking will not be visible from the street. The Wasatch frontage 

is half comprised of commercial storefront, and the remainder will be screened with a 
combination of concrete walls with a local artist mural and a green trellis screen. LADOT 
requires all vehicular access to be taken off the alley to minimize traffic impacts on Venice 
and to be more sensitive to pedestrian and bicycle activity. The project is providing one 
full level of underground parking.

o Traffic/Transportation. EV parking will be provided at a 1:4 space ratio. Project may also 
provide Zipcar unless there are MEP conflicts. The applicant is looking into providing 
Metro passes for future residents to encourage transit ridership. 

o Affordability. The applicant is trying to get artist preference for the affordable units, but 
cannot yet guarantee it as it is a work in progress.

Summary of Written Correspondence

During the public comment period for the proposed project, the Department of City Planning 
received 142 letters and emails. Of the 142 letters submitted, 42 were in support, 67 were in 
opposition for the proposed project, and 33 contained general comments. Of the total 
correspondence received, 19 letters cited environmental concerns, as discussed in the 
Environmental Findings section above. The other comments are summarized as follows:

» Support (30% of Correspondence received). A summary of the comments in support include: 
The proposed project is a well-designed project that will represent a resurgence of a 
dynamic Westside and bring a new energy to the community.
The proposed project helps to address the city’s severe housing shortage by providing 
affordable housing options in a desirable, transit oriented neighborhood.

o

o
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The site is one of the few transit-rich locations in Mar Vista, with transit access along both 
Venice Blvd and Centinela Ave, providing transit access to the north, west, east, and 
south along several bus lines (Metro, Culver City Bus, Big Blue Bus).

The site has convenient access to employment in Venice and Playa Vista, and is within 
easy walking and biking distance to many desirable amenities like retail and restaurants 
in the neighborhood.

o

o

• Opposition (47% of Correspondence received). A summary of the comments in opposition 
include:
o Parking and Traffic:

■ The proposed project will increase traffic and congestion. Ample public permit parking, 
and traffic mitigation measures should be provided.

* The proposed project is under-parked for both residential and commercial uses. 
Resident parking should be increased per-unit (i.e., to 2 spaces per unit). Reduced 
vehicle parking should not be allowed in exchange for bike parking.

■ Parking should be provided underground to reduce the overall building height.
■ AB 744 does not allow “concessions would have a specific adverse impact”
* The community is in transition with regards to public transit. The Expo Line is open 

and in operation, but it will be years before it is a transit-oriented community.
« The public was not involved in the adoption of Transit Priority Areas, and thus it should 

not apply to this project.

Height, Massing, and Density:
This will be the tallest building in Mar Vista. The height and mass of the proposed 
project will have a significant aesthetic impact on the immediate and surrounding area. 
The proposed project height and density is not compatible with the surrounding low- 
rise neighborhood, and should be limited to 4 stories and 50 units maximum. The 
project should not be allowed to exceed height and density.
The proposed project will cast shadows on the neighborhood, change the horizon 
skyline, and destroy neighborhood character.
The proposed project will negatively affect the quality of life by reducing light, air, and 
visual access to the neighbors.
Can reconfigure the loading dock to reduce the ground floor height by introducing 
residential units next to the loading dock and column.

o

3rocedural:
The Mar Vista Community Council voted against the project twice. The MVCC wants 
to shape the project to meet the goals of affordable housing, transit oriented 
development, and the Great Streets initiative.
The West Mar Vista Residents Association submitted letters in opposition and 
requested a public hearing for the proposed project.
There was no community outreach in the processing or approval of the proposed 
project. The community meetings by the applicant provided inadequate notice.
Public comments should be vetted to ensure letters are from Mar Vista residents. 
Notice for the public hearing only went out to a 100’ radius, instead of a 500’ radius.

o

Affordability:
* The affordable units should be set aside for artists and senior residents.
• Provide caps on rental rates so that they are affordable to local commuters.

o

o Great Streets:
* The proposed project is not consistent with the Great Streets Initiative for Venice Blvd

• General Comments (23% of Correspondence received):
o The proposed project should provide open space to the public. Private balconies should 

not count towards green space.
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Existing small businesses in the area will be displaced.
The surrounding area is already overly saturated with similar apartment projects instead 
of single-family homes.

o
o

DENSITY BONUS LEGISLATION BACKGROUND

The California State Legislature has declared that "[t]he availability of housing is of vital statewide 
importance," and has determined that state and local governments have a responsibility to "make 
adequate provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community." Section 
§65580, subds. (a), (d). Section 65915 further provides that an applicant must agree to, and the 
municipality must ensure, the "continued affordability of all low and very low income units that 
qualified the applicant" for the density bonus.

With Senate Bill 1818 (2004), state law created a requirement that local jurisdictions approve a 
density bonus and up to three “concessions or incentives” for projects that include defined levels 
of affordable housing in their projects. In response to this requirement, the City created an 
ordinance that includes a menu of incentives (referred to as “on-menu” incentives) comprised of 
eight zoning adjustments that meet the definition of concessions or incentives in state law 
(California Government Code Section 65915). The eight on-menu incentives allow for: 1) reducing 
setbacks; 2) reducing lot coverage; 3) reducing lot width, 4) increasing floor area ratio (FAR); 5) 
increasing height; 6) reducing required open space; 7) allowing for an alternative density 
calculation that includes streets/alley dedications; and 8) allowing for “averaging” of FAR, density, 
parking or open space. In order to grant approval of an on-menu incentive, the City utilizes the 
same findings contained in state law for the approval of incentives or concessions.

California State Assembly Bill 2222 went into effect January 1,2015, and with that Density Bonus 
projects filed as of that date must demonstrate compliance with the housing replacement 
provisions which require replacement of rental dwelling units that either exist at the time of 
application of a Density Bonus project, or have been vacated or demolished in the five-year period 
preceding the application of the project. This applies to all pre-existing units that have been 
subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that restricts rents to levels affordable to 
persons and families of lower or very low income; subject to any other form of rent or price control 
(including Rent Stabilization Ordinance); or is occupied by Low or Very Low Income Households 
(i.e., income levels less than 80 percent of the area median income [AMI]). The replacement units 
must be equivalent in size, type, or both and be made available at affordable rent/cost to, and 
occupied by, households of the same or lower income category as those meeting the occupancy 
criteria. Prior to the issuance of any Director’s Determination for Density Bonus and Affordable 
Housing Incentives, the Housing and Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) is 
responsible for providing the Department of City Planning, along with the applicant, a 
determination letter addressing replacement unit requirements for individual projects. The City 
also requires a Land Use Covenant recognizing the conditions be filed with the County of Los 
Angeles prior to granting a building permit on the project. Assembly Bill 2222 also increases 
covenant restrictions from 30 to 55 years for projects approved after January 1, 2015. This 
determination letter reflects these 55 year covenant restrictions.

Under Government Code Section § 65915(a), § 65915(d)(2)(C) and § 65915(d)(3) the City of Los 
Angeles complies with the State Density Bonus law by adopting density bonus regulations and 
procedures as codified in Section 12.22 A.25 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Section 12.22 
A.25 creates a procedure to waive or modify Zoning Code standards which may prevent, preclude 
or interfere with the effect of the density bonus by which the incentive or concession is granted, 
including legislative body review. The Ordinance must apply equally to all new residential 
development.

In exchange for setting aside a defined number of affordable dwelling units within a development, 
applicants may request up to three incentives in addition to the density bonus and parking relief 
which are permitted by right. The incentives are deviations from the City's development standards,
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thus providing greater relief from regulatory constraints. Utilization of the Density 
Bonus/Affordable Housing Incentives Program supersedes requirements of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and underlying ordinances relative to density, number of units, parking, and other 
requirements relative to incentives, if requested.

For the purpose of clarifying the Covenant Subordination Agreement between the City of Los 
Angeles and the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) note that 
the covenant required in the Conditions of Approval herein shall prevail unless pre-empted by 
State or Federal law.

AB 744 LEGISLATION BACKGROUND

Assembly Bill 744 (AB 744) amended sections of the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code 
§ 65915, which went into effect on January 1, 2016. Upon request from a developer, AB 744 
requires local jurisdictions to approve alternative parking ratios for two types of eligible projects: 
1)100 percent affordable developments consisting solely of rental units, exclusive of a manager’s 
unit or units, with an affordable housing cost to lower income families; and 2) mixed-income 
developments consisting of the maximum number of very low- or low-income units provided for in 
density bonus law, which is 11 percent and 20 percent respectively (calculated prior to any units 
added through a density bonus). The vehicular parking ratios, inclusive of handicapped and guest 
parking, that may be requested for different project types are as follows: 1) 0.5 parking spaces 
per unit for 100 percent affordable rental projects located within one half mile of a major transit 
stop, as defined in Subdivision (b) of Section 211 of the Public Resources Code; 2) 0.5 parking 
spaces per unit for 100 percent affordable rental senior projects having either paratransit service 
or unobstructed access, within one half mile, to fixed bus route service that operates at least eight 
times per day; 3) 0.3 parking spaces per unit for 100 percent affordable rental special needs 
projects having either paratransit service or unobstructed access, within one half mile, to fixed 
bus route service that operates at least eight times per day; or, 4) 0.5 parking spaces per bedroom 
for mixed income projects within one half mile of a major transit stop to which the project has 
unobstructed access.

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS/PRO-FORMA

Pursuant to the Affordable Housing Incentive Density Bonus provisions of the LAMC (Section
12.22 A.25), proposed projects that involve on-menu incentives are required to complete the 
Department’s Master Land Use Permit Application form, and no supplemental financial data is 
required. The City typically has the discretion to request additional information when it is needed 
to help make required findings. However, the City has determined that the level of detail provided 
in a pro forma is not necessary to make the findings for on-menu incentives. This is primarily 
because each of the City’s eight on-menu incentives provides additional buildable area, which, if 
requested by a developer, can be assumed to provide additional project income and therefore 
provide for affordable housing costs. When the menu of incentives was adopted by ordinance, 
the impacts of each were assessed in proportion to the benefits gained with a set-aside of 
affordable housing units. Therefore, a pro-forma illustrating construction costs and operating 
income and expenses is not a submittal requirement when filing a request for on-menu incentives. 
The City’s Density Bonus Ordinance requires “a pro forma or other documentation” with requests 
for off-menu incentives but has no such requirement for on-menu requests.

TIME LIMIT - OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS

All terms and conditions of the Director’s Determination shall be fulfilled before the use may be 
established. Pursuant to LAMC 12.25 A.2, the instant authorization is further conditional upon the 
privileges being utilized within three years after the effective date of this determination and, if 
such privileges are not utilized, building permits are not issued, or substantial physical 
construction work is not begun within said time and carried on diligently so that building permits 
do not lapse, the authorization shall terminate and become void.
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TRANSFERABILITY

This determination runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, rented or 
occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent that you advise them 
regarding the conditions of this grant. If any portion of this approval is utilized, then all other 
conditions and requirements set forth herein become immediately operative and must be strictly 
observed.

VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and that any 
permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency. 
Furthermore, if any condition of this grant is violated or not complied with, then the applicant or 
his successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these conditions the same as for any 
violation of the requirements contained in the Municipal Code, or the approval may be revoked.

Section 11.00 of the LAMC states in part (m): “It shall be unlawful for any person to violate any 
provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code. Any person violating any of 
the provisions or failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements of this Code shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor unless that violation or failure is declared in that section to be an 
infraction. An infraction shall be tried and be punishable as provided in Section 19.6 of the Penal 
Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation of this Code that is designated as a 
misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either a misdemeanor or an infraction.

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is otherwise 
made, and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment in the County 
Jail for a period of not more than six months, or by both a fine and imprisonment ”

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE

The Determination in this matter will become effective and final fifteen (15) days after the 
date of mailing of the Notice of Director’s Determination unless an appeal there from is filed 
with the City Planning Department, it is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the 
appeal period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the 
appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by the 
required fee, a copy of this Determination, and received and receipted at a public office of the 
Department of City Planning on or before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted. 
Forms are available on-line at http://planninQ.lacitv.org.

Planning Department public offices are located at:

Valley Office
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5050

Downtown Office 
Figueroa Plaza
201 North Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077

Only an applicant or any owner or tenant of a property abutting, across the street or alley 
from, or having a common corner with the subject property can appeal this Density Bonus 
Compliance Review Determination. Per the Density Bonus Provision of State Law 
(Government Code Section §65915) the Density Bonus increase in units above the base density 
zone limits and the appurtenant parking reductions are not a discretionary action and therefore 
cannot be appealed. Only the requested incentives are appealable. Per Section 12.22 A.25 of 
the LAMC, appeals of Density Bonus Compliance Review cases are heard by the City Planning 
Commission.
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Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications are 
done at the Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning at either Figueroa 
Plaza in Downtown Los Angeles or the Marvin Braude Building in the Valley, In order to assure 
that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting, applicants are encouraged to 
schedule an appointment with the Development Services Center either through the Department 
of City Planning website ati t>t.
5050, The applicant is further advised to notify any consultant representing you of this 
requirement as well.

or by calling (213) 482-7077 or (818) 374-- i ;]|y.c'T TOclJ.

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California 
Code of Civil Procedures Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial 
review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, 
only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section is filed no later than the 90th day 
following the date on which the City’s decision becomes final.

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning

Reviewed by:Approved by:

rt:
t

Debbie Lawrence, AICP, Senior City PlannerFajsal Roble, Principal Planner

Prepared by:Reviewed by:

1
\
\V

Connie Chauv, Planning Assistant 
connie.chauv@lacity.org

Ldkisha Hull, AICP, City Planner
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS - SITE PLAN REVIEW (GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY)

The Determination provides findings for consistency with the General Plan Framework Element, 
Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan (General Plan Land Use Element), Housing 
Element 2013-2021, and Citywide Design Guidelines (pages 16-19 of the Determination Letter in 
Exhibit C).

In addition to the findings provided in the Determination Letter (Exhibit C), additional findings for 
the Mobility Plan, Housing Element, Walkability Checklist, and City Planning Commission 
directives are provided below. Specifically, the project would provide a diverse set of uses that 
(1) facilitate vehicle trip reduction, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and reduce air pollution; (2) 
accommodate necessary residential growth and provide a mix of apartment sizes and affordability 
levels, including restricted very low income units; and (3) reinforce an existing community center 
by providing an array of retail choices, streetscape, and landscaping opportunities, and wide 
sidewalk that would be inviting to nearby residents and pedestrians along Venice Boulevard.

The findings in the Determination Letter (Exhibit C) are still applicable. The technical corrections 
for Floor Area Ratio are in substantial conformance with the original approval, and no substantial 
modifications have been proposed for the project. The Mitigated Negative Declaration (Case 
Number ENV-2016-2229-MND) analyzed the project based on an FAR of 3:1.

Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan

In addition to the findings provided in the Determination, the proposed project also conforms with 
the following additional policies of the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan.

Objective 1-4: To promote the adequacy and affordability of multiple-family housing and 
increase its accessibility to more segments of the population.

Policy 1-4.1: Promote greater individual choice in type, quality, price and location of 
housing.

Objective 2-1: To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development in the 
community and to provide additional opportunities for new commercial development and 
services within existing commercial areas.

Policy 2-1.2: Protect commercially planned/zoned areas from encroachment by residential 
only development.

The project utilizes State Density Bonus Law for the provision of affordable housing units on a 
site currently only built out with commercial uses. This promotes a wider range of housing units 
and price points available in the neighborhood. In addition, the project proposes a combination of 
residential and commercial uses on the commercially-zoned lot, thereby preventing residential- 
only development along commercial corridors, and also providing a transition between the 
commercial corridor and adjacent residential uses.

Mobility Plan 2035

The proposed project also conforms with the following additional policies of the Mobility Plan, 
including:
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3.1 - Access for All: Recognize all modes of travel, including pedestrian, bicycle, transit, 
and vehicular modes - including goods movement - as integral components of the City’s 
transportation system.

3.3 - Land Use Access and Mix: Promote equitable land use decisions that result in fewer 
vehicle trips by providing greater proximity and access to jobs, destinations, and other 
neighborhood services.

The project utilizes State Density Bonus Law for the construction of a mixed-use development 
that provides both housing opportunities and commercial spaces in close proximity to public 
transit along the Venice corridor. In addition, the project utilizes AB 744 (California Government 
Code Section 65915 (p)(2)) to decrease the number of required parking spaces by-right, 
encouraging multi-modal transportation and decreasing vehicle miles traveled in the 
neighborhood.

In addition, the site is located at the intersection of Venice and Wasatch, approximately 1,000 feet 
away from the intersection of Venice Boulevard and Centinela Boulevard. According to the 
Mobility Plan, this section of Venice Boulevard is identified as a “Comprehensive Transit 
Enhanced Street”, and this section of Centinela is identified as a “Moderate Transit Enhanced 
Street”. The Transit-Enhanced streets outlined in the Plan strive to:

“provide reliable and frequent transit service that is convenient and safe; increase transit 
mode share; reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips; and integrate transit infrastructure 
investments with the identity of the surrounding street".

Therefore, these corridors are envisioned to receive:

“a number of enhancements to improve line performance and/or the overall user 
experience for people who walk and take transit. Enhancements may range from 
streetscape improvements to make walking safer and easier, to transit shelters, or bus 
lanes".

The Mobility Plan also identifies Venice Boulevard as a key “Tier 1 Protected Bicycle Lane” street 
in its Bicycle Enhanced Network, which envisions “fully separated, protected bicycle lanes” along 
designated corridors. These maps are provided in Exhibit G for further review.

The project is also within the future Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan (“CTC”) and the 
future Livable Boulevards Streetscape Plan, both which implement the Mobility Plan. As planned, 
the CTC identifies a series of multi-modal enhancements to the Venice corridor, including 
streetscape improvements, cycle tracks, and rapid bus enhancements with increased service 
frequency and bus stop improvements (Exhibit G). The CTC also identifies “Venice Rapid Bus 
Enhancements” along this portion of Venice Boulevard (Exhibit G), which will increase frequency 
of service, and create a Venice Circulator Shuttle. The project is also consistent with the vision of 
the future Livable Boulevards Streetscape Plan, in providing pedestrian lights, outdoor seating, 
and stormwater collection along the project frontage on Venice Boulevard.

Housing Element 2013-2021

In addition to the findings provided in the Determination (Exhibit C), the proposed project also 
conforms with the following applicable policies of the Housing Element:
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GOAL 2: A City in which housing helps to create safe, livable and sustainable 
neighborhoods.

Objective 2.2: Promote sustainable neighborhoods that have mixed-income housing, jobs, 
amenities, services and transit.

Policy 2.2.1: Provide incentives to encourage the integration of housing with other 
compatible land uses.

Policy 2.2.2: Provide incentives and flexibility to generate new multi-family housing near 
transit and centers, in accordance with the General Plan Framework element, as reflected 
in Map ES. 1.

Objective 2.5: Promote a more equitable distribution of affordable housing opportunities 
throughout the City.

Program 98: In accordance with State law, provide a density bonus up to 35% over the 
otherwise allowable density as well as reduced parking requirements for all residential 
developments that include units affordable to very low-, low- and/or moderate-income 
households. Provide additional incentives and concessions to required development 
standards in order to provide the buildable area needed for the affordable units and 
increased density.

The proposed project will result in a net increase of 77 new residential units to the City’s housing 
stock and conforms with the applicable provisions of the Housing Element. Pursuant to Density 
Bonus requirements, 11 percent of the base density, or 7 units, will be set aside for Very Low 
Income units. Additionally, this mixed-use development is sited in a Transit Priority Area and is in 
close proximity to multi-modal transportation options including major transit stops, and is within 
the Venice Boulevard portion included in the Great Streets Initiative Program. The project utilizes 
State Density Bonus Law to increase the allowable FAR from 1.5:1 to 3:1 and also reduce the 
parking requirements, thereby allowing the creation of affordable units around transit stops. 
Locating new housing in this portion of Venice Boulevard will allow residents to have better access 
to employment centers and places of interest in the downtown Mar Vista and Palms-Mar Vista- 
Del Rey Community Plan area.

The Housing Element states that the Framework Element "directs anticipated growth to high 
density, mixed use centers and to the neighborhoods around its 80 rail stations”, and also that 
the Community Plan Update process will "coincide with the Framework Element’s emphasis on 
designated centers, such as... along the City’s current and proposed light-rail and bus rapid transit 
lines, where the City has made significant public infrastructure investments”. Therefore, the 
proposed project is consistent with both the Framework Element and Housing Element’s vision to 
target growth near public transit corridors.

In addition, this subject block of Venice Boulevard has been identified on the Housing Element’s 
Inventory and Maps of Parcels Available for Housing by Community Plan Area (available in the 
case file). The Inventory of Sites for Housing identifies parcels suitable for additional residential 
development without the need for any discretionary zoning action by the City. Therefore, the 
project is consistent with the Housing Element’s vision of providing housing on these applicable 
sites.
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Walkability Checklist

The project would be consistent with the City’s Walkability Checklist in that it would redevelop and 
enhance a key site along the Venice corridor, which is envisioned as a Great Street, Transit- 
Enhanced corridor, and Bicycle-Enhanced corridor, and is central to the downtown Mar Vista 
neighborhood. The project will replace the existing two-story, 16,420 square-foot L-shaped 
commercial shopping center that is primarily vehicular-oriented. The existing shopping center 
locates the buildings towards the rear corner of the site, with its surface parking lot towards the 
street frontage at the corner of Venice and Wastach, and poses conflicts to pedestrian activity 
and walkability.

As shown in the project plans (Exhibit E), the proposed project would include a combination of 
streetscape and building design features to enhance the visual quality of the area and the 
walkability of the project site along Venice Boulevard. Furthermore, as conditioned in the 
Determination (Exhibit C), the project shall incorporate streetscape improvements in accordance 
with the Great Streets Initiative of Venice Boulevard (Condition No. 14 in Exhibit C). Specifically, 
the project will provide pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape seating, off-street parking, bicycle 
parking and drought-resistant landscaping to enhance this area of Venice Boulevard; create a 
strong street wall with pedestrian-oriented retail and a residential lobby along Venice Boulevard; 
and create a distinct "base” for pedestrian scale through high-end finishes and landscaped areas 
to separate the ground floor retail from the residences above. As stated in the Determination, all 
design elements, including off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection, and other such pertinent improvements have been designed to be compatible with 
existing and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties, and better 
assist the walkability of the site.

SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS

The project is consistent with the policies and projections of the Southern California Association 
of Governments (SCAG). For instance, the site is within a "High Quality Transit Area” as defined 
by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and provided in Exhibit G. The 
project is within SCAG’s 2020 population projections for the City in their 2016 Regional 
Transportation Plan1. The types and amounts of development would be within the range 
anticipated in applicable policies and growth projections, including in the General Plan 
Framework, Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan, General Plan Housing Element, and 
regional/SCAG policies.

City Planning Commission Directives

The project would be consistent with the City Planning Commission directives including Do Real 
Planning, the Advisory Notice Relative to Above-Grade Parking, and policies regarding electric 
vehicle parking, solar panels, nighttime lighting, and place-making strategies.

The project would be consistent with applicable sections of the Planning Commission’s Do Real 
Planning Document. As identified in the Determination (Exhibit C), the project would be consistent 
with objectives related to walkability, density around transit, housing opportunities for every 
income, green buildings, landscaping, and smarter parking requirements.

The project will comply with the City Planning Commission Advisory Notice Relative to Above
Grade Parking. The project will replace the existing surface parking lot with a mixed-use 
development that minimizes the appearance of parking. New parking will be provided

1 Southern California Association of Governments, 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Program, 
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/default.aspx

http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/default.aspx
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underground or at-grade and screened with a trellis wall, thereby promoting pedestrian-oriented 
design.

The project will configure twenty percent of the required parking as electric vehicle charging 
stations, and provide a photovoltaic space set-aside on the roof for future installation of solar- 
ready roofs. All exterior lighting shall be low-intensity and shielded to prevent glare or light 
spillover to pedestrians and adjacent properties. In addition, the project will incorporate place
making strategies that will contribute to the Great Streets Initiative of Venice Boulevard, including 
pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape seating, off-street parking, bicycle parking and drought- 
resistant landscaping, trellis walls, and public art features.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS - ENVIRONMENTAL (MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION)

The Determination provides findings for the Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2016-2229- 
MND, available in Exhibit D). Additional findings pertaining to environmental review are provided 
below:

Transportation/Traffic and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. This project is consistent with 
the Mobility Plan’s designation of Venice Boulevard as both a "Comprehensive Transit 
Enhanced Street” and a "Tier 1 Protected Bicycle Lane”, as it provides a combination of 
residential uses, commercial uses, and streetscape enhancements within close proximity 
to major corridors and transit stops to encourage multi-modal transportation. The project 
site is within proximity of "Transit Stops” as defined by LAMC Section 12.22 A.25, "Major 
Transit Stops” as defined by California Public Resources Code ("PRC”) Section 21064.3, 
and is within a "High Quality Transit Area” as defined by SCAG. In addition, the subject 
property is within the Venice Boulevard Great Street Initiative Program area, the Los 
Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor ("CTC”) Specific Plan, and the Livable 
Boulevards Streetscape Plan.
Population and Housing. The residential uses and density are allowed by-right. 
Therefore, the increase in residential population resulting from the proposed project would 
not be considered substantial in consideration of anticipated growth for the Palms-Mar 
Vista-Del Rey Community Plan, and is within SCAG’s population projections as stated 
above. The types and amounts of development would be within the range anticipated in 
applicable policies and growth projections, including in the General Plan Framework, 
Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan, General Plan Housing Element, and 
regional/SCAG policies.

Pursuant to PRC Section 21082.2 (b), the Department has determined that "the existence of 
public controversy over the environmental effects of a project shall not require the preparation of 
an environmental impact report if there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record 
before the lead agency that the project may have a significant effect on the environment”. 
Substantial evidence is defined as evidence that is of "ponderable legal significance” and is 
"reasonable in nature, credible, and of solid value” (Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc., supra, 33 
Ca1.App.4th at 152). It includes "fact, a reasonable assumption predicated upon fact, or expert 
opinion supported by fact"; it does not include "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 
narrative, evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic 
impacts that do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment." 
(PRC, 21082.2 (c)) and Sections 15064(fj(5)-(6), 15384 of the State CEQA Guidelines).

Lastly, the applicant submitted a request for consideration of an exemption from the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA”) pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21155.1, as a 
Sustainable Communities Program exemption. The applicant’s request and supplemental 
documentation are provided in Exhibit H of this report.
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SITE PLAN REVIEW

January 6, 2017

Applicant/Owner:
Pamela Day 
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12574 Venice Blvd, Suite 200 
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Case No.: 
CEQA: 

Location: 
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Specific Plan Area:

DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR 
ENV-2016-2229-MND 
12440-12492 Venice Boulevard 
11 - Bonin 
Mar Vista
Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey 
Los Angeles Coastal 
Transportation Corridor 
Community Commercial 
C2-1
Lots: FR 8-10; Block: A; Tract: 
Roseboro Villa Tract

Land Use Designation: 
Zone:

Legal Description:

Last Day to File an Appeal: January 23, 2017

DETERMINATION - Density Bonus/Affordable Housing Incentives Program

IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE LOS ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE (LAMC) SECTION 19.00, THE 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING IS REISSUING THE DETERMINATION LETTER FOR THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT TO ENSURE NOTICING REQUIREMENTS ARE MET. THIS 
DETERMINATION LETTER IS REPLACING THE DETERMINATION LETTER ORIGINALLY 
ISSUED ON DECEMBER 22, 2016. THE NEW ISSUANCE DATE OF THE DETERMINATION 
LETTER IS JANUARY 6. 2017 AND THE NEW APPEAL PERIOD ENDING DATE IS JANUARY 
23, 2017. ALL OTHER CONDITIONS AND FINDINGS REMAIN UNCHANGED.

Pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.22 A.25 and Section 16.05, as 
the designee of the Director of Planning, I hereby:

Approve a Density Bonus Compliance Review to allow the construction of a 6-story 
with a mezzanine level, 83-foot tall, mixed-use development totaling 60,552 square feet 
including 77 dwelling units and 2,100 square feet of retail space and 8,075 square feet of 
open space. The project will reserve 11 percent, or 7 dwelling units, of the 57 total base 
dwelling units permitted on the site for Very Low Income household occupancy of 55 years. 
The project will utilize Assembly Bill 744 to allow for the provision of 46 residential parking 
spaces. The following Density Bonus Incentive is subject to the attached conditions of 
approval below:

http://planning.lacity.org


Floor Area Ratio. An allowance for a 2.62:1 Floor Area Ratio in lieu of the normally 
required 1.5:1 Floor Area Ratio.

a.

Approve a Site Plan Review for the construction of a six-story with a mezzanine level, 
mixed-use development, with 2,100 square feet of retail space, 77 residential units, 
including one at grade level of parking and one subterranean parking level, with a 
maximum building height of 83 feet.

Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV-2016-2229-MND, and the corresponding 
Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) as the project’s environmental clearance pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act and Section 21082.1(c)(3) of the California 
Public Resources Code; and

Adopt the attached Findings.

The project approval is based upon the attached Findings, and subject to the attached Conditions 
of Approval:
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Density Bonus Conditions

Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial conformance 
with the plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, stamped “Exhibit A," and attached to 
the subject case file. No change to the plans will be made without prior review by the 
Department of City Planning, West/South LA Project Planning Division, and written approval 
by the Director of Planning. Each change shall be identified and justified in writing. Minor 
deviations may be allowed in order to comply with the provisions of the Municipal Code or the 
project conditions.

1.

Residential Density. The project shall be limited to a maximum density of 77 residential units, 
including Density Bonus Units.

2.

Affordable Units. A minimum of 7 units, that is 11 percent of the base 57 dwelling units, shall 
be reserved as affordable units, as defined by the State Density Bonus Law 65915 (C)(2). No 
additional affordable units are required per Assembly Bill (AB) 2222 as replacement units as 
HCIDLA has determined there are currently no affordable units on-site.

3.

4. Changes in Restricted Units. Deviations that increase the number of restricted affordable 
units or that change the composition of units or change parking numbers shall be consistent 
with LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (9a-d).

Housing Requirements. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the owner shall execute 
a covenant to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment 
Department (HCIDLA) to make 7 units available to Very Low Income Households, for sale or 
rental as determined to be affordable to such households by HCIDLA for a period of 55 years. 
Enforcement of the terms of said covenant shall be the responsibility of HCIDLA. The applicant 
will present a copy of the recorded covenant to the Department of City Planning for inclusion 
in this file. The project shall comply with any monitoring requirements established by the 
HCIDLA. Refer to the Density Bonus Legislation Background section of this determination.

5.

Floor Area. The project shall be approximately 60,552 square feet of floor area, as shown in 
Exhibit '‘A".

6.

Automobile Parking for Residential Uses. The project qualifies for reduced parking 
requirements in accordance with AB 744 as a mixed income project within one half mile of a 
major transit stop to which the project has unobstructed access. Pursuant to AB 744, based 
upon the number and/or type of dwelling units proposed, a minimum of 46 automobile parking 
spaces is required for the residential uses of the project. The project proposes 62 one- 
bedroom units, which require 31 parking spaces, and 15 two-bedroom units, which require 15 
parking spaces, at a ratio of 0.5 parking spaces per bedroom. The project is proposing 25 
additional vehicular parking spaces, including the 6 commercial parking spaces as stated 
below, for a total of 77 vehicular parking spaces provided.

7.

Automobile Parking for Commercial Uses. The project site is located within 1,500 feet of a 
portal of a fixed rail transit station, bus station, or similar transit facility. As such, for the 2,100 
square feet of commercial uses, the project shall provide a minimum of 6 automobile parking 
spaces. This figure includes a thirty percent (2 space) reduction of the required 8 automobile 
parking spaces, which is a ratio of one space for every 500 square feet of commercial square 
footage, as required by LAMC Section 12.21 A.4.

8.

Adjustment of Parking. In the event that the number of Restricted Affordable Units should 
increase, or the composition of such units should change (i.e. the number of bedrooms, or the 
number of units made available to Senior Citizens and/or Disabled Persons), or the applicant

9.
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selects another Parking Option (including Bicycle Parking Ordinance) and no other Condition 
of Approval or incentive is affected, then no modification of this determination shall be 
necessary, and the number of parking spaces shall be re-calculated by the Department of 
Building and Safety based upon the ratios set forth above.

10. Bicycle Parking. Bicycle parking shall be provided consistent with LAMC Section 12.21 
A. 16. Long-term bicycle parking shall be provided at a rate of one per dwelling unit or guest 
room. Additionally, short-term bicycle parking shall be provided at a rate of one per ten 
dwelling units or guest rooms, with a minimum of two short-term bicycle parking 
spaces. Short-term and long-term bicycle parking for general retail stores requires one bicycle 
parking space per 2,000 square feet, with a minimum of two bicycle parking spaces for both 
long- and short-term bicycle parking. Based upon the number of dwelling units and the 
permitted replacement of 30 percent (or 2 spaces) of the required commercial automobile 
parking with 8 bicycle parking spaces per LAMC Section 12.21 A.4, 79 long-term and 10 short
term bicycle parking spaces shall be provided onsite. Both long-term and short-term bicycle 
parking must be located consistent with LAMC Section 12.21 A.16.

Site Plan Review Conditions

11. Mixed Use Project. In accordance with the Mini-Shopping Center and Commercial Corner 
Development exemptions of LAMC Section 12.22 A.23 (d)(1), the project shall provide a 
minimum of 35 percent of the Ground Floor Building Frontage abutting a public commercially 
zoned street, excluding driveways or pedestrian entrances, for commercial uses to a minimum 
depth of 25 feet in accordance with LAMC Section 13.09 B.3.

12. Open Space. The project shall provide 8,075 square feet of common open space areas. The 
common open space areas shall be designed with the minimum dimension and landscaping 
requirements per LAMC Section 12.21 G.2(a).

13. Ground Floor Fagade. All portions of the ground floor fagade shall be landscaped and 
screened with trees and shrubs.

14. Streetscape Improvements. Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
coordinate with the Mayor’s Office and the Bureau of Engineering regarding streetscape 
improvements along Venice Boulevard in accordance with the Great Streets Initiative of 
Venice Boulevard.

15. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public street. 
Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public ways shall not be used for the parking, loading or 
unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be clearly identified on the site plan 
to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning and the Department of Transportation.

16. Trellis Wall. The at-grade parking level shall be screened with a trellis wall in accordance 
with Sheets A3.03 and A3.02 of Exhibit A. The trellis wall or green screen shall screen the 
parking and vehicular headlights from view.

17. Mechanical Equipment. All mechanical equipment on the roof shall be screened from view. 
The transformer, located on the corner of Wasatch Avenue and the alley.

Environmental Mitigation Conditions

18. Project Design. In addition to the required mitigation measures, the Project also includes 
project design features that prevent any significant impacts from occurring through design. 
These project design features are included below, and are conditions of the project that must 
be monitored and enforced as if they were mitigation measures. While these project design
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features are not required by the code, the City of Los Angeles has required them of the project, 
and they may not be deleted except by public hearing. These project design features are listed 
below:

a. The Project shall provide a primary residential building lobby, pedestrian-oriented retail or 
other active uses, streetscape seating, and drought-resistant landscaping to enhance its 
frontage along Venice Boulevard as shown in Exhibit A.

b. All building entrances shall be enhanced with a combination of recesses, architectural 
treatments, distinctive materials or lighting, entryway awnings, textured paving, or 
attractive signage.

c. Entryway treatments, such as awnings and canopies, shall be designed to be compatible 
in size, scale, and color, as well as be integral to, the overall building design. Awnings 
shall be made out of a material consistent with the building design as shown in Exhibit A.

d. Each ground-floor fagade shall have a minimum of sixty (60) percent clear transparency 
with non-reflective glass, and shall remain free of opaque materials that obscure ground- 
floor windows and block visibility from sidewalk areas into the interior of the building.

e. The Project shall provide horizontal architectural treatments and/or fagade articulations 
such as cornices, friezes, awnings, pedestrian amenities, or other features for the first 
thirty (30) feet of building height. The Project shall incorporate varying design to provide 
definition for each floor, and incorporate high-end finishes and landscaped areas at the 
ground floor to create a distinct building “base” for pedestrian scale.

f. The Project shall provide vertical architectural treatments and/or fagade articulations such 
as columns, pilasters, indentations, storefront bays, windows, landscaping, or other 
features for at least every twenty-five (25) feet on center.

g. The residential portion of the building shall be differentiated from the ground floor 
commercial by upper level step-backs, changes in color, texture, or materials, recessed 
balconies, or other changes in the building plane. The uppermost residential level shall be 
stepped back, in substantial conformance with Exhibit A, to reduce the massing of the 
building.

h. Exterior security grilles or permanently affixed security bars, roll-down grilles that conceal 
storefront windows, and chain link fences that are visible from Venice Boulevard or 
Wasatch Avenue are prohibited. Stores should use alternatives such as interior security 
grilles, or vandal-proof glazing which is resistant to impact.

i. The exterior elevations shall incorporate no more than three complementary building 
materials and colors each, as shown in Exhibit A.

j. All exterior lighting shall be low-intensity and shielded to prevent glare or light spillover to 
pedestrians and adjacent properties.

k. All areas of a site not occupied by buildings or driveways shall be landscaped at site 
entrances and along walkways. Landscaping consisting of small trees, planter boxes, or 
tubs of flowers should be provided, where feasible. Plants shall not obstruct the pedestrian 
right-of-way nor create inappropriate visual or physical barriers for vehicles or pedestrians. 
Landscaping shall consist of plant materials, such as trees and shrubs or ground cover, 
that are native or drought-tolerant. Trees shall be planted in the adjacent public right-of- 
way at a ratio of one tree for every thirty (30) feet of lot frontage or to the satisfaction of 
the Urban Forestry Division, Bureau of Street Services, Department of Public Works.

l. The Project shall locate all vehicular access, loading, and trash off the rear alley as shown 
in Exhibit A. Trash storage bins shall not be visible from public right-of way or adjacent 
residences.

m. All exterior mechanical equipment, including HVAC equipment, satellite dishes, cellular 
antennas, shall not be visible from public rights-of-way. Equipment shall be enclosed or 
screened through use of building parapets, masonry walls, or other architectural 
treatments that are integral to the building’s form.

n. In accordance with LAMC Sec 12.21 A. 16, short-term bicycle parking shall be located 
along Venice Boulevard or Wasatch Avenue to maximize visibility and access from 
building entrances. Long-term bicycle parking shall be provided within the at-grade parking 
level, with an entrance from the building lobby for ease of accessibility.
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o. The project shall configure twenty (20) percent of vehicular parking spaces with electric 
vehicle charging stations, and provide solar-ready roofs.

19. Greenhouse Gas.

Low- and non-VOC containing paints, sealants, adhesives, solvents, asphalt primer, and 
architectural coatings (where used), or pre-fabricated architectural panels shall be used in 
the construction of the Project to reduce VOC emissions to the maximum extent 
practicable.
To encourage carpooling and the use of electric vehicles by Project residents and visitors, 
at least twenty (20) percent of the total code-required parking spaces provided for all types 
of parking facilities, but in no case less than one location, shall be capable of supporting 
future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE). Plans shall indicate the proposed type 
and location(s) of EVSE and also include raceway method(s), wiring schematics and 
electrical calculations to verify that the electrical system has sufficient capacity to 
simultaneously charge all electric vehicles at all designated EV charging locations at their 
full rated amperage. Plan design shall be based upon Level 2 or greater EVSE at its 
maximum operating ampacity. Only raceways and related components are required to be 
installed at the time of construction. When the application of the 20 percent results in a 
fractional space, round up to the next whole number. A label stating “EVCAPABLE” shall 
be posted in a conspicuous place at the service pane! or subpanel and next to the raceway 
termination point.

a.

b.

20. Increased Noise Levels (Demolition, Grading, and Construction Activities).

Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday 
through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday.
Demolition and construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels.
The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise 
shielding and muffling devices.

a.

b.

c.

21. Public Services (Fire).

a. The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be 
incorporated into the building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for approval 
by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a final map or the approval of a 
building permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design features: fire 
lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures must be within 
300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any dwelling unit or guest room 
shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal travel from the edge of the 
roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane.

22. Public Services (Police).

a. Temporary construction fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the active 
construction areas to screen as much of the construction activity from view at the local 
street level and to keep unpermitted persons from entering the construction area.

23. Public Services (Police).

a. The plans shall incorporate the design guidelines relative to security, semi-public and 
private spaces, which may include but not be limited to access control to building, secured 
parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated public and semi-public 
space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of concealment, location
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of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, and provision of security 
guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Please refer to "Design Out Crime 
Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design", published by the Los 
Angeles Police Department. Contact the Community Relations Division, located at 100 
W. 1st Street, #250, Los Angeles, CA 90012; (213) 486-6000. These measures shall be 
approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building permits.

24. Safety Hazards.

a. The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site to ensure pedestrian, 
bicycle, and vehicle safety.

b. The applicant shall submit a parking and driveway plan that incorporates design features 
that reduce accidents to the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Transportation 
for approval.

25. Transportation/Traffic (Pedestrian Safety).

Applicant shall plan construction and construction staging as to maintain pedestrian 
access on adjacent sidewalks throughout all construction phases. This requires the 
applicant to maintain adequate and safe pedestrian protection, including physical 
separation (including utilization of barriers such as K-Rails or scaffolding, etc) from work 
space and vehicular traffic and overhead protection, due to sidewalk closure or blockage, 
at all times.
Temporary pedestrian facilities shall be adjacent to the project site and provide safe, 
accessible routes that replicate as nearly as practical the most desirable characteristics of 
the existing facility.
Covered walkways shall be provided where pedestrians are exposed to potential injury 
from falling objects.
The applicant shall keep sidewalk open during construction until only when it is absolutely 
required to close or block sidewalk for construction staging. The sidewalk shall be 
reopened as soon as reasonably feasible taking construction and construction staging into 
account.

a.

b.

c.

d.

26. Utilities (Local Water Supplies - All New Construction).

Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the cumulative 
increase in demand on the City’s water supplies. However, this potential impact will be 
mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measures:
If conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power may postpone new water 
connections for this project until water supply capacity is adequate.
Install high-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-flush water closets, and 
high-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5 gpf), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all 
restrooms as appropriate.
Install restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute.

a.

b.

c.

d.

27. Utilities (Local Water Supplies - New Residential).

Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall, having a flow rate no greater than 
2.0 gallons per minute.
Install and utilize only high-efficiency clothes waters (water factor of 6.0 or less) in the 
project, if proposed to be provided in either individual units and/or in a common laundry 
room(s). If such appliance is to be furnished by tenant, this requirement shall be 
incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring 
compliance.
Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated dishwaters in the project, if 
proposed to be provided. If such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this requirement

a.

b.

c.
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shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant shall be responsible for 
ensuring compliance.

Administrative Conditions

28. Final Plans. Prior to the issuance of any building permits for the project by the Department of 
Building and Safety, the applicant shall submit all final construction plans that are awaiting 
issuance of a building permit by the Department of Building and Safety for final review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning. All plans that are awaiting issuance of a building 
permit by the Department of Building and Safety shall be stamped by Department of City 
Planning staff “Final Plans”. A copy of the Final Plans, supplied by the applicant, shall be 
retained in the subject case file.

29. Notations on Plans. Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety, for the 
purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions of 
Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any modifications or notations 
required herein.

30. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or verification 
of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the subject conditions, 
shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to clearance of any building permits, 
for placement in the subject file.

31. Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where granted conditions differ herein.

32. Department of Building and Safety. The granting of this determination by the Director of 
Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Code). Any corrections and/or modifications to 
plans made subsequent to this determination by a Department of Building and Safety Plan 
Check Engineer that affect any part of the exterior design or appearance of the project as 
approved by the Director, and which are deemed necessary by the Department of Building 
and Safety for Building Code compliance, shall require a referral of the revised plans back to 
the Department of City Planning for additional review and sign-off prior to the issuance of any 
permit in connection with those plans.

33. Condition Compliance. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions 
shall be to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning.

34. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, a covenant acknowledging and 
agreeing to comply with all the terms and conditions established herein shall be recorded in 
the County Recorder's Office. The agreement (standard master covenant and agreement form 
CP-6770) shall run with the land and shall be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or 
assigns. The agreement with the conditions attached must be submitted to the Development 
Services Center for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a certified copy bearing 
the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Zoning Administrator for attachment 
to the subject case file

35. Expiration. In the event that this grant is not utilized within three years of its effective date 
(the day following the last day that an appeal may be filed), the grant shall be considered null 
and void. Issuance of a building permit, and the initiation of, and diligent continuation of, 
construction activity shall constitute utilization for the purposes of this grant.

36. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the County 
Recorder’s Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on any
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subsequent property owners, heirs or assign. The agreement must be submitted to the 
Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a copy 
bearing the Recorder’s number and date shall be provided to the Department of City Planning 
for attachment to the file.

37. Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs.

Applicant shall do all of the following:

(0 Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against the City 
relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City's processing and approval of this 
entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, challenge, set aside, void, 
or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the entitlement, the environmental review 
of the entitlement, or the approval of subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal 
property damage, including from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional claim.

Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related to or 
arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of the entitlement, 
including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney's fees, costs of any 
judgments or awards against the City (including an award of attorney’s fees), damages, 
and/or settlement costs.

00

Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days' notice of 
the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. The initial deposit 
shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole discretion, based on 
the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial deposit be less than 
$25,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant 
from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).

(iii)

Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits may be 
required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found necessary by the City 
to protect the City's interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not 
relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the 
requirement in paragraph (ii).

(iv)

If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an indemnity 
and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with the 
requirements of this condition.

(v)

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any action 
and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant of any claim, 
action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably cooperate in the 
defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold 
harmless the City.

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney's office or 
outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense in the 
defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the applicant of any obligation 
imposed by this condition. In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this condition, in 
whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the 
entitlement, or take any other action. The City retains the right to make all decisions with 
respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon 
or settle litigation.

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:
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“City" shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, commissions, 
committees, employees, and volunteers.

“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes actions, 
as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local law.

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the City 
or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition.
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PROJECT BACKGROUND

The site is located in the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan area at the southeastern 
corner of Venice Boulevard and Wasatch Avenue, and consists of three lots that measure 
approximately 23,134 square feet in area. It is zoned C2-1, with a General Plan land use 
designation of Community Commercial. The subject property is within the Venice Boulevard 
Great Street Initiative Program area, the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific 
Plan and in a Transit Priority Area.

The proposed project includes the demolition of a two-story commercial building and the 
construction of a six-story with a mezzanine level, 83 feet in height, mixed-use development 
consisting of 2,100 square feet of retail space, 77 residential units, including a minimum of seven 
units for Very Low Income Households. The project proposes a total of 77 vehicular parking 
spaces and 89 bicycle parking spaces. The proposed project consists of 26 parking spaces at the 
ground floor and one level of subterranean parking with 51 parking spaces. The total project size 
is 60,552 square feet in floor area. The proposed project requests a haul route to export 20,000 
cubic yards of soil. No trees are being removed.

The proposed project will provide pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape seating, off-street 
parking, bicycle parking, and drought-resistant landscaping to enhance this area of Venice 
Boulevard. Parking access and loading are located off the alley, opening Venice and Wasatch 
for pedestrian and bicycle access only. Open space is provided in the form of designed planters 
and front-facing balconies along Venice Boulevard, residential courtyard, and roof deck with a 
dog run, community garden, and green space. Eight new street trees will be planted along Venice 
and Wasatch. The proposed project will provide 89 bicycle parking spaces and twenty percent 
of the required parking will be configured as electric vehicle charging stations. Pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.22.A.25, the applicant requests a Density Bonus Compliance Review, 
consideration of 7 affordable units, the applicant seeks one on-menu incentive: an increase in 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR), from 1.5:1 to 2.62.

In

Relevant Cases in the Palms-Mar Vista- Del Rev Community Plan area:

Case No. DIR-2016-54-DB (12575 Venice Blvd). On June 27, 2016, the Director of 
Planning approved the demolition of an existing office building and the construction of a 
new 56-foot tall, 36,472 square foot, 52-unit multi-family building with 5 Very Low Income 
Units. The requested entitlements included a Density Bonus Compliance Review, with 
two on-menu incentives (increased FAR from 1.5:1 to 3:1, and increased height from 45 
feet to 56 feet). The project was subsequently appealed, with both appeals withdrawn.

Case No. DIR-2014-2880-DB-SPR (3822 S. Dunn Drive). On March 25, 2015, the 
Director of Planning approved the construction of a new 85-foot tall, 86-unit multi-family 
building. The requested entitlements include a Density Bonus Compliance Review, with 
two on-menu incentives (20 percent reduction in rear yard setback, and 35 percent 
increase in FAR to 4.05:1); and a Site Plan Review,

Case No. DIR-2015-4086-DB-CDO-SPR (11460 W Gateway Blvd). On November 6, 
2015, a project was filed for the construction of a new mixed-use building with 5,241 
square feet of commercial floor area and 129 residential units. The requested 
entitlements include: a Density Bonus request with two on-menu incentives, a Community 
Design Overlay plan approval, and a Site Plan Review. The proposed project is 5 stories 
and 56 feet in height. The project is under review by the Director of Planning, and no 
decision has been made.

Case No. CPC-2014-335-DB-SPR-CDO (11628 W Pico Blvd). On October 14, 2015, the 
City Planning Commission approved the construction of a new 5-story, 71-unit, 52,357 
square foot apartment building in the C2-1VL zone. The project includes 4 levels of
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residential overground-floor commercial and at-grade and 2 subterranean parking levels 
providing a total of 108 parking stalls. The requested entitlements include: a Density 
Bonus request, with two off-menu incentives (to allow a 56-foot tall, 5-story building where 
a maximum of a 45-foot tall, 3-story building is allowed, and an increased FAR of 2.72:1 
where a maximum FAR of 1.5:1 is allowed); a Site Plan Review; and a Community Design 
Overlay plan approval.

AB 744
In accordance with California State Law (including Senate Bill 1818, and Assembly Bills 2280 and 
2222), the applicant is proposing to utilize Section 12.22 A.25 (Density Bonus) of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC), which permits a density bonus of 35 percent. This allows for 77 total 
dwelling units in lieu of the otherwise maximum density limit of 57 dwelling units on the property. 
A density bonus is automatically granted in exchange for the applicant setting aside a portion of 
dwelling units, in this case 7 units, for habitation by Very Low Income households for a period of 
55 years. Consistent with Assembly Bill 744 (AB 744) and the Density Bonus Ordinance, the 
Applicant is also automatically granted a reduction in required residential parking. The Applicant 
selected to utilize an automobile parking reduction offered under AB 744. Based on the project 
consisting of a mixed-income development within one-half mile of a major transit stop to which 
the project has unobstructed access, the proposed project is providing a minimum of 52 vehicle 
parking spaces for the residential and commercial uses and a minimum of 89 bicycle parking 
spaces in lieu of the required parking per LAMC Section 12,21 A.4.

Housing Replacement
With Assembly Bill 2222, applicants of Density Bonus projects filed as of January 1, 2015 must 
demonstrate compliance with the housing replacement provisions which require replacement of 
rental dwelling units that either exist at the time of application of a Density Bonus project, or have 
been vacated or demolished in the five-year period preceding the application of the project. This 
applies to ail pre-existing units that have been subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law 
that restricts rents to levels affordable to persons and families of lower or very low income; subject 
to any other form of rent or price control; or occupied by Low or Very Low Income Households. A 
Determination made by the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department 
(HCIDLA) dated February 1, 2016 concluded that there are no residential units on the property 
within the last five years; AB 2222 does not apply to commercial structures, so no AB 2222 
replacement affordable units are required. Per Density Bonus state law, the proposed project will 
be required to provide 7 units affordable to Very Low Income Households. This is reflected in the 
Conditions of Approval. Please refer to the Density Bonus Legislation Background section of this 
determination for additional information.

Code Criteria
As permitted by LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 the applicant is requesting one on-menu incentive that 
will facilitate the provision of affordable housing at the site: an allowance for a 2.62:1 Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR), in lieu of the normally required 1.5:1 Floor Area Ratio.

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (e)(2), in order to be eligible for any on-menu incentives, 
a Housing Development Project (other than an Adaptive Reuse Project) shall comply with the 
following criteria, which it does:

The fagade of any portion of a building that abuts a street shall be articulated with a 
change of material or a break in plane, so that the fagade is not a flat surface.

a.

The proposed mixed-use development abuts two streets, Venice Boulevard and 
Wasatch Avenue, as well as a full 30 foot wide alley at the rear. As provided in Exhibit 
“A”, the street-facing facades are articulated to modulate the building wall and create 
distinct breaks in the building plane. The building design incorporates a variety of 
recesses, stepbacks, varied rooflines, and different materials to add architectural 
interest to the building and creates distinct breaks in the building plane. The building
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materials include smooth plaster, polished metal siding, low iron high efficiency 
window glazing and balcony guards, a modular art wall, trellis wall, and clear high- 
efficiency storefront windows and doors. Together, these elements are applied to 
create sufficient breaks in plane and articulation.

b. All buildings must be oriented to the street by providing entrances, windows 
architectural features and/or balconies on the front and along any street facing 
elevation.

The proposed mixed-use development abuts two streets, with the street-fronting 
facades measuring approximately 150 feet along both Venice Boulevard and Wasatch 
Avenue. The proposed project has one residential entrance and two commercial 
entrances, all along Venice Boulevard. The vehicular entrance is provided along the 
rear alley that is accessed from Wasatch Avenue. There is also an additional 
pedestrian entrance from the at-grade parking level to Wasatch Avenue, The proposed 
project includes many architectural features to help define the main entrances such as 
the use of modular art wall to create a distinct base for the storefront, and a staggered 
storefront with recessed entryways to help direct attention to the main entrances. 
Project design conditions will ensure the residential entrance is prominent from the 
streetfront through a combination of recesses, architectural treatments, distinctive 
materials or lighting, entryway awnings, textured paving, or attractive signage.

The Housing Development Project shall not involve a contributing structure in a 
designated Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) and shall not involve a 
structure that is a City of Los Angeles designated Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM).

c.

The proposed project is not located within a designated Historic Preservation Overlay 
Zone, nor does it involve a property that is designated as a City Historic-Cultural 
Monument.

The Housing Development Project shall not be located on a substandard street in a 
Hillside Area or in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone as established in Section 
57.25.01 of the LAMC.

d.

The project is not located in a Hillside Area, nor is it located in a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone.
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DENSITY BONUS/AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVES COMPLIANCE FINDINGS

The project proposes an allowance for a 2.62:1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) in lieu of the normally 
required 1.5:1 FAR. The proposed project qualifies for a Density Bonus FAR increase because it 
is located within 1,500 feet of several transit stops as defined by LAMC Section 12.22.A.25. The 
proposed project is located at the intersection of Venice Boulevard and Wasatch Avenue, and is 
approximately 400 feet away from the major intersection of Venice Boulevard and Centinela 
Avenue, which contains 2 transit stops. The transit stops within a 1,500 foot radius include Culver 
City Bus Lines 2 (Inglewood) and 5 (Braddock), Metro Bus Line 33 and 733 (Downtown LA), and 
Big Blue Bus Line 16 (Wilshire/Bundy - Marina Del Rey) and 14 (Bundy/Centinela).

Pursuant to Section 12.22 A.25(c) of the LAMC, the Director shall approve a density 
bonus and requested incentive(s) unless the director finds that:

a. The incentives are not required to provide for affordable housing costs as defined in 
California Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5 or Section 50053 for rents for the 
affordable units.

The record does not contain substantial evidence that would allow the Director to make 
a finding that the requested incentives are not necessary to provide for affordable 
housing costs per State Law. The California Health & Safety Code Sections 50052.5 
and 50053 define formulas for calculating affordable housing costs for Very Low, Low, 
and Moderate Income Households. Section 50052.5 addresses owner-occupied 
housing and Section 50053 addresses rental households. Affordable housing costs are 
a calculation of residential rent or ownership pricing not to exceed 25 percent gross 
income based on area median income thresholds dependent on affordability levels.

1.

The list of on-menu incentives in LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 were pre-evaluated at the 
time the Density Bonus Ordinance was adopted to include types of relief that minimize 
restrictions on the size of the project. As such, the Director will always arrive at the 
conclusion that the density bonus on-menu incentives are required to provide for 
affordable housing costs because the incentives by their nature increase the scale of 
the project.

The requested incentive, an allowance fora 2.62:1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) in lieu of the 
normally required 1.5:1 Floor Area Ratio, is expressed in the Menu of Incentives per 
LAMC 12.22 A.25(f) and, as such, permit exceptions to zoning requirements that result 
in building design or construction efficiencies that provide for affordable housing costs. 
The requested incentive allows the developer to expand the building envelope so the 
additional 7 restricted affordable units can be constructed and the overall space 
dedicated to residential uses is increased. These incentive supports the applicant's 
decision to set aside 7 Very Low Income dwelling units for 55 years.

Floor Area Ratio Increase: The subject site is zoned C2-1, which allows for 57 units on 
the 23,134 square foot site, with a maximum 1.5:1 FAR. Height District 1 allows for 
unlimited height by right. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25, the site qualifies for the 
Density Bonus FAR increase from 1.5:1 to 3:1 because it is located within 1,500 feet of 
several transit stops serving Big Blue Bus Lines 14 (Bundy/Centinela) and 16 
(Wilshire/Bundy - Marina Del Rey), Culver City Bus Lines 2 (Inglewood) and 5 
(Braddock), and Metro Bus Line 33 and 733 (Downtown LA). The FAR Increase 
incentive permits a percentage increase in the allowable Floor Area Ratio equal to the 
percentage of Density Bonus for which the Housing Development Project is eligible, not 
to exceed 35 percent. While the proposed project qualifies for a maximum 3:1 FAR, the 
proposed project is actually providing a maximum floor area of 60,552 square feet or 
2.62:1 FAR. The proposed 2.62:1 FAR creates 25,910 additional square feet.
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Buildable Lot Area Total Floor Area (sf)FAR
Mby-right

23,134 * 23,134 x 1.5 = 
34,701

1.5:1

*23,134 sf gross lot area less including half the abutting rear alley and less required 
yards.

Buildable Lot Area Total Floor AreaFAR
proposed

Additional Floor 
Area (sf)(sf) (sf)

60,6112.62 23,134 69,402-34,701 =
25,910

b. The Incentive will have a specific adverse impact upon public health and safety or the 
physical environment, or on any real property that is listed in the California Register of 
Historical Resources and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate 
or avoid the specific adverse Impact without rendering the development unaffordable to 
Very Low, Low and Moderate Income households. Inconsistency with the zoning 
ordinance or the general plan land use designation shall not constitute a specific, 
adverse impact upon the public health or safety.

There is no evidence that the proposed incentive will have a specific adverse impact. 
A “specific adverse impact” is defined as, “a significant, quantifiable, direct and 
unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public health or safety 
standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was 
deemed complete” (LAMC Section 12.22.A.25(b)), The proposed project and potential 
impacts were analyzed in accordance with the City’s Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines and the City’s L A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. These two documents 
establish guidelines and thresholds of significant impact, and provide the data for 
determining whether or not the impacts of a proposed Project reach or exceed those 
thresholds. Analysis of the proposed project involved the preparation of a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND) (ENV-2016-2229-MND), and it was determined that the 
proposed project may have an impact on the following environmental factors: 
aesthetics; greenhouse gas emissions; noise; public services (fire, police); 
transportation/traffic (safety hazards, inadequate emergency access, pedestrian 
safety); utilities and service systems (water). However, mitigation measures will reduce 
impacts to less than significant, and are imposed as Conditions of Approval herein 
(Conditions 18 through 27). Therefore, there is no substantial evidence that the 
proposed Project will have a specific adverse impact on the physical environment, on 
public health and safety, and on property listed in the California Register of Historic 
Resources.

The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) prepared by the City Planning Department 
was circulated for public review on September 22, 2016. The review period ended on 
October 12, 2016. A summary of the comments is provided in the Environmental Finding 
section of this report.

The concerns identified during the environmental public comment period were 
addressed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2016-2229-MND) and in the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) through mitigation measures identified as 
Conditions 18 (Project Design), 19 (Greenhouse Gas), and 25 (Transportation/Traffic) 
in this Determination Letter.
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SUE PLAN REVIEW FINDINGS

The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan.

2.

The proposed project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent, and 
provisions of the General Plan, and the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan.

The site is located within the adopted Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan area, 
and is designated for Community Commercial land uses corresponding to the CR, C2, C4, 
RAS3, RAS4 Zones and Height District 1. The site is zoned C2-1 which allows up to 77 
dwelling units on the project site through the Density Bonus Ordinance. Consistent with 
the Community Plan, the proposed 77-unit mixed-use development, which includes 7 Very 
Low Income units, adds new multi-family housing and much needed affordable housing to 
Los Angeles’s housing supply, in a neighborhood which is conveniently located to a variety 
of community services and multi-modal transportation options.

General Plan - Framework Element

The General Plan designates the subject site with Community Commercial land use 
designation. Community Commercial areas are intended as pedestrian-oriented, high 
activity, multi- and mixed-use centers that support and provide identity for Los Angeles’s 
communities. The Community Commercial land use designation corresponds to the C2-1 
zone which also allows for R4 uses (High Medium Residential land uses), and estimates 
56 to 109 dwelling units per acre.

The General Plan Framework identifies the Venice Boulevard and Centinela Avenue 
intersection as Community Center. Per the Framework's Long Range Land Use Diagram 
for the West/Coastal Los Angeles area, a “Community Center” is identified as: “A focal 
point for surrounding residential neighborhoods and containing a diversity of uses such as 
small offices and overnight accommodations, cultural and entertainment facilities, schools 
and libraries, in addition to neighborhood oriented services. Community Centers range 
from floor area ratios of 1.5:1 to 3:1. Generally, the height of different types of Community 
Centers will also range from 2- to 6-story buildings, e.g., some will be 2-story Centers, 
some 4- or 6-story Centers depending on the character of the surrounding area. 
Community Centers are served by small shuttles, local buses in addition to automobiles 
and/or may be located along rail transit stops”. Also, "a Community Center may start with 
a low intensity, e.g., floor area ratio of 1.5:1, but permit a bonus density... and higher 
building heights whenever new development also includes housing”.

Land Use Element - Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rev Community Plan

The proposed project also aligns with the intent of the Palms - Mar Vista — Del Rey 
Community Plan to maintain the community’s distinctive character by:

Preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existing residential 
neighborhoods while providing a variety of compatible housing opportunities.

Improving the function, design and economic vitality of the commercial and 
industrial areas.

Maximizing development opportunities around future transit systems while 
minimizing any adverse impacts.
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Preserving and strengthening commercial and industrial developments to provide 
a diverse job-producing economic base and through design guidelines and 
physical improvements enhance the appearance of these areas.

In addition, the proposed project aligns with the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community 
Plan policies that aim to provide a safe, secure, and high quality residential environment 
for all community residents in Mar Vista (Goal 1), a strong and competitive commercial 
sector which promotes economic vitality, serves the needs of the community through well 
designed, safe, and accessible areas while preserving the historic, commercial, and 
cultural character of the community (Goal 2) while meeting the following policies:

Policy 1-1.1: Provide for adequate multi-family residential development.

Policy 1-2.1: Locate higher residential densities near commercial centers and 
major bus routes where public service facilities and infrastructure will support this 
development. .

Policy 1-3.1: Require architectural compatibility and landscaping for new infill 
development to protect the character and scale of existing residential 
neighborhoods.

Policy 1-4.2: Ensure that new housing opportunities minimize displacement of 
residents.

Policy 2-1.1: New commercial uses should be located in existing established 
commercial areas or shopping centers.

Policy 2-2.1: Encourage Pedestrian-oriented design in designated areas and in 
new development.

Policy 2-2.2: Require that mixed-use projects and development in pedestrian- 
oriented areas are developed according to specific design guidelines to achieve a 
distinctive character and compatibility with surrounding uses.

Policy 2-2.4: Promote mixed use projects along designated corridors and in 
appropriate commercial centers.

The Urban Design Chapter (Chapter V) of the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community 
Plan indicates that new residential projects in Multiple-Family Residential areas should 
promote architectural design that enhances the quality of life, living conditions, and 
neighborhood pride of the residents. Specifically, pedestrian-oriented commercial areas 
should be vibrant, safe, well-designed, and economically viable by incorporating good 
design with complementary landscaping and streetscape to foster pedestrian activity and 
economic vitality.

The design of all proposed projects shall be articulated to provide variation and 
visual interest, enhance the streetscape by providing continuity and avoiding 
opportunities for graffiti.

Front facades and facades facing rear parking shall maximize the area devoted to 
transparent building elements, such as windows and doors.

The use of articulations, recesses, surface perforations and other architectural 
features to break up long, flat building facades.
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In a Community Center and in Neighborhood Districts, distinctive architectural 
style/type should be incorporated with building materials and color suitable for the 
type and design and should be architecturally harmonious.

Locating surface parking to the rear of structures.

Minimizing the number of widths of driveways providing sole access to the rear of 
commercial lots.

Maximizing retail and commercial service uses along frontages of commercial 
developments.

Providing front pedestrian entrances for businesses fronting on main commercial 
streets.

Also, multi-family projects should promote harmony in relationship between new and 
existing buildings, avoid excessive variety and monotonous repetition and be sensitive to 
the scale, form, height, and proportion of surrounding development, through;

The use of articulation, recess, or perforations of surfaces to break up long, flat 
building facades with varying rooflines.

Utilization of complementary building materials, textures and color in building 
facades.

Incorporating varying design to provide definition to each floor and uniformity of 
detail, scale and proportions.

Integrating building fixtures, awnings, security gates or wall/fence into the design 
of the building.

Screening all rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view.

Housing Element 2013-2021

The proposed project also conforms with the applicable policies of the Housing Element, 
including:

Policy 1.1.4: Expand opportunities for residential development, particularly in 
designated Centers, Transit Oriented Districts, and Mixed-Use Boulevards

Policy 1.3.5: Provide sufficient land use and density to accommodate an adequate 
supply of housing units within the City to meet the projections of housing needs

The proposed project will result in a net increase of 77 new residential units to the City's 
housing stock and conforms with the applicable provisions of the Housing Element. 
Additionally, this mixed-use development is sited in a Transit Priority Area and is in close 
proximity to multi-modal transportation options, including major transit stops and within the 
Venice Boulevard portion included in the Great Streets Initiative Program. Locating new 
housing in this portion of Venice Boulevard will allow residents to have better access to 
employment centers and places of interest in the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community 
Plan area.
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Citywide Design Guidelines

The project also substantially complies with the objectives and principles of urban design 
identified in the Residential Citywide Design Guidelines, including the following:

Creates a strong street wall by locating building frontages at the front property line 
where no setback requirements exist, or at the required setback.

Promote pedestrian activity by placing entrances at grade level or slightly above, 
and unobstructed from view from the public right-of-way. Entryways below street 
level should be avoided.

Maintain an active street presence for ground floor retail establishments in mixed- 
use projects by incorporating at least one usable street-facing entrance with doors 
unlocked during regular business hours.

In mixed-use projects, ensure that ground floor uses maintain a high degree of 
transparency and maximize a visual connection to the street by providing clear and 
unobstructed windows, free of reflective glass coatings, exterior mounted gates, or 
security grills.

Alternate different textures, colors, materials, and distinctive architectural 
treatments to add visual interest while avoiding dull and repetitive facades.

Prioritize pedestrian access first and automobile access second. Orient parking 
and driveways toward the rear or side of buildings and away from the public right- 
of-way. On corner lots, parking should be oriented as far from the corner as 
possible.

Maintain continuity of the sidewalk by minimizing the number of curb cuts for 
driveways and utilizing alleys for access and egress.

Mitigate the impact of parking visible to the street with the use of planting and 
landscape walls tall enough to screen headlights.

As shown in Exhibit “A”, the proposed project would include design features and 
landscaping improvements to enhance the visual quality of the area. All design elements, 
including off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, 
and other such pertinent improvements have been designed to be compatible with existing 
and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. The proposed 
project will provide pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape seating, off-street parking, 
bicycle parking and drought-resistant landscaping to enhance this area of Venice 
Boulevard. The proposed project creates a strong street wall with pedestrian-oriented 
retail and a residential lobby along Venice Boulevard. The building incorporates a 
modulated fagade, varied rooflines, a variety of building materials, textures, colors to add 
architectural interest to the building. High-end finishes and landscaped areas separate the 
ground floor retail from the residences above to create a distinct “base" for pedestrian 
scale. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the purposes, intent and 
provisions of the General Plan, Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan, Housing 
Element, and the Residential Citywide Design Guidelines.

The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including 
height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements that is or will 
be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties and 
neighboring properties.

3.
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The project proposes the construction of a 6-story with a mezzanine level, 83-foot tali 
mixed-use building totaling 60,552 square feet with 77 dwelling units. The proposed 
project’s FAR is 2.62:1, which is below the allowed 3:1 FAR limit and overall density 
allowed by State Density Bonus Law. Development of the proposed mixed-use 
development will be compatible with the existing and future development of the 
neighborhood.

The project area along the Venice Corridor near the Centinela Avenue intersection is 
comprised of a mix of low-rise and mid-rise residential buildings and commercial buildings, 
ranging from two- to five-stories in height. Although the project will replace a two-story 
commercial structure, the proposed six-story building will provide a variation in height to 
the neighborhood. Adjacent properties on Venice Boulevard zoned C2 are located in the 
same Height District 1 as the subject property, which has an unlimited building height, by 
right. While the proposed project’s massing exceeds the existing prevailing development 
pattern, the overall height is allowed by the Los Angeles Municipal Code and State Density 
Bonus Law, as described below. Furthermore, given that the several blocks surrounding 
the project site along Venice Boulevard have the same land uses designations and zoning, 
it can be anticipated that those surrounding sites can also be developed to the same scale 
under State Density Bonus Law.

In addition, design strategies have been incorporated to ensure the project is compatible 
with existing and future development on adjacent and neighboring properties as well as 
along the Venice Corridor. Further compliance with the Citywide Design Guidelines for 
residential development will be incorporated to ensure the existing visual character of the 
site is not substantially degraded.

The proposed project would include design features and landscaping improvements to 
enhance the visual quality of the area. All design elements, including off-street parking 
facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent 
improvements have been designed to be compatible with existing and future development 
on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. The proposed project will provide 
pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape seating, off-street parking, bicycle parking and 
drought-resistant landscaping to enhance this area of Venice Boulevard. The project 
creates a strong street wall with pedestrian-oriented retail and a residential lobby along 
Venice Boulevard. The building incorporates a modulated fagade, varied rooflines, a 
variety of building materials, textures, colors to add architectural interest to the building. 
High-end finishes and landscaped areas separate the ground floor retail from the 
residences above to create a distinct “base" for pedestrian scale.

Height
The proposed project consists of a building that is six stories in height with a mezzanine 
level, and is approximately 83 feet in height. The subject property is zoned C2 and is 
located within Height District 1, which allows unlimited height by right. While the proposed 
building height exceeds the existing prevailing development pattern, there are several 
buildings within the project’s vicinity and greater community that are similar in massing 
and height. For instance, the proposed project located at 3822-3842 S. Dunn Drive is a 
much larger development at 85 feet tall, with 86 dwelling units. Other examples are12311 
Pacific Avenue and 3540 Centinela Avenue, two existing 5-story residential buildings. In 
addition, there are several other comparable projects that have been filed or recently 
approved, as discussed in the Relevant Cases section of this determination letter. 
Therefore, the proposed height is allowed by Code and State Law, and is compatible with 
the potential future build-out of similar sites along the Venice Corridor.
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Bulk/Massinq
The proposed mixed-use development abuts two streets, with the street-fronting facades 
measuring approximately 150 feet along both Venice Boulevard and Wasatch Avenue. 
While the proposed project massing exceeds the existing prevailing development pattern, 
the overall height is allowed by Code and State Law as described above. The overall 
mass and scale of the structure is compatible with the existing and potential future build
out of similar sites on adjacent and neighboring properties. In accordance with the 
Citywide Design Guidelines, the building incorporates a modulated fagade, varied 
rooflines, a variety of building materials, textures, colors to break down the mass and scale 
of the building meanwhile adding architectural interest to the building. High-end finishes 
and landscaped areas separate the ground floor retail from the residences above to create 
a distinct "base” for pedestrian scale.

Building Materials
The primary building materials include smooth plaster, polished metal siding, low iron high 
efficiency window glazing and balcony guards, modular art wall, trellis wall, and clear high- 
efficiency storefront windows and doors. The building materials will be in muted and 
natural colors, with green trellis work and planters to enhance the streetscape of the 
project. In accordance with the Citywide Design Guidelines, changes in building materials 
are applied purposefully to modulate the building fagade; for instance, the building is 
designed into three distinct components at the pedestrian level, middle level, and upper 
levels, each of which are treated in a different building material. In addition, the project will 
utilize UV sensitive windows to increase natural light and decrease heat transfer for a 
more sustainable building design.

Entrances
The primary building entrance to the project is a residential lobby located along Venice 
Boulevard. In accordance with the Citywide Design Guidelines, the residential lobby is 
recessed to create distinction from the commercial frontage. In addition, a series of retail 
entrances are also located along Venice Boulevard that help to activate the streetfront and 
create a strong streetwall. Project design conditions will ensure that the entrance is further 
enhanced through a combination of recesses, architectural treatments, distinctive 
materials or lighting, entryway awnings, textured paving, or attractive signage. The 
location of the entrances allows residents and guests to easily access the other stores, 
restaurants, and services that central Mar Vista provides.

Setbacks
The required setbacks for the project site are 0 feet along the northern (Venice Boulevard) 
property line, 0 feet along the western (Wasatch Avenue) property line, 0 feet along the 
southern (rear alley) property line, and 8 feet along the eastern (side) property line. The 
project creates a strong street wall with at-grade retail with 0 feet setback along Venice 
Boulevard. The ground floor along Venice Boulevard is recessed to allow for outdoor 
seating and dining along the commercial storefronts.

Parking
Assembly Bill 744 requires the project to provide a minimum of 46 vehicle parking spaces, 
based on the number of units proposed. The project is exceeding the parking requirements 
under state law by proposing a total of 77 vehicle parking spaces, including 6 commercial 
parking spaces, to accommodate additional need for parking. The project is also proposing 
additional bicycle parking for retail and residential users. In addition, vehicular entry is 
removed from its existing location on Venice Boulevard to the rear alley off of Wasatch 
Avenue, which opens up Venice Boulevard for commercial space as well as pedestrian 
and bicycle access. Parking is primarily subterranean, with a partial at-grade level that is 
wrapped with retail along Venice Boulevard and screened from view along Wasatch 
Avenue. In accordance with the Citywide Design Guidelines, parking is screened from 
Wasatch Avenue through a combination of landscaped trellis walls and public art. The
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project provides 89 bicycle parking spaces and, as conditioned, twenty percent electric 
vehicle charging stations.

Lighting
The proposed project will reduce the amount of lighting that currently exists on-site by 
screening all parking from public view. In addition, all pedestrian walkways and vehicle 
access points will be well-lit. All outdoor lighting provided on-site will be shielded to prevent 
excessive illumination and spillage onto other properties.

Landscaping
On-site landscaping is provided in the form of designed planters and front-facing balconies 
along Venice Boulevard, residential courtyard, and roof deck with a dog run, community 
garden, and green space. Proposed common open space areas will include a roof-deck 
which is shaded and enclosed partially by a “living wall” or “cool roof' as well as an 18" 
trunk tree as the roof garden centerpiece. Plantings and vertical landscapes enclose the 
roof deck’s amenities, including active recreation areas, benches, cooking/barbecue area, 
outdoor seating areas, and shade structures. An artificial turf area is provided for uses 
including a yoga space or a pet run. Both interior and exterior green spaces will have 
sitting areas with large planters. Eight new street trees will be planted along Venice and 
Wasatch, which currently lack landscaping. Zero trees are being removed in the 
development. The landscaping will be xeriscaped planting and drought-tolerant, including 
Cercis Occidentalis {Western Redbud), Calocedrus Decurrens (Incense Cedar), Prunus 
Hicifolia (Hollyleaf Cherry), and Chilopsis Linearis (Desert Willow).

Trash Collection
Trash and recycling areas are located off the alley and contained within the parking 
garage, so that they are not visible from public view from the street. Locating trash and 
recycling within the building opens up Venice and Wasatch, allowing for easier traffic flow, 
and an overall more aesthetically pleasing design.

The residential project provides recreational and service amenities to improve 
habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring properties.

4.

The proposed project incorporates a total of 8,075 square feet of open space, meeting 
the requirements of LAMC Section 12.21 G.2. The open space area is provided in the 
form of a series of courtyards a 1,765 square feet, a roof deck at 2,180 square feet, and 
69 private balconies that each measure 50 square feet, for a minimum total of 3,450 
square feet. The courtyards are located in the center of the building to allow for natural 
light and air adjacent to the building lobby and for the residential units on the upper levels. 
Collectively, these areas account for more than the minimum required common open 
space, which is 8,075 square feet. Therefore, the proposed project provides sufficient 
recreational and service amenities for its residents, minimizing any impacts on 
neighboring properties.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW FINDING

A Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2016-2229-MND) prepared by the Department of City 
Planning, was circulated for public review on September 22, 2016 for a period of 20 days. The 
review period ended on October 12, 2016. Comments pertaining to environmental impacts have 
been summarized below:

• Aesthetics. The height and mass of the proposed project may have aesthetic impacts in 
blocking views and creating shade/shadow on the surrounding neighborhoods.

• Greenhouse gas emissions. The project may have impacts on greenhouse gas 
emissions by introducing new vehicles on the neighboring streets, not providing enough
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off-street parking, and encouraging the use of on-street parking. The likelihood that 
residents will use public transit or commute by bicycle is overestimated.

• Transportation/traffic. The project will generate additional vehicular traffic and add 
congestion to the street. The project will impact pedestrian activity on Venice and will not 
contribute to the Great Streets Initiative, The congestion will limit emergency access to the 
site.

The concerns identified during the environmental public comment period were addressed in the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2016-2229-MND), the Mitigation Monitoring Program 
(MMP), and in the Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCM). Comments on specific 
environmental impacts are addressed below:

• Aesthetics. Pursuant to SB 743, aesthetic impacts are not considered significant for infill 
residential projects within a Transit Priority Area. The height is permitted by the underlying 
zone and State Density Bonus law. In addition, project design features have been 
incorporated as mitigation measures as permitted by LAMC Section 16.05 in accordance 
with Site Plan Review procedures.

• Greenhouse gas emissions. Pursuant to SB 743, parking and greenhouse gas impacts 
are not considered significant for infill residential projects within a Transit Priority Area. In 
addition, the Los Angeles Green Building Code is applied to relevant aspects of the 
project’s design. Through required implementation of the LAGBC, the proposed project 
would be consistent with local and statewide goals and policies aimed at reducing the 
generation of GHGs through the AB32 California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.

• Transportation/traffic. Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, aesthetic impacts are not 
considered significant for infill residential projects within a Transit Priority Area. The Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation has confirmed that the project does not meet the 
threshold for a traffic study, and therefore identified no significant impacts regarding 
transportation or traffic.

The project site is located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) in the City of Los Angeles (ZI-2452), 
which is an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned; infill sites 
in such areas are encouraged for residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center 
projects. In accordance with SB 743, which eliminates the need to evaluate aesthetic and parking 
impacts of a mixed-use residential project on an infill site within a transit priority area, visual 
resources, aesthetic character, shade and shadow, light and glare, and scenic vistas or any other 
aesthetic impact as defined in the City’s CEQA Threshold Guide shall not be considered an impact 
for infill projects within TP As.

On the basis of the whole of the record before the lead agency including any comments received, 
the lead agency finds that, with imposition of the mitigation measures described in the MND (and 
incorporated into the Conditions of Approval herein), there is no substantial evidence that the 
proposed project will have a significant effect on the environment. The attached Mitigated 
Negative Declaration reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. The records 
upon which this decision is based are with the Environmental Review Section of the Planning 
Department in Room 750, 200 North Spring Street.

The MND concluded that there is no evidence that the proposed incentive will have a specific 
adverse impact. A "specific adverse impact” is defined as, “a significant, quantifiable, direct and 
unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public health or safety standards, 
policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed complete” (LAMC 
Section 12.22.A.25(b)). The proposed Project and potential impacts were analyzed in accordance 
with the City’s Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the City’s L A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. These two documents establish guidelines and thresholds of significant 
impact, and provide the data for determining whether or not the impacts of a proposed Project 
reach or exceed those thresholds. Analysis of the proposed Project involved the preparation of 
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) (ENV-2016-2229-MND), and it was determined that the
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proposed Project may have an impact on the following environmental factors: aesthetics; 
greenhouse gas emissions; noise; public services (fire, police); transportation/traffic (safety 
hazards, inadequate emergency access, pedestrian safety); utilities and service systems (water). 
However, mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than significant, and are imposed as 
Conditions of Approval herein (Conditions 18 through 27). Specifically, the concerns identified 
during the environmental public comment period were addressed in the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (ENV-2016-2229-MND) and in the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) through 
mitigation measures identified as Conditions 18 (Project Design), 19 (Greenhouse Gas), and 25 
(Transportation/Traffic) in this Determination Letter, Therefore, there is no substantial evidence 
that the proposed Project will have a specific adverse impact on the physical environment.

PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMUNICATIONS

The public hearing was held on this matter at the West Los Angeles Municipal Building, 1645 
Corinth Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90025, on Thursday, November 3, 2016, at 6 p.m. The public 
comment period ended on November 17, 2016. Planning staff received five telephone calls in 
opposition of the proposed project. Summaries of the public hearing and written correspondence 
are provided below.

Summary of Public Hearing

Over 150 members of the public were in attendance at the Public Hearing. The Hearing Officer 
first presented the proposed project. A total of 39 members of the public spoke at the public 
hearing. Of those who spoke, 2 were in support of the project, and 10 provided general comments. 
Their points have been summarized as follows

• Support. Two speakers spoke in support of the project. The comments were that the project 
is well-designed and allowed by-right. It is at an appropriate site and high-density housing is 
needed in this area. Traffic is an existing issue, and it will continue to be a problem regardless.

• Opposition. Twenty-seven speakers spoke in opposition of the project. The speakers were 
concerned with the following issues:
o Heiqht/Aesthetics. The building height is too tall for Venice Boulevard, and should be 

reduced to 3-5 stories maximum to eliminate looming over neighbors and ensure it is more 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The project will set a precedent for height 
and mass in the community. The height and mass of the proposed project may have 
aesthetic impacts in blocking views and creating shade/shadow on the surrounding 
neighborhoods.

o Great Streets. The project does not represent the collective vision achieved in the Great 
Streets Initiative by the Mayor, Councilmember Bonin, or the community, 

o Procedural. There have been several motions, prior meetings with 150 people in 
attendance and 45 commenters, and 4 emails submitted on behalf of the Mar Vista 
Community Council against the proposed project, 

o Parkinq/Access. The proposed parking will cause spillover parking along the streets. 
Resident and commercial parking should not be combined or flexible. The alley will not be 
able to accommodate the new traffic caused by the project to access the parking garage 

o Traffic/Transoortation. The project will generate additional vehicular traffic and add 
congestion to the street. The likelihood that residents will use public transit or commute 
by bicycle is overestimated. The project is not transit-oriented like other developments in 
the community, since there is no nearby rail line. The existing bus system in the 
neighborhood is inadequate and unreliable. The project should provide Metro passes to 
all occupants throughout the lifetime of the project to encourage transit ridership. The 
project should provide Zipcar services for the lifetime of the project, 

o Affordability. The project does not provide enough affordable units or affordable rental 
rates. There is no need for new market-rate units.
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o Other. The published MND lacks information regarding existing neighborhood conditions 
including parking, traffic, noise, access and egress, building height, aesthetics, and is an 
inadequate environmental study. The City is in a drought and DWP will not be able to 
provide water for the building. The neighborhood does not need more retail.

• A representative from Council District 11 also spoke on behalf of the project. Their points have 
been summarized as follows:
o Heiqht/Aesthetics. The character, height, and massing of the proposed project is 

incompatible with Mar Vista. The project will be the tallest on Venice from Downtown to 
the ocean. Height should be reduced.

o Great Streets. The project does not conform to the Great Streets vision for Venice Blvd. 
The Great Streets Initiative was intended to foster neighborhood-gathering spaces. Venice 
Blvd has good trees, streets, commercial, transit to accommodate that vision, 

o Site Plan Review. Requesting to mitigate height through the following:
■ Requiring all underground parking. SB1818 does not require at-grade parking. This 

will lower building mass, create dwelling units at the ground floor, increase activation, 
and make the ground floor more livable.

■ Removing all architectural features at the top of the building if not essential to habitable 
units. The architectural features add significant height.

■ Limiting building height so that it does not loom over neighbors. Project should be of a 
more appropriate size.

• At the conclusion of the hearing, the applicant provide responses as follows:
o Heiqht/Aesthetics. The project is not the tallest building on Venice - there are several 

other buildings that are similar or taller in height. Building code requirements do not allow 
the floor to floor heights to be reduced any further. The project is allowed by the underlying 
zone. The project is not requesting any special treatment or spot zoning. The residential 
signage will be distinct and different from commercial signage, 

o Procedural. Noticing for the public hearing met Code requirements, 
o Parkinq/Access. At-grade parking will not be visible from the street. The Wasatch frontage 

is half comprised of commercial storefront, and the remainder will be screened with a 
combination of concrete walls with a local artist mural and a green trellis screen. LADOT 
requires all vehicular access to be taken off the alley to minimize traffic impacts on Venice 
and to be more sensitive to pedestrian and bicycle activity. The project is providing one 
full level of underground parking.

o Traffic/Transportation. EV parking will be provided at a 1:4 space ratio. Project may also 
provide Zipcar unless there are MEP conflicts. The applicant is looking into providing 
Metro passes for future residents to encourage transit ridership. 

o Affordability. The applicant is trying to get artist preference for the affordable units, but 
cannot yet guarantee it as it is a work in progress.

Summary of Written Correspondence

During the public comment period for the proposed project, the Department of City Planning 
received 142 letters and emails. Of the 142 letters submitted, 42 were in support, 67 were in 
opposition for the proposed project, and 33 contained general comments. Of the total 
correspondence received, 19 letters cited environmental concerns, as discussed in the 
Environmental Findings section above. The other comments are summarized as follows:

• Support (30% of Correspondence received). A summary of the comments in support include: 
o The proposed project is a well-designed project that will represent a resurgence of a 

dynamic Westside and bring a new energy to the community, 
o The proposed project helps to address the city’s severe housing shortage by providing 

affordable housing options in a desirable, transit oriented neighborhood.

DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR Page 25 of 30



o The site is one of the few transit-rich locations in Mar Vista, with transit access along both 
Venice Blvd and Centinela Ave, providing transit access to the north, west, east, and 
south along several bus lines (Metro, Culver City Bus, Big Blue Bus), 

o The site has convenient access to employment in Venice and Playa Vista, and is within 
easy walking and biking distance to many desirable amenities like retail and restaurants 
in the neighborhood.

• Opposition (47% of Correspondence received). A summary of the comments in opposition 
include:
o Parking and Traffic:

■ The proposed project will increase traffic and congestion. Ample public permit parking, 
and traffic mitigation measures should be provided.

■ The proposed project is under-parked for both residential and commercial uses. 
Resident parking should be increased per-unit (i.e., to 2 spaces per unit). Reduced 
vehicle parking should not be allowed in exchange for bike parking.

* Parking should be provided underground to reduce the overall building height.
■ AB 744 does not allow “concessions would have a specific adverse impact’’
■ The community is in transition with regards to public transit. The Expo Line is open 

and in operation, but it will be years before it is a transit-oriented community.
■ The public was not involved in the adoption of Transit Priority Areas, and thus it should 

not apply to this project.

o Height, Massing, and Density:
■ This will be the tallest building in Mar Vista. The height and mass of the proposed 

project will have a significant aesthetic impact on the immediate and surrounding area.
■ The proposed project height and density is not compatible with the surrounding low- 

rise neighborhood, and should be limited to 4 stories and 50 units maximum. The 
project should not be allowed to exceed height and density.

■ The proposed project will cast shadows on the neighborhood, change the horizon 
skyline, and destroy neighborhood character.

■ The proposed project will negatively affect the quality of life by reducing light, air, and 
visual access to the neighbors.

■ Can reconfigure the loading dock to reduce the ground floor height by introducing 
residential units next to the loading dock and column.

o Procedural:
■ The Mar Vista Community Council voted against the project twice. The MVCC wants 

to shape the project to meet the goals of affordable housing, transit oriented 
development, and the Great Streets initiative.

■ The West Mar Vista Residents Association submitted letters in opposition and 
requested a public hearing for the proposed project.

* There was no community outreach in the processing or approval of the proposed 
project. The community meetings by the applicant provided inadequate notice.

■ Public comments should be vetted to ensure letters are from Mar Vista residents.
■ Notice for the public hearing only went out to a 100' radius, instead of a 500’ radius.

o Affordability:
■ The affordable units should be set aside for artists and senior residents.
■ Provide caps on rental rates so that they are affordable to local commuters.

o Great Streets:
■ The proposed project is not consistent with the Great Streets Initiative for Venice Blvd.

• General Comments (23% of Correspondence received):
o The proposed project should provide open space to the public. Private balconies should 

not count towards green space.
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o Existing small businesses in the area will be displaced.
o The surrounding area is already overly saturated with similar apartment projects instead 

of single-family homes.

DENSITY BONUS LEGISLATION BACKGROUND

The California State Legislature has declared that "[t]he availability of housing is of vital statewide 
importance," and has determined that state and local governments have a responsibility to "make 
adequate provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community." Section 
§65580, subds. (a), (d). Section 65915 further provides that an applicant must agree to, and the 
municipality must ensure, the "continued affordability of all low and very low income units that 
qualified the applicant” for the density bonus.

With Senate Bill 1818 (2004), state law created a requirement that local jurisdictions approve a 
density bonus and up to three “concessions or incentives” for projects that include defined levels 
of affordable housing in their projects. In response to this requirement, the City created an 
ordinance that includes a menu of incentives (referred to as “on-menu” incentives) comprised of 
eight zoning adjustments that meet the definition of concessions or incentives in state law 
(California Government Code Section 65915). The eight on-menu incentives allow for: 1) reducing 
setbacks; 2) reducing lot coverage; 3) reducing lot width, 4) increasing floor area ratio (FAR); 5) 
increasing height; 6) reducing required open space; 7) allowing for an alternative density 
calculation that includes streets/alley dedications; and 8) allowing for “averaging” of FAR, density, 
parking or open space. In order to grant approval of an on-menu incentive, the City utilizes the 
same findings contained in state law for the approval of incentives or concessions.

California State Assembly Bill 2222 went into effect January 1,2015, and with that Density Bonus 
projects filed as of that date must demonstrate compliance with the housing replacement 
provisions which require replacement of rental dwelling units that either exist at the time of 
application of a Density Bonus project, or have been vacated or demolished in the five-year period 
preceding the application of the project. This applies to all pre-existing units that have been 
subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that restricts rents to levels affordable to 
persons and families of lower or very low income; subject to any other form of rent or price control 
(including Rent Stabilization Ordinance); or is occupied by Low or Very Low Income Households 
(i.e., income levels less than 80 percent of the area median income [AMI]). The replacement units 
must be equivalent in size, type, or both and be made available at affordable rent/cost to, and 
occupied by, households of the same or lower income category as those meeting the occupancy 
criteria. Prior to the issuance of any Director's Determination for Density Bonus and Affordable 
Housing Incentives, the Housing and Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) is 
responsible for providing the Department of City Planning, along with the applicant, a 
determination letter addressing replacement unit requirements for individual projects. The City 
also requires a Land Use Covenant recognizing the conditions be filed with the County of Los 
Angeles prior to granting a building permit on the project. Assembly Bill 2222 also increases 
covenant restrictions from 30 to 55 years for projects approved after January 1, 2015. This 
determination letter reflects these 55 year covenant restrictions.

Under Government Code Section § 65915(a), § 65915(d)(2)(C) and § 65915(d)(3) the City of Los 
Angeles complies with the State Density Bonus law by adopting density bonus regulations and 
procedures as codified in Section 12.22 A.25 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Section 12.22 
A.25 creates a procedure to waive or modify Zoning Code standards which may prevent, preclude 
or interfere with the effect of the density bonus by which the incentive or concession is granted, 
including legislative body review. The Ordinance must apply equally to all new residential 
development.

In exchange for setting aside a defined number of affordable dwelling units within a development, 
applicants may request up to three incentives in addition to the density bonus and parking relief 
which are permitted by right. The incentives are deviations from the City's development standards,
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thus providing greater relief from regulatory constraints. Utilization of the Density 
Bonus/Affordable Housing Incentives Program supersedes requirements of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and underlying ordinances relative to density, number of units, parking, and other 
requirements relative to incentives, if requested.

For the purpose of clarifying the Covenant Subordination Agreement between the City of Los 
Angeles and the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) note that 
the covenant required in the Conditions of Approval herein shall prevail unless pre-empted by 
State or Federal law.

AB 744 LEGISLATION BACKGROUND

Assembly Bill 744 (AB 744) amended sections of the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code 
§ 65915, which went into effect on January 1, 2016. Upon request from a developer, AB 744 
requires local jurisdictions to approve alternative parking ratios for two types of eligible projects: 
1) 100 percent affordable developments consisting solely of rental units, exclusive of a manager’s 
unit or units, with an affordable housing cost to lower income families; and 2) mixed-income 
developments consisting of the maximum number of very low- or low-income units provided for in 
density bonus law, which is 11 percent and 20 percent respectively (calculated prior to any units 
added through a density bonus). The vehicular parking ratios, inclusive of handicapped and guest 
parking, that may be requested for different project types are as follows: 1) 0.5 parking spaces 
per unit for 100 percent affordable rental projects located within one half mile of a major transit 
stop, as defined in Subdivision (b) of Section 211 of the Public Resources Code; 2) 0.5 parking 
spaces per unit for 100 percent affordable rental senior projects having either paratransit service 
or unobstructed access, within one half mile, to fixed bus route service that operates at least eight 
times per day; 3) 0.3 parking spaces per unit for 100 percent affordable rental special needs 
projects having either paratransit service or unobstructed access, within one half mile, to fixed 
bus route service that operates at least eight times per day; or, 4) 0,5 parking spaces per bedroom 
for mixed income projects within one half mile of a major transit stop to which the project has 
unobstructed access.

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS/PRO-FORMA

Pursuant to the Affordable Housing Incentive Density Bonus provisions of the LAMC (Section
12.22 A.25), proposed projects that involve on-menu incentives are required to complete the 
Department’s Master Land Use Permit Application form, and no supplemental financial data is 
required. The City typically has the discretion to request additional information when it is needed 
to help make required findings. However, the City has determined that the level of detail provided 
in a pro forma is not necessary to make the findings for on-menu incentives. This is primarily 
because each of the City's eight on-menu incentives provides additional buildable area, which, if 
requested by a developer, can be assumed to provide additional project income and therefore 
provide for affordable housing costs. When the menu of incentives was adopted by ordinance, 
the impacts of each were assessed in proportion to the benefits gained with a set-aside of 
affordable housing units. Therefore, a pro-forma illustrating construction costs and operating 
income and expenses is not a submittal requirement when filing a request for on-menu incentives. 
The City’s Density Bonus Ordinance requires “a pro forma or other documentation” with requests 
for off-menu incentives but has no such requirement for on-menu requests.

TIME LIMIT - OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS

All terms and conditions of the Director’s Determination shall be fulfilled before the use may be 
established. Pursuant to LAMC 12.25 A.2, the instant authorization is further conditional upon the 
privileges being utilized within three years after the effective date of this determination and, if 
such privileges are not utilized, building permits are not issued, or substantial physical 
construction work is not begun within said time and carried on diligently so that building permits 
do not lapse, the authorization shall terminate and become void.
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TRANSFERABILITY

This determination runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, rented or 
occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent that you advise them 
regarding the conditions of this grant. If any portion of this approval is utilized, then all other 
conditions and requirements set forth herein become immediately operative and must be strictly 
observed.

VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and that any 
permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency. 
Furthermore, if any condition of this grant is violated or not complied with, then the applicant or 
his successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these conditions the same as for any 
violation of the requirements contained in the Municipal Code, or the approval may be revoked.

Section 11.00 of the LAMC states in part (m): “It shall be unlawful for any person to violate any 
provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code. Any person violating any of 
the provisions or failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements of this Code shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor unless that violation or failure is declared in that section to be an 
infraction. An infraction shall be tried and be punishable as provided in Section 19.6 of the Pena! 
Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation of this Code that is designated as a 
misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either a misdemeanor or an infraction.

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is otherwise 
made, and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment in the County 
Jail for a period of not more than six months, or by both a fine and imprisonment.1'

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE

The Determination in this matter will become effective and final fifteen (15) days after the 
date of mailing of the Notice of Director’s Determination unless an appeal there from is filed 
with the City Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the 
appeal period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the 
appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by the 
required fee, a copy of this Determination, and received and receipted at a public office of the 
Department of City Planning on or before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted. 
Forms are available on-line at http://planninq.lacitv.org.

Planning Department public offices are located at:

Valley Office
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5050

Downtown Office 
Figueroa Plaza
201 North Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077

Only an applicant or any owner or tenant of a property abutting, across the street or alley 
from, or having a common corner with the subject property can appeal this Density Bonus 
Compliance Review Determination. Per the Density Bonus Provision of State Law 
(Government Code Section §65915) the Density Bonus increase in units above the base density 
zone limits and the appurtenant parking reductions are not a discretionary action and therefore 
cannot be appealed. Only the requested incentives are appealable. Per Section 12.22 A.25 of 
the LAMC, appeals of Density Bonus Compliance Review cases are heard by the City Planning 
Commission.
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Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications are 
done at the Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning at either Figueroa 
Plaza in Downtown Los Angeles or the Marvin Braude Building in the Valley, in order to assure 
that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting, applicants are encouraged to 
schedule an appointment with the Development Services Center either through the Department 
of City Planning website at http://planninQ.lacitv.orq or by calling (213) 482-7077 or (818) 374
5050. The applicant is further advised to notify any consultant representing you of this 
requirement as well.

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California 
Code of Civil Procedures Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial 
review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, 
only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section is filed no later than the 90th day 
following the date on which the City's decision becomes final.

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning

Reviewed by:Approved by:

, tu .
F^sal Roble, Principal Planner

LJL£A

Debbie Lawrence, AICP, Senior City Planner

Prepared by:Revjawed by:;

/-v
Connie Chauv, Planning Assistant 
connie.chauv@lacity.org

L^kisha Hull, AICP, City Planner
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EXHIBIT D

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

ROOM 395, CITY HALL 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

LEAD CITY AGENCY
City of Los Angeles

COUNCIL DISTRICT
CD 11 - MIKE BONIN

PROJECT TITLE
ENV-2016-2229-MND

CASE NO.
DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR

PROJECT LOCATION
12444 W VENICE BLVD

"project DESCRIPTION
The proposed Project is on a site that is approximately 20,896 square feet (three lots) and includes the demolition of an existing two- 
story commercial building and the new construction of a mixed-use six-story with a mezzanine level, 85 feet tall building with 77 
residential units, including seven units for very low income households, and a minimum of 75 parking spaces on two levels of 
subterranean parking. The total project size is 60,552 square feet of floor area and includes 2,100 square feet of ground floor retail 
space. The site is located in the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan area and is zoned C2-1 with General Plan land use 
designation of Community Commercial. The Project requires the export of 20,000 cubic yards of soil. No trees are being removed.

The Project will provide pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape seating, off-street parking, bicycle parking, and drought-resistant 
landscaping to enhance this area of Venice Boulevard. Parking access and loading are located off the alley, opening Venice and 
Wasatch for pedestrian and bicycle access only. Open space is provided in the form of designed planters and front-facing balconies 
along Venice Boulevard, a residential courtyard, roof deck with a dog run, community garden, and green space. Eight new street trees 
will be planted along Venice and Wasatch. The Project will provide 89 bicycle parking spaces, and twenty (20) percent of the required 
vehicular parking will be configured with electric vehicle charging stations. The Applicant requests a Density Bonus Compliance 
Review. In consideration of 7 affordable units, the Applicant seeks one on-menu incentive: an increase in Floor Area Ratio, from 1.5:1 
to 3:1.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY
Pamela Day
12575 Venice Boulevard, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90066

FINDING:
The City Planning Department of the City of Los Angeles has proposed that a mitigated negative declaration be adopted for 
this Project because the mitigation measure(s) outlined on the attached page(s) will reduce any potential significant adverse 

i effects to a level of insignificance
(CONTINUED ON PAGE 2)

SEE ATTACHED SHEET(S) FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED.

Any written comments received during the public review period are attached together with the response of the Lead City 
Agency. The Project decision-make may adopt the mitigated negative declaration, amend it, or require preparation of an EIR. 
Any changes made should be supported by substantial evidence in the record and appropriate findings made.

THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS ATTACHED.

NAME OF PERSON PREPARING THIS FORM TITLE TELEPHONE NUMBER

j Connie Chauv City Planning Assistant (213) 978-0016
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DATEADDRESS SIGNATURE (Official)

\2, 20 I la200 N. SPRING STREET, 7th FLOOR 
LOS ANGELES, CA. 90012 CTO&ER

ENV-2016-2229-MND Page 2 of 69



10. Project Design
• In addition to the required mitigation measures, the Project also includes project design features that prevent any 

significant impacts from occurring through design. These project design features are included below, and are conditions of 
the project that must be monitored and enforced as if they were mitigation measures. While these project design features 
are not required by the code, the City of Los Angeles has required them of the project, and they may not be deleted except 
by public hearing. These project design features are listed below:

• The Project shall provide a primary residential building lobby, pedestrian-oriented retail or other active uses, streetscape 
seating, and drought-resistant landscaping to enhance its frontage along Venice Boulevard as shown in Exhibit A.

• All building entrances shall be enhanced with a combination of recesses, architectural treatments, distinctive materials or 
lighting, entryway awnings, textured paving, or attractive signage.

• Entryway treatments, such as awnings and canopies, shall be designed to be compatible in size, scale, and color, as well 
as be integral to, the overall building design. Awnings shall be made out of a material consistent with the building design as 
shown in Exhibit A.

• Each ground-floor fagade shall have a minimum of sixty (60) percent clear transparency with non-reflective glass, and shall 
remain free of opaque materials that obscure ground-floor windows and block visibility from sidewalk areas into the interior 
of the building.

• The Project shall provide horizontal architectural treatments and/or fagade articulations such as cornices, friezes, awnings, 
pedestrian amenities, or other features for the first thirty (30) feet of building height. The Project shall incorporate varying 
design to provide definition for each floor, and incorporate high-end finishes and landscaped areas at the ground floor to 
create a distinct building “base” for pedestrian scale.

• The Project shall provide vertical architectural treatments and/or fagade articulations such as columns, pilasters, 
indentations, storefront bays, windows, landscaping, or other features for at least every twenty-five (25) feet on center.

• The residential portion of the building shall be differentiated from the ground floor commercial by upper level step-backs, 
changes in color, texture, or materials, recessed balconies, or other changes in the building plane. The uppermost 
residential level shall be stepped back, in substantial conformance with Exhibit A, to reduce the massing of the building.

• Exterior security grilles or permanently affixed security bars, roll-down grilles that conceal storefront windows, and chain 
link fences that are visible from Venice Boulevard or Wasatch Avenue are prohibited. Stores should use alternatives such 
as interior security grilles, or vandal-proof glazing which is resistant to impact.

• The exterior elevations shall incorporate no more than three complementary building materials and colors each, as shown 
in Exhibit A.

• All exterior lighting shall be low-intensity and shielded to prevent glare or light spillover to pedestrians and adjacent 
properties.

• All areas of a site not occupied by buildings or driveways shall be landscaped at site entrances and along walkways. 
Landscaping consisting of small trees, planter boxes, or tubs of flowers should be provided, where feasible. Plants shall not 
obstruct the pedestrian right-of-way nor create inappropriate visual or physical barriers for vehicles or pedestrians. 
Landscaping shall consist of plant materials, such as trees and shrubs or ground cover, that are native or drought-tolerant. 
Trees shall be planted in the adjacent public right-of-way at a ratio of one tree for every thirty (30) feet of lot frontage or to 
the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry Division, Bureau of Street Services, Department of Public Works.

• The Project shall locate all vehicular access, loading, and trash off the rear alley as shown in Exhibit A. Trash storage bins 
shall not be visible from public right-of way or adjacent residences.

• All exterior mechanical equipment, including HVAC equipment, satellite dishes, cellular antennas, shall not be visible from 
public rights-of-way. Equipment shall be enclosed or screened through use of building parapets, masonry walls, or other 
architectural treatments that are integral to the building's form.

• In accordance with LAMC Sec 12.21 A.16, short-term bicycle parking shall be located along Venice Boulevard or Wasatch 
Avenue to maximize visibility and access from building entrances. Long-term bicycle parking shall be provided within the 
at-grade parking level, with an entrance from the building lobby for ease of accessibility.

• The project shall configure twenty (20) percent of vehicular parking spaces with electric vehicle charging stations, and 
provide solar-ready roofs.
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Greenhouse Gas
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to increased greenhouse gas emissions. However, the 
impact can be reduced to a less than significant level though compliance with the following measure(s):
Low- and non-VOC containing paints, sealants, adhesives, solvents, asphalt primer, and architectural coatings (where 
used), or pre-fabricated architectural panels shall be used in the construction of the Project to reduce VOC emissions to the 
maximum extent practicable.
To encourage carpooling and the use of electric vehicles by Project residents and visitors, at least twenty (20) percent of 
the total code-required parking spaces provided for all types of parking facilities, but in no case less than one location, shall 
be capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE). Plans shall indicate the proposed type and 
location(s) of EVSE and also include raceway method(s), wiring schematics and electrical calculations to verify that the 
electrical system has sufficient capacity to simultaneously charge all electric vehicles at all designated EV charging 
locations at their full rated amperage. Plan design shall be based upon Level 2 or greater EVSE at its maximum operating 
ampacity. Only raceways and related components are required to be installed at the time of construction. When the 
application of the 20 percent results in a fractional space, round up to the next whole number. A label stating 
“EVCAPABLE" shall be posted in a conspicuous place at the service panel or subpanel and next to the raceway 
termination point.

VII-10

Increased Noise Levels (Demolition, Grading, and Construction Activities)
Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 
6:00 pm on Saturday.
Demolition and construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several pieces of equipment 
simultaneously, which causes high noise levels.
The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices.

XII-20.

XIV-10. Public Services (Fire)
• Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the Project in an area having marginal 

fire protection facilities. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the following 
measure:

• The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be incorporated into the building plans, 
which includes the submittal of a plot plan for approval by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a final map 
or the approval of a building permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design features: fire lanes, where 
required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures must be within 300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and 
entrances to any dwelling unit or guest room shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal travel from the edge 
of the roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane.

Public Services (Police)
Temporary construction fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the active construction areas to screen as much of 
the construction activity from view at the local street level and to keep unpermitted persons from entering the construction 
area.

XIV-20.

Public Services (Police)
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the Project in an area having marginal 
police services. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measure: 
The plans shall incorporate the design guidelines relative to security, semi-public and private spaces, which may include 
but not be limited to access control to building, secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semi-public space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of concealment, location of toilet 
facilities or building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if 
needed. Please refer to "Design Out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design", published by 
the Los Angeles Police Department. Contact the Community Relations Division, located at 100 W. 1st Street, #250, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012; (213) 486-6000. These measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of 
building permits.

XIV-30
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XVI-40. Safety Hazards
• Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to hazards to safety from design features (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses. However, the potential impacts can be mitigated to a less than 
significant level by the following measure:

• The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site to ensure pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle safety.
• The applicant shall submit a parking and driveway plan that incorporates design features that reduce accidents to the 

Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Transportation for approval.

XVI-50. Inadequate Emergency Access
• Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to inadequate emergency access. However, these 

impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measure:
• The applicant shall submit a parking and driveway plan to the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Transportation 

for approval that provides code-required emergency access.

XVI-80. Transportation/Traffic (Pedestrian Safety)

Applicant shall plan construction and construction staging as to maintain pedestrian access on adjacent sidewalks 
throughout all construction phases. This requires the applicant to maintain adequate and safe pedestrian protection, 
including physical separation (including utilization of barriers such as K-Rails or scaffolding, etc) from work space and 
vehicular traffic and overhead protection, due to sidewalk closure or blockage, at all times.
Temporary pedestrian facilities shall be adjacent to the project site and provide safe, accessible routes that replicate as 
nearly as practical the most desirable characteristics of the existing facility.
Covered walkways shall be provided where pedestrians are exposed to potential injury from falling objects.
The applicant shall keep sidewalk open during construction until only when it is absolutely required to close or block 
sidewalk for construction staging. The sidewalk shall be reopened as soon as reasonably feasible taking construction and 
construction staging into account.

XVII-20. Utilities (Local Water Supplies - All New Construction)
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the cumulative increase in demand on the City’s 
water supplies. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measures:
If conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power may postpone new water connections for this project until water 
supply capacity is adequate.
Install high-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-flush water closets, and high-efficiency urinals (maximum 
0.5 gpf), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all restrooms as appropriate.
Install restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute.

XVII-40. Utilities (Local Water Supplies - New Residential)
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the cumulative increase in demand on the City’s 
water supplies. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measures: 
Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall, having a flow rate no greater than 2.0 gallons per minute.
Install and utilize only high-efficiency clothes waters (water factor of 6.0 or less) in the project, if proposed to be provided in 
either individual units and/or in a common laundry room(s). If such appliance is to be furnished by tenant, this requirement 
shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring compliance.
Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated dishwaters in the project, if proposed to be provided. If such 
appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this requirement shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant 
shall be responsible for ensuring compliance.

XVIII-10 Cumulative Impacts
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• There may be environmental impacts which are individually limited, but significant when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects. However, these cumulative impacts will be 
mitigated to a less than significant level though compliance with the above mitigation measures.

XVIII-20 Effects on Human Beings
• The Project has potential environmental effects which cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 

indirectly. However, these potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level through compliance with the 
above mitigation measures.

XVI11-30 End
• The conditions outlined in this proposed mitigated negative declaration which are not already required by law shall be 

required as condition(s) of approval by the decision-making body except as noted on the face page of this document. 
Therefore, it is concluded that no significant impacts are apparent which might result from this project's implementation.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

ROOM 395, CITY HALL 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDY 
and CHECKLIST

______ (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063)______
LEAD CITY AGENCY:
City of Los Angeles

COUNCIL DISTRICT:
CD 11 - MIKE BONIN

DATE:
09/16/2016

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES: Department of City Planning

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE: ENV-2016-2229- RELATED CASES: 
DIR-2016-304-DB-SPRMND

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO.: Does have significant changes from previous actions.
Does NOT have significant changes from previous actions.N/A □

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
NEW 77 UNIT MIXED USE BUILDING

ENV PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The proposed Project is on a site that is approximately 20,896 square feet (three lots) and includes the demolition of an existing two- 
story commercial building and the new construction of a mixed-use six-story with a mezzanine level, 85 feet tall building with 77 
residential units, including seven units for very low income households, and a minimum of 75 parking spaces on two levels of 
subterranean parking. The total project size is 60,552 square feet of floor area and includes 2,100 square feet of ground floor retail 
space. The site is located in the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan area and is zoned C2-1 with General Plan land use 
designation of Community Commercial. The Project requires the export of 20,000 cubic yards of soil. No trees are being removed.

The Project will provide pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape seating, off-street parking, bicycle parking, and drought-resistant 
landscaping to enhance this area of Venice Boulevard. Parking access and loading are located off the alley, opening Venice and 
Wasatch for pedestrian and bicycle access only. Open space is provided in the form of designed planters and front-facing balconies 
along Venice Boulevard, a residential courtyard, roof deck with a dog run, community garden, and green space. Eight new street trees 
will be planted along Venice and Wasatch. The Project will provide 89 bicycle parking spaces, and twenty (20) percent of the required 
vehicular parking will be configured with electric vehicle charging stations. The Applicant requests a Density Bonus Compliance 
Review. In consideration of 7 affordable units, the Applicant seeks one on-menu incentive: an increase in Floor Area Ratio, from 1.5:1 
to 3:1.
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS:
The Subject Property is a level, rectangular-shaped, approximately 0.48 acre (23,134 square-foot) corner parcel comprised of three 
adjoining lots with an approximate 135 foot frontage along the south side of Venice Boulevard, an approximate 125 foot frontage along 
the east side of Wasatch Avenue, and an approximate 150 foot frontage along the northerly side of an unnamed alleyway. The 
property is currently developed with a two-story, 16,420 square-foot L-shaped commercial shopping center which was built in 1988.

The Property is zoned C2-1 for Community Commercial land uses and is located within the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan 
j Area. The property is subject to the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Area, General Plan Footnote(s) area, j Neighborhood Conservation ICO- Mar Vista/East Venice (ZI-2443), Transit Priority Area in the City of Los Angeles (ZI-2452), and is 
•within 4.99 kilometers to the Santa Monica Fault. The property is within a Sewer Capacity Threshold Area.

Properties to the north of Venice Boulevard are zoned C2-1 and developed with one- and two-story commercial buildings occupied by 
a liquor store, insurance office, travel agency, clothing store, restaurant, an appliance parts store, and a vacant commercial storefront.

Adjoining properties to the south of the paved rear alley are zoned R3-1 and developed with two-story apartment buildings fronting on 
Pacific Avenue to the south. Several of these buildings take vehicular access from the rear alley separating them from the subject 
shopping center and other commercial uses along Venice Boulevard to the north. Adjoining properties to the east are zoned C2-1 and 
developed with one-story commercial buildings occupied by a drive-through bank, dental office, grocery market and an auto parts 
store. Properties to the west of Wasatch Avenue are zoned R3-1 and developed with two-story apartment buildings.

Venice Boulevard is a designated Scenic Major Highway - Boulevard II dedicated to a Right-of-Way width of 110 feet and a Roadway 
Width of 80 feet and improved with curb, gutter, sidewalk and asphalt. Wasatch Avenue is designated a Local Street-Standard 
dedicated to a Right-of-Way width of 60-feet and a Roadway width of 36-feet is improved with curb, gutters, and sidewalk and asphalt. 
The unnamed alleyway, adjoining the subject property to the south, is a through alley that is improved with asphalt pavement and 

I concrete gutter within a 30-foot dedication.

[PROJECT LOCATION:
12444 W VENICE BLVD
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COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: 
PALMS - MAR VISTA - DEL REY
STATUS:

AREA PLANNING COMMISSION:
WEST LOS ANGELES

CERTIFIED NEIGHBORHOOD 
COUNCIL:
MAR VISTA

V' Does Conform to Plan

□ Does NOT Conform to Plan

MAX. DENSITY/INTENSITY 
ALLOWED BY ZONING:
1 d.u. / 400 s.f. (57 d.u.)

EXISTING ZONING: C2-1

MAX. DENSITY/INTENSITY 
ALLOWED BY PLAN 
DESIGNATION:
1 d.u. I 400 s.f. (57 d.u.)

LA River Adjacent:GENERAL PLAN LAND USE: 
COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL

NO

PROPOSED PROJECT DENSITY:
77 d.u.
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Determination (To Be Completed By Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE

DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a 
significant effect in this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project 
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

y''

□
REPORT is required.

I find the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” or "potentially significant unless mitigated" 
impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document 

pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier 
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze 
only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially 
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to 
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing 
further is required.

□

□

rr

City Planning Assistant (213) 978-0016

Signature Title Phone
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Evaluation Of Environmental Impacts:
A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported by the information 
sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if 
the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the 
project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific 
factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants based on a project- 
specific screening analysis).
All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project- 
level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.
Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate 
whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant 
Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially 
Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.
"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of a 
mitigation measure has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to "Less Than Significant Impact." The 
lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than 
significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR, or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should 
identify the following:
a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and adequately 

analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by 
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated," describe the 
mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address 
site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., 
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, 
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be 
cited in the discussion.
This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally 
address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 
The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

1

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

ENV-2016-2229-MND Page 11 of 69



Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a 
"Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

f^REEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ” p POPULATION AND HOUSING
D HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 

MATERIALS
!□ HYDROLOGY AND WATER 

QUALITY
LAND USE AND PLANNING

AESTHETICS
□ AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 

RESOURCES
□ AIR QUALITY
□ BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
□ CULTURAL RESOURCES
□ GEOLOGY AND SOILS

PUBLIC SERVICES
t: J RECREATION 
y TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
\S MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 

SIGNIFICANCEMINERAL RESOURCES 
S NOISE

(

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency) 

Background 
PROPONENT NAME:
Pamela Day
APPLICANT ADDRESS:
12575 Venice Boulevard, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90066
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST:
Department of City Planning
PROPOSAL NAME (if Applicable):

PHONE NUMBER:
(310)405-0905

DATE SUBMITTED:
06/23/2016
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incorporated

Less than
significant
with
mitigation

Potentially
significant
impact

Less than
significant
impact No impact

I. AESTHETICS
Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?a.

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

V"Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?

c.

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area?

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

*Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to nonagricultural use?___________________________________

a.

Y'b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

V"Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined 
in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? _________ _
Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

c.

d.

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

e.

III. AIR QUALITY
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?a.

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation?

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?________________ ___________

c.

V'd. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?e.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

a.

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or 
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means?_________________________________________

c. i
i

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

e.
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incorporated

Less than
significant
with
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact

Potentially
significant
impact No impact

I f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 

f habitat conservation plan?

V'*
( i

L
j V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

v"Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in § 15064.5?
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to § 15064.5?

a.

Tb.

VDirect.y or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature?

c.

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries?

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a site, feature, 
place, cultural landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 
California Native American Tribe that is listed or determined eligible for listing 
on the California register of historical resources, listed on a local historical 
register,or otherwise determined by the lead agency to be a tribal cultural 
resource?

d.

e.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault7 Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.

a.

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Strong seismic ground shaking?

b.

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Seismic-related ground failure, 
incluaing liquefaction? ________________________________

c.

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Landslides?

d.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?e.

f. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

g- t
!

h. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of waste water?

VII. GREEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

V"Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment?

a. i

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

b.

■
VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

y"Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

a.

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment?
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i

Potentially
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Less than
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impact No impact

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school?

c.

V'd. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area?__________

e.

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in 
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

9-

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

V'Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?a.

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume 
or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

c.

v'd. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or off-site?__________________________
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing 
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff?

e.

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map?__________________________________

g-

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows?

V'I. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam?
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?J-

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Physically divide an established community?a.

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?________________

!

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan?

c.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of the state?

a.

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? ______________________________________ _______

XII. NOISE
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies?

a.

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? i

V'A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

c.

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels?

V'e.

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? ■

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

a.

V'b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

V'Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?

c.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the

p public services: Fire protection?_______________ _ ________________
b. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 

with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 

]could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
! service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
public services: Police protection?___________________________ _______
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
public services: Schools? __ ___________
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: Parks? ___________

a.

■

\

Vc,

:
i

i
i

d.
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YWould the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: Other public facilites?__________________________________

e.

XV. RECREATION

YWould the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

a.

Yb. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment?

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

YConflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized 
travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not 
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and 
bicycle paths, and mass transit?______

a.

Yb. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but 
not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways?_________________________________________

YResult in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

c.

Yd. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

YResult in inadequate emergency access?e.

Yf. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)?__________________________________________

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

YExceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board?

a.

Yb. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects?

YRequire or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?

c.

Yd. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

YResult in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?

e.

Yf. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? i

YComply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste?

9-

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
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faT Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare 
or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major

_ periods of California history or prehistory?__________________________
b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental 
effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of

J probable future projects)? _____ ___________________________
i c. j Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial 
| 1 adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083, 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections 21080, 
21083.05, 21095, Pub. Resources Code; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect 
the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown 
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.

iil
s

II
)

s
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DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

The Environmental Impact Assessment includes the use of official City of Los Angeles and other government source reference 
materials related to various environmental impact categories (e.g., Hydrology, Air Quality, Biology, Cultural Resources, etc.). The 
State of California, Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology - Seismic Hazard Maps and reports, are used to 
identify potential future significant seismic events; including probable magnitudes, liquefaction, and landslide hazards. Based on 
applicant information provided in the Master Land Use Application and Environmental Assessment Form, impact evaluations were 
based on stated facts contained therein, including but not limited to, reference materials indicated above, field investigation of the 
project site, and any other reliable reference materials known at the time.

Project specific impacts were evaluated based on all relevant facts indicated in the Environmental Assessment Form and expressed 
through the applicant’s project description and supportive materials. Both the Initial Study Checklist and Checklist Explanations, in 
conjunction with the City of Los Angeles's Adopted Thresholds Guide and CEQA Guidelines, were used to reach reasonable 
conclusions on environmental impacts as mandated under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The project as identified in the project description may cause potentially significant impacts on the environment without mitigation. 
Therefore, this environmental analysis concludes that a Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be issued to avoid and mitigate all 
potential adverse impacts on the environment by the imposition of mitigation measures and/or conditions contained and expressed in 
this document; the environmental case file known as ENV-2016-2229-MND and the associated case(s), DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR . 
Finally, based on the fact that these impacts can be feasibly mitigated to less than significant, and based on the findings and 
thresholds for Mandatory Findings of Significance as described in the California Environmental Quality Act, section 15065, the overall 
project impacts) on the environment (after mitigation) will not: Substantially degrade environmental quality

• Substantially reduce fish or wildlife habitat.
• Cause a fish or wildlife habitat to drop below self sustaining levels.
• Threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community.
• Reduce number, or restrict range of a rare, threatened, or endangered species.
• Eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.
• Achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of long-term goals.
• Result in environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.
• Result in environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings.
• ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

All supporting documents and references are contained in the Environmental Case File referenced above and may be viewed in the 
EIR Unit, Room 763, City Hall.
For City information, addresses and phone numbers: visit the City's website at http://www.lacity.org ; City Planning - and Zoning 
Information Mapping Automated System (ZIMAS) cityplanning.lacity.org/ or EIR Unit, City Hall, 200 N Spring Street, Room 763. 
Seismic Hazard Maps - http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/
Engineering/Infrastructure/Topographic Maps/Parcel Information -http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us/index01.htm or City's 
main website under the heading "Navigate LA".

TITLE: TELEPHONE NO.: DATE:PREPARED

City Planning Assistant (213) 978-0016 09/16/2016Connie Chauv
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Mitigation
MeasuresImpact? Explanation 1

APPENDIX A: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS EXPLANATION TABLE

I. AESTHETICS
NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 

proposed project would have a substantial 
adverse effect on a scenic vista. A scenic 
vista refers to views of focal points or 
panoramic views of broader geographic 
areas that have visual interest. A focal 
point view would consist of a view of a 
notable object, building, or setting. An 
impact on a scenic vista would occur if the 
bulk or design of a building or 
development contrasts enough with a 
visually interesting view, so that the 
quality of the view is permanently 
affected. The property is zoned C2-1 for 
Community Commercial land uses and is 
located within the Palms-Mar Vista-Del 
Rey Community Plan Area. The property 
is subject to the Los Angeles Coastal 
Transportation Corridor Specific Plan 
Area, General Plan Footnote(s) area, 
Neighborhood Conservation ICO- Mar 
Vista/East Venice (ZI-2443), Transit 
Priority Area in the City of Los Angeles 
(ZI-2452). A Transit Priority Area ("TPA”) 
is an area within one-half mile of a major 
transit stop that is existing or planned; 
infill sites in such areas are encouraged 
for residential, mixed-use residential, or 
employment center projects. In 
accordance with Senate Bill (SB) 743, 
which eliminates the need to evaluate 
aesthetic and parking impacts of a mixed- 
use residential project on an infill site 
within a transit priority area, visual 
resources, aesthetic character, shade and 
shadow, light and glare, and scenic vistas 
or any other aesthetic impact as defined 
in the City’s CEQA Threshold Guide shall 
not be considered an impact for infill 
projects within TPAs. Although the 
proposed project would substantially 
increase the height and massing of 
development on the project site, project 
implementation would not obstruct any 
views of unique scenic vistas or focal 
points. Therefore, impacts related to 
scenic vistas would be less than 
significant. Development of the proposed 
project would result in an incremental 
intensification of existing prevailing land

a.
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Mitigation
MeasuresImpact? Explanation

uses in an already urbanized area of Los 
Angeles. Furthermore, development of 
the project and related projects is 
expected to occur in accordance with 
adopted plans and regulations. Therefore, 
cumulative aesthetic impacts would be 
less than significant. Therefore no 
cumulative aesthetic impacts would occur.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

b. A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would substantially 
damage scenic resources within a 
State Scenic Highway such as trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings. The Caltrans Scenic 
Highway Program does not identify any 
State-designated Scenic Highways 
around the project site. However, the 
City of Los Angeles’s General Plan 
Mobility Element indicates that the 
subject segment of Venice Boulevard 
is a City-designated scenic highway. 
The site is also located within a Transit 
Priority Area (TPA). In accordance with 
SB 743, visual resources, aesthetic 
character, shade and shadow, light and 
glare, and scenic vistas or any other 
aesthetic impact as defined in the 
City’s CEQA Threshold Guide shall not 
be considered an impact for infill 
projects within TPAs. However, SB 743 
does not limit the ability of the City to 
regulate or study aesthetic impacts 
pursuant to other land use regulations 
found in the Municipal Code. Sections 
16.05 E.2 and G.2 authorize the 
Director to analyze and mitigate 
significant environmental impacts for 
projects requesting Site Plan Review. 
Therefore, the Director may study 
aesthetic impacts related to the 
arrangement of buildings and 
structures (including height, bulk, and 
setbacks) and other such pertinent 
improvements for compatibility with 
both existing and future development 
on neighboring properties per Section 
16.05 F.2 of the Municipal Code. The 
project area along the Venice Corridor 
near the Centinela intersection is 
comprised of a mix of low-rise multi
family residential buildings and 
commercial buildings, generally built 
up to two stories in height. While the 
proposed project massing exceeds the 
existing prevailing development 
pattern, incorporation of design 
strategies can be incorporated to______

I 0. Project Design
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ensure the project complements the 
surrounding built context and existing 
visual character of the area.

The proposed project would include 
design features and landscaping 
improvements to enhance the visual 
quality of the area. All design elements, 
including off-street parking facilities, 
loading areas, lighting, landscaping, 
trash collection, and other such 
pertinent improvements have been 
designed to be compatible with 
existing and future development on 
adjacent properties and neighboring 
properties. The Project will provide 
pedestrian-oriented retail, streetscape 
seating, off-street parking, bicycle 
parking and drought-resistant 
landscaping to enhance this area of 
Venice Boulevard. The project creates 
a strong street wall with pedestrian- 
oriented retail and a residential lobby 
along Venice Boulevard. The building 
incorporates a modulated fa£ade, 
varied rooflines, a variety of building 
materials, textures, colors to add 
architectural interest to the building. 
High-end finishes and landscaped 
areas separate the ground floor retail 
from the residences above to create a 
distinct building “base” for pedestrian 
scale.

Automobile entry to the site is removed 
from its current location on Venice 
Boulevard and moved to the rear of the 
project off the alley. Loading and 
access to parking are located off the 
alley, opening Venice and Wasatch for 
pedestrian and bicycle access only. 
Parking is primarily subterranean, with 
some parking spaces at-grade and 
wrapped with retail and screened by 
green trellises along the rear.

On-site landscaping is provided in the 
form of designed planters and front
facing balconies along Venice 
Boulevard, a residential courtyard, roof 
deck with a dog run, community 
garden, and green space. Eight new 
street trees will be planted along 
Venice and Wasatch, which currently 
lack landscaping. The project provides 
89 bicycle parking spaces and twenty 
(20) percent electric vehicle charging
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stations. The project will provide UV 
sensitive windows, sustainable 
flooring, LED and electro-luminescent 
lighting, low-volatile organic 
compounds (VOC) based paint, and 
native drought-tolerant xerispace 
plantings for an eco-friendly building.

Furthermore, compliance with the 
Citywide Design Guidelines for 
residential development will be 
incorporated to ensure the existing 
visual character of the site is not 
substantially degraded. Therefore, 
with mitigation incorporated, no 
significant cumulative aesthetic 
impacts would occur along a scenic 
highway._______________________

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would substantially 
degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the project site and its 
surroundings. Significant impacts to 
the visual character of a site and its 
surroundings are generally based on 
the removal of features with aesthetic 
value, the introduction of contrasting 
urban features into a local area, and 
the degree to which the elements of 
the proposed project detract from the 
visual character of an area. The site is 
located within a TPA. In accordance 
with SB 743, visual resources, 
aesthetic character, shade and 
shadow, light and glare, and scenic 
vistas or any other aesthetic impact as 
defined in the City’s CEQA Threshold 
Guide shall not be considered an 
impact for infill projects within TPAs. 
However, SB 743 does not limit the 
ability of the City to regulate or study 
aesthetic impacts pursuant to other 
land use regulations found in the 
Municipal Code. Sections 16.05 E.2 
and G.2 authorize the Director to 
analyze and mitigate significant 
environmental impacts for projects 
requesting Site Plan Review.
Therefore, the Director may study 
aesthetic impacts related to the 
arrangement of buildings and 
structures (including height, bulk, and 
setbacks) and other such pertinent 
improvements for compatibility with 
both existing and future development 
on neighboring properties per Section 
16.05 F.2 of the Municipal Code. The

I 0. Project Designc.
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project area along the Venice Corridor 
near the Centinela intersection is 
comprised of a mix of low-rise multi
family residential buildings and 
commercial buildings, generally built 
up to two stories in height. While the 
proposed project massing exceeds the 
existing prevailing development 
pattern, incorporation of design 
strategies can be incorporated to 
ensure the project complements the 
surrounding built context and existing 
visual character of the area.

The proposed project would include 
design features and landscaping 
improvements to enhance the visual 
quality of the area. All design 
elements, including off-street parking 
facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collection, and 
other such pertinent improvements 
have been designed to be compatible 
with existing and future development 
on adjacent properties and 
neighboring properties. The Project 
will provide pedestrian-oriented retail, 
streetscape seating, off-street parking, 
bicycle parking and drought-resistant 
landscaping to enhance this area of 
Venice Boulevard. The project creates 
a strong street wall with pedestrian- 
oriented retail and a residential lobby 
along Venice Boulevard. The building 
incorporates a modulated facade, 
varied rooflines, a variety of building 
materials, textures, colors to add 
architectural interest to the building. 
High-end finishes and landscaped 
areas separate the ground floor retail 
from the residences above to create a 
distinct building “base” for pedestrian 
scale.

Automobile entry to the site is 
removed from its current location on 
Venice Boulevard and moved to the 
rear of the project off the alley. 
Loading and access to parking are 
located off the alley, opening Venice 
and Wasatch for pedestrian and 
bicycle access only. Parking is 
primarily subterranean, with some 
parking spaces at-grade and wrapped 
with retail and screened by green 
trellises along the rear.
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On-site landscaping is provided in the 
form of designed planters and front
facing balconies along Venice 
Boulevard, residential courtyard, and 
roof deck with a dog run, community 
garden, and green space. Eight new 
street trees will be planted along 
Venice and Wasatch, which currently 
lack landscaping. The project provides 
89 bicycle parking spaces and twenty 
(20) percent electric vehicle charging 
stations. The project will provide UV 
sensitive windows, sustainable 
flooring, LED and electro-luminescent 
lighting, low-volatile organic 
compounds (VOC) based paint, and 
native drought-tolerant xerispace 
plantings for an eco-friendly building.

Furthermore, compliance with the 
Citywide Design Guidelines for 
residential development will be 
incorporated to ensure the existing 
visual character of the site is not 
substantially degraded.
Therefore, with mitigation 
incorporated, no significant cumulative 
aesthetic impacts would occur.

d. NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if light 
and glare substantially altered the 
character of off-site areas surrounding the 
site or interfered with the performance of 
an off-site activity, Light impacts are 
typically associated with the use of 
artificial light during the evening and 
night-time hours. Glare may be a daytime 
occurrence caused by the reflection of 
sunlight or artificial light from highly 
polished surfaces, such as window glass 
and reflective cladding materials, and 
may interfere with the safe operation of a 
motor vehicle on adjacent streets.
Daytime glare is common in urban areas 
and is typically associated with mid- to 
high-rise buildings with exterior fagades 
largely or entirely comprised of highly 
reflective glass or mirror-like materials. 
Nighttime glare is primarily associated 
with bright point-source lighting that 
contrasts with existing low ambient light 
conditions. Due to the urbanized nature of 
the area, a moderate level of ambient 
nighttime light already exists. Nighttime 
lighting sources include street lights, 
vehicle headlights, and interior and 
exterior building illumination. Currently, 
the site is developed with a 2-story
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16,420 square-foot commercial shopping 
center and surface parking. The proposed 
project does not include any elements or 
features that would create substantial 
new sources of glare. All at-grade parking 
spaces will be enclosed to minimize 
automobile light spillover. In addition, 
visual resources, aesthetic character, 
shade and shadow, light and glare, and 
scenic vistas or any other aesthetic 
impact as defined in the City’s CEQA 
Threshold Guide shall not be considered 
an impact for infill projects within TPAs. 
Therefore no cumulative aesthetic 
impacts would occur.

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES
A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would convert valued 
farmland to non-agricultural uses. The 
property is currently developed with a 
two-story, 16,420 square-foot L-shaped 
commercial shopping center on a 
rectangular shaped lot which was built in 
1988. No Farmland, agricultural uses, or 
related operations are present within the 
project site or surrounding area. Due to 
its urban setting, the project site and 
surrounding area are not included in the 
Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not convert any 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance to 
non-agricultural use, and no impact would 
occur.

NO IMPACTa.

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project conflicted with existing 
agricultural zoning or agricultural parcels 
enrolled under the Williamson Act. The 
project site is not zoned for agricultural 
use or under a Williamson Contract As 
the project site and surrounding area do 
not contain farmland of any type, the 
proposed project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Contract. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur.________________

NO IMPACTb.
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NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project conflicted with existing 
zoning or cause rezoning of forest land or 
timberland, or result in the loss of forest 
land or in the conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use. The project site and the 
surrounding area are not zoned for forest 
land or timberland. Accordingly, the 
proposed project would not conflict with 
forest land or timberland zoning or result 
in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, 
no impact would occur._______________

c.

d. NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project conflicted with existing 
zoning or cause rezoning of forest land or 
timberland, or result in the loss of forest 
land or in the conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use. The project site and the 
surrounding area are not zoned for forest 
land or timberland. Accordingly, the 
proposed project would not conflict with 
forest land or timberland zoning or result 
in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, 
no impact would occur._______________

NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project caused the conversion 
of farmland to non-agricultural use. The 
project site does not contain farmland, 
forestland, or timberland. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur.

e.

II. AIR QUALITY

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The 2012 AQMP provides base year 
emissions and future baseline emission 
projections for the South Coast Air Basin. 
In doing so, the 2012 AQMP incorporates, 
in part, Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS socio-economic 
forecast projections of regional population 
and employment growth. A project would 
not conflict with the AQMP if it is 
consistent with the population, housing 
and employment assumptions that were 
used in the development of the AQMP. 
The levels of population for the project are 
consistent with population forecasts as 
adopted by SCAG. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with 
the AQMP, and impacts would be less 
than significant._____________________

a.
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A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would violate any air 
quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation. The proposed project 
has less than 80 residential units OR less 
than 75,000 square feet of non-residential 
use, and involves 20,000 cubic yards of 
soil export (consistent with interim City 
Planning thresholds). It will not likely 
exceed the SCAQMD construction or 
operational thresholds and therefore will 
not require an air quality assessment.
The project proposed to develop 77 
residential units. During the construction 
phase the proposed project would likely 
not exceed the regional SCAQMD 
significance thresholds for emissions of 
Carbon Monoxide (CO), Reactive 
Organic Compounds (ROG), Nitrogen 
Oxides (NOx), Particulate Matter (PM10 
and PM2.5), and Sulfur Dioxide 
(SOx).Therefore, regional emission 
impacts for the proposed project would 
be less than significant for ail construction 
phases. Motor vehicles that access the 
project site would be the predominant 
source of long-term project operations 
emissions. Additional emissions would be 
generated by area sources, such as 
energy use and landscape maintenance 
activities. Therefore, the proposed project 
would result in a less-than-significant 
impact related to regional operational 
emissions. The project would be subject 
to regulatory compliance measures, 
which reduce the impacts of operational 
and construction regional emissions.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The project will produce fugitive dust and 
mobile source emissions as a result of 
construction activity. The proposed 
project and the entire Los Angeles 
metropolitan area are located within the 
South Coast Air Basin, which is 
characterized by relatively poor air 
quality. The Basin is currently classified 
as a federal and State non-attainment 
area for Ozone (03), Respirable 
Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5), 
and lead (Pb) and a federal 
attainment/maintenance area for Carbon 
Monoxide (CO). It is classified as a State 
attainment area for CO, and it currently 
meets the federal and State standards for 
Nitrogen Dioxide (N02), Sulfur Oxides 
(SOX), and lead (Pb). Because the Basin 
is designated as a State and/or federal 
nonattainment air basin for 03, PM10, 
PM2.5, and N02, there is an on-going 
regional cumulative impact associated 
with these pollutants. However, an 
individual project can emit these 
pollutants without significantly contributing 
to this cumulative impact depending on 
the magnitude of emissions. This 
magnitude is determined by the project- 
level significance thresholds established 
by the SCAQMD. The project would be 
subject to regulatory compliance 
measures, which reduce the impacts of 
operational and construction regional 
emissions. A project of this size (77 
residential dwelling units) would not likely 
exceed the project-level SCAQMD 
localized significance thresholds for 
criteria air pollutants and the impact 
would be less than significant.__________

c.

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Based on the City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Thresholds Guide, a significant impact 
may occur if a project were to generate 
pollutant concentrations to a degree that 
would significantly affect sensitive 
receptors. The SCAQMD identifies the 
following as sensitive receptors: long-term 
health care facilities, rehabilitation 
centers, convalescent centers, retirement 
homes, residences, schools, 
playgrounds, child care centers, and 
athletic facilities. The SCAQMD has 
developed localized significance 
thresholds (LSTs) that are based on the 
amount of maximum daily localized 
construction emissions per day that can 
be generated by a project that would 
cause or contribute to adverse localized 
air quality impacts. These apply to 
projects that are less than or equal to five
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acres in size and are only applicable to 
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10 and 
PM2.5), Carbon Monoxide (CO), and 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx). The site is 
located on a site that is less than 1 acre, 
and the project is below the thresholds for 
construction and operation emissions in 
pounds per day as a function of receptor 
distance (25 meters or 82.02 feet) from 
the project site boundary. The proposed 
project would not exceed the appropriate 
significance threshold for localized 
emissions of Particulate Matter (PM10 
and PM2.5), Carbon Monoxide (CO), and 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx). Therefore, 
localized emission impacts for the 
proposed project would be less than 
significant for ail construction phases and 
the proposed project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial 
localized criteria pollutant emissions 
during construction. The California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) has published 
guidance for locating new sensitive 
receptors (e.g., residences) away from 
nearby sources of air pollution. Relevant 
recommendations include avoiding siting 
new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of 
a freeway or 300 feet of a large gas 
station (defined as a facility with a 
throughput of 3.6 million gallons per year 
or greater). The location of the proposed 
project would be consistent with the 
CARB recommendations for locating new 
sensitive receptors. Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in a less- 
than-significant impact.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Potential sources that may emit odors 
during construction activities include 
equipment exhaust and architectural 
coatings. Odors from these sources 
would be localized and generally confined 
to the immediate area surrounding the 
project site. The proposed project would 
utilize typical construction techniques, 
and the odors would be typical of most 
construction sites and temporary in 
nature. Construction of the proposed 
project would not cause an odor 
nuisance. According to the SCAQMD 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses 
and industrial operations that are 
associated with odor complaints include 
agricultural uses, wastewater treatment 
plants, food processing plants, chemical 
plants, composting, refineries, landfills, 
dairies and fiberglass molding. The 
proposed land uses would not result in

e.
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activities that create objectionable odors. 
Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact 
related to objectionable odors.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A project would have a significant 

biological impact through the loss or 
destruction of individuals of a species or 
through the degradation of sensitive 
habitat. Nesting birds are protected under 
the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) (Title 33, United States Code, 
Section 703 et seq., see also Title 50, 
Code of Federal Regulation, Part 10) and 
Section 3503 of the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife Code.
The project site is located in a highly 
urbanized area. The property is zoned 
C2-1 for Community Commercial land 
uses and is located within the 
Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community 
Plan Area. Currently, the site is 
developed with a 2-story 16,420 square- 
foot commercial shopping center and 
surface parking. There are no trees on
site. The project would not have a 
significant impact to nesting birds or 
sensitive biological species or habitat 
would occur. Therefore, the impacts are 
less than significant.____________________

a.

b. NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if any 
riparian habitat or natural community 
would be lost or destroyed as a result of 
urban development. The project site does 
not contain any riparian habitat and does 
not contain any streams or water courses 
necessary to support riparian habitat. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not 
have any effect on riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
or the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Services (USFWS), and no impacts 
would occur.

NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if 
federally protected wetlands would be 
modified or removed by a project. The 
project site does not contain any federally 
protected wetlands, wetland resources, or 
other waters of the United States as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. The project site is located in a

c.
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highly urbanized area and previously 
developed with commercial uses. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not 
have any effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means, 
and no impacts would occur.___________
A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would interfere with, or 
remove access to, a migratory wildlife 
corridor or impede use of native wildlife 
nursery sites. Due to the highly urbanized 
nature of the project site and surrounding 
area, the lack of a major water body, and 
no on-site trees, the project site does not 
support habitat for native resident or 
migratory species or contain native 
nurseries. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not interfere with wildlife 
movement or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites, and no impact 
would occur.

NO IMPACTd.

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would be inconsistent 
with local regulations pertaining to 
biological resources. The proposed 
project would not conflict with any policies 
or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as the City of Los 
Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance (No. 
177,404). The project site does not 
contain locally-protected biological 
resources, such as oak trees, Southern 
California black walnut, western 
sycamore, and California bay trees, as 
shown in Exhibit A, Sheet A0.02. The 
proposed project would be required to 
comply with the provisions of the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the 
California Fish and Game Code (CFGC). 
Both the MBTA and CDFW protects 
migratory birds that may use trees on or 
adjacent to the project site for nesting, 
and may be disturbed during construction 
of the proposed project. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with 
any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as 
tree preservation policy or ordinance 
(e.g., oak trees or California walnut 
woodlands), and no impacts would occur.

NO IMPACTe.
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f. NO IMPACT The project site and its vicinity are not 
part of any draft or adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved 
local, regional or state habitat 
conservation plan. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with 
the provisions of any adopted 
conservation plan, and no impacts would 
occur.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would substantially alter 
the environmental context of, or remove 
identified historical resources. The project 
includes the demolition of an existing L- 
shaped commercial shopping center 
which was built in 1988 and no residential 
units. However, the current commercial 
structure has been identified as a historic 
resource by local or state agencies, and 
the project site has not been determined 
to be eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places, California 
Register of Historical Resources, the Los 
Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments 
Register, and/or any local register. In 
addition, the site was not found to be a 
potential historic resource based on the 
City’s HistoricPIacesLA website, the City's 
new online information and management 
system created to inventory Los Angeles' 
significant historic resources. It includes 
detailed information on many of the City’s 
designated resources as well as surveyed 
properties recorded and published to date 
as part of SurveyLA, the citywide survey 
of Los Angeles. Therefore, the impact 
would be less than significant.

a.

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact would occur if a 
known or unknown archaeological 
resource would be removed, altered, or 
destroyed as a result of the proposed 
development. Section 15064.5 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines defines significant 
archaeological resources as resources 
that meet the criteria for historical 
resources or resources that constitute 
unique archaeological resources. A 
project-related significant impact could 
occur if a project would significantly affect 
archaeological resources that fall under 
either of these categories. If 
archaeological resources are discovered 
during excavation, grading, or construction 
activities, work shall cease in the area of 
the find until a qualified archaeologist has
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evaluated the find in accordance with 
federal, State, and local guidelines, 
including those set forth in California 
Public Resources Code Section 
21083.2. Personnel of the proposed 
Modified Project shall not collect or move 
any archaeological materials and 
associated materials. Construction activity 
may continue unimpeded on other 
portions of the Project site. The found 
deposits would be treated in accordance 
with federal, State, and local guidelines, 
including those set forth in California 
Public Resources Code Section 21083.2. 
Therefore, the impact wouid be less than 
significant.
A significant impact would occur if 
excavation or construction activities 
associated with the proposed project 
would disturb paleontological or unique 
geological features. If paleontological 
resources are discovered during 
excavation, grading, or construction, the 
City of Los Angeles Department of 
Building and Safety shall be notified 
immediately, and all work shall cease in 
the area of the find until a qualified 
paleontologist evaluates the find. 
Construction activity may continue 
unimpeded on other portions of the 
Project site. The paleontologist shall 
determine the location, the time frame, 
and the extent to which any monitoring of 
earthmoving activities shall be required. 
The found deposits would be treated in 
accordance with federal, State, and local 
guidelines, including those set forth in 
California Public Resources Code Section 
21083.2. Therefore, the impact would be 
less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTc.

A significant impact would occur if 
previously interred human remains would 
be disturbed during excavation of the 
project site. Human remains could be 
encountered during excavation and 
grading activities associated with the 
proposed project. While no formal 
cemeteries, other places of human 
interment, or burial grounds or sites are 
known to occur within the project area, 
there is always a possibility that human 
remains can be encountered during 
construction. If human remains are 
encountered unexpectedly during 
construction demolition and/or grading 
activities, State Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 requires that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the County

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Coroner has made the necessary findings 
as to origin and disposition pursuant to 
California Public Resources Code (PRC) 
Section 5097.98. If human remains of 
Native American origin are discovered 
during project construction, compliance 
with state laws, which fall within the 
jurisdiction of the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) (Public 
Resource Code Section 5097), relating to 
the disposition of Native American burials 
will be adhered to. Therefore, the impact 
would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) established a 
formal consultation process for California 
Native American Tribes to identify 
potential significant impacts to Tribal 
Cultural Resources, as defined in Public 
Resources Code §21074, as part of 
CEQA. As specified in AB 52, lead 
agencies must provide notice inviting 
consultation to California Native American 
tribes that are traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the geographic area of a 
proposed project if the Tribe has 
submitted a request in writing to be 
notified of proposed projects. The Tribe 
must respond in writing within 30 days of 
the City’s AB 52 notice. The Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
provided a list of Native American groups 
and individuals who might have 
knowledge of the religious and/or cultural 
significance of resources that may be in 
and near the Project site. An 
informational letter was mailed to a total 
of ten (10) Tribes known to have 
resources in this area, on July 13, 2016, 
describing the Project and requesting any 
information regarding resources that may 
exist on or near the Project site. No letters 
were received, therefore impacts will be 
less than significant.__________________

e.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 

proposed project would cause personal 
injury or death or result in property 
damage as a result of a fault rupture 
occurring on the project site and if the 
project site is located within a 
State-designated Alquist-Priolo Zone or 
other designated fault zone. According to 
the California Department of 
Conservation Special Studies Zone Map, 
the project site is not located within an 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone or 
Fault Rupture Study Area. The proposed

a.
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project would not expose people or 
structures to potential adverse effects 
resulting from the rupture of known 
earthquake faults. The Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act is intended 
to mitigate the hazard of surface fault 
rupture on structures for human 
occupancy. The geotechnical report by 
Byer Geotechnical, Inc dated October 10, 
2014, also confirmed that no known 
active faults cross the subject site, and 
therefore the potential for future surface 
rupture onsite is expected to be very low. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur.
A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would cause personal 
injury or death or resulted in property 
damage as a result of seismic ground 
shaking. The entire Southern California 
region is susceptible to strong ground 
shaking from severe earthquakes. 
Consequently, development of the 
proposed project could expose people 
and structures to strong seismic ground 
shaking. However, the proposed project 
would be designed and constructed in 
accordance with State and local Building 
Codes to reduce the potential for 
exposure of people or structures to 
seismic risks to the maximum extent 
possible. The geotechnical report by Byer 
Geotechnical, Inc, dated October 10, 
2014, identified that the principal seismic 
hazard to the proposed project is strong 
ground shaking from earthquakes 
produced by faults; however, modern, 
well-constructed buildings are designed 
to resist ground shaking through the use 
of shear panels, moment frames, and 
reinforcement. Additional precautions 
may be taken, including strapping water 
heaters and securing furniture to walls 
and floors. It is likely that the subject 
property will be shaken by future 
earthquakes produced in Southern 
California. However, the proposed 
project would be required to comply with 
the California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Mines and 
Geology (CDMG), which provides 
guidance for the evaluation and 
mitigation of earthquake-related hazards, 
and with the seismic safety requirements 
in the Uniform Building Code (UBC) and 
the LAMC. Compliance with such 
requirements would reduce seismic 
ground shaking impacts to the maximum

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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extent practicable with current 
engineering practices. Therefore, impacts 
related to strong seismic ground shaking 
would be less than significant.

NO IMPACT Based upon the criteria established in the 
City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, a significant impact may occur if a 
proposed project site is located within a 
liquefaction zone. Liquefaction is the loss 
of soil strength or stiffness due to a 
buildup of pore-water pressure during 
severe ground shaking. This site is not 
located in the California Department of 
Conservation's Seismic Hazard Zones 
Map, and the project site is not located 
within a liquefaction zone. The 
geotechnical report by Byer 
Geotechnical, Inc, dated October 10, 
2014, indicated that the California 
Geological Survey has not mapped the 
site within an area where historic 
occurrence of liquefaction or geological, 
geotechnical, and groundwater 
conditions indicate a potential for 
permanent ground displacement such 
that mitigation as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section (2693 (c) would 
be required. Also, the geotechnical report 
confirmed that the subject site is 
underlain by Pleistocene age marine 
deposits, which are not considered 
susceptible to liquefaction. Therefore, no 
impact related to seismic-related ground 
failure, including liquefaction, would 
occur.

c.

d. NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would be implemented 
on a site that would be located in a hillside 
area with unstable geological conditions 
or soil types that would be susceptible to 
failure when saturated. According to the 
California Department of Conservation, 
Division of Mines and Geology, the 
Seismic Hazard Zones Map for this area 
shows the project site is not located within 
a landslide hazard zone. The project site 
and surrounding area are relatively flat. 
The geotechnical report by Byer 
Geotechnical, Inc, dated October 10,
2014, has not identified any issues related 
to potential substantial adverse effects 
caused by landslides. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not expose 
people or structures to potential effects 
resulting from landslides, and no impacts 
would occur.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact would occur if 
construction activities or future uses 
would result in substantial soil erosion or 
loss of topsoil. Construction of the 
proposed project would result in ground 
surface disturbance during site clearance, 
excavation, and grading, which could 
create the potential for soil erosion to 
occur. In addition, excavation activities 
would be necessary to accommodate the 
proposed project, which would include 
two subterranean levels of parking. 
Construction activities would be 
performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Los Angeles Building 
Code and the Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) 
through the City’s Stormwater 
Management Division. In addition, the 
proposed project would be required to 
develop a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP 
would require implementation of an 
erosion control plan to reduce the 
potential for wind or waterborne erosion 
during the construction process. In 
addition, all onsite grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable 
provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of 
the LAMC, and conditions imposed by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of 
Building and Safety’s Soils Report 
Approval Letter. Therefore, a less than 
significant impact would occur with 
respect to erosion or loss of topsoil.

e.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTf. A significant impact would occur if any 
unstable geological conditions would 
result in any type of geological failure, 
including lateral spreading, off-site 
landslides, liquefaction, or collapse. 
Development of the proposed project 
would not have the potential to expose 
people and structures to seismic-related 
ground failure, including liquefaction and 
landslide. Subsidence and ground 
collapse generally occur in areas with 
active groundwater withdrawal or 
petroleum production. The extraction of 
groundwater or petroleum from 
sedimentary source rocks can cause the 
permanent collapse of the pore space 
previously occupied by the removed fluid. 
According to the Safety Element of the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety 
Element of the Los Angeles City General 
Plan, Critical Facilities and Lifeline 
Systems, Exhibit E, the project site is not 
identified as being located in an oil field or 
within an oil drilling area. The 
geotechnical report by Byer Geotechnical, 
Inc, dated October 10, 2014, indicated 
that the California Geological Survey has 
not mapped the site within an area where 
historic occurrence of liquefaction or 
geological, geotechnical, and 
groundwater conditions indicate a 
potential for permanent ground 
displacement such that mitigation as 
defined in Public Resources Code 
Section (2693 (c) would be required.
Also, the geotechnical report confirmed 
that the subject site is underlain by 
Pleistocene age marine deposits, which 
are not considered susceptible to 
liquefaction. The proposed project would 
be required to implement standard 
construction practices that would ensure 
that the integrity of the project site and 
the proposed structures is maintained. 
Construction will be required by the 
Department of Building and Safety to 
comply with the City of Los Angeles 
Uniform Building Code (UBC) which is 
designed to assure safe construction and 
includes building foundation requirements 
appropriate to site conditions. With the 
implementation of the Building Code 
requirements and the Department of 
Building and Safety’s Soils Report 
Approval Letter when issued, the potential 
for landslide lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse would 
be less-than-significant.
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A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would be built on 
expansive soils without proper site 
preparation or design features to provide 
adequate foundations for project 
buildings, thus, posing a hazard to life and 
property. Expansive soils have relatively 
high clay mineral and expand with the 
addition of water and shrink when dried, 
which can cause damage to overlying 
structures. However, the proposed project 
would be required to comply with the 
requirements of the UBC, LAMC, and 
other applicable building codes. 
Compliance with such requirements 
would reduce impacts related to 
expansive soils, and impacts would be 
less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT9-

A project would cause a significant impact 
if adequate wastewater disposal is not 
available. The project site is located in a 
highly urbanized area, where wastewater 
infrastructure is currently in place. The 
proposed project would connect to 
existing sewer lines that serve the project 
site and would not use septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant._________________________

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTh.

VII. GREEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Greenhouse gases (GHG) are those 
gaseous constituents of the 
atmosphere, both natural and human 
generated, that absorb and emit 
radiation at specific wavelengths within 
the spectrum of terrestrial radiation 
emitted by the earth’s surface, the 
atmosphere itself, and by clouds. The 
site is located within a TPA and is 
subject to SB 743, which encourages 
land use and transportation planning 
decisions that reduce vehicle miles 
traveled, which contribute to GHG 
emissions, as required by AB 32. While 
SB 743 comprises a major overhaul on 
how transportation impacts are 
evaluated under CEQA, it does not limit 
the ability of the City to regulate or 
study parking impacts causing 
greenhouse gas emissions pursuant to 
other land use regulations found in the 
Municipal Code. Sections 16.05 E.2 and 
G.2 authorize the Director to analyze 
and mitigate significant environmental 
impacts for projects requesting Site

VII-10LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

a.
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Plan Review. Therefore, the Director 
may study parking impacts related to 
greenhouse gas emissions. The project 
area along the Venice Corridor near the 
Centinela intersection is comprised of a 
mix of low-rise multi-family residential 
buildings and commercial buildings, 
generally built up to two stories in 
height. The City has adopted the LA 
Green Plan to provide a citywide plan 
for achieving the City’s GHG emissions 
targets, for both existing and future 
generation of GHG emissions. In order 
to implement the goal of improving 
energy conservation and efficiency, the 
Los Angeles City Council has adopted 
multiple ordinances and updates to 
establish the current Los Angeles 
Green Building Code (LAGBC) 
(Ordinance No.181,480). The LAGBC 
requires projects to achieve a 20 
percent reduction in potable water use 
and wastewater generation. As the 
LAGBC includes applicable provisions 
of the State’s CALGreen Code, a new 
development project that can 
demonstrate it complies with the 
LAGBC is considered consistent with 
statewide GHG reduction goals and 
policies including AB32 (California 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006). 
Through required implementation of 
the LAGBC, the proposed project 
would be consistent with local and 
statewide goals and policies aimed at 
reducing the generation of GHGs. 
Construction and operation of the 
project has the potential to generate 
greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly. The project will 
remove a thirty-year old retail 
commercial center with outdated 
building systems and associated 
asphalt parking lot and introduce an 
environmentally-sensitive building 
system that will have a net-positive 
impact on the site. The new 
construction will include a “Living 
Wall” and “Cool Roof’ on the roof 
garden; a photovoltaic space set-aside 
on the roof for future installation; open 
space amenities including a community 
garden, dog run, and green space; and 
additional bicycle lockers to promote 
active transportation. In addition, it will 
include UV sensitive windows to 
increase natural light and decrease
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heat transfer; sustainable flooring 
rather than non-renewable products; 
and LED and electro-luminescent 
lighting rather than incandescent or 
CFL lamps. In addition, The Los 
Angeles Department of 
Transportation’s (LADOT) Traffic 
Impact Assessment dated January 15, 
2016 calculated a net decrease in 
average daily car trips to/from the new 
project, as compared to its current use. 
Overall, with incorporation of such 
mitigation measures, the impacts 
would be less than significant. 
Therefore, with incorporation of 
mitigation measures, the proposed 
project’s generation of GHG emissions 
would not make a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to emissions 
and impacts would be less than 
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT The California legislature passed Senate 
Bill (SB) 375 to connect regional 
transportation planning to land use 
decisions made at a local level. SB 375 
requires the metropolitan planning 
organizations to prepare a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) in their 
regional transportation plans to achieve 
the per capita GHG reduction targets. For 
the SCAG region, the SCS is contained 
in the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS). The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 
focuses the majority of new housing and 
job growth in high-quality transit areas 
and other opportunity areas on existing 
main streets, in downtowns, and 
commercial corridors, resulting in more 
opportunity for transit-oriented 
development. In addition, SB 743, 
adopted September 27, 2013, 
encourages land use and transportation 
planning decisions that reduce vehicle 
miles traveled, which contribute to GHG 
emissions, as required by AB 32. The 
project would provide infill residential 
development adjacent to a major 
transportation corridor (ie, Venice 
Boulevard) and in a Transit Priority Area, 
and would not interfere with SCAG’s 
ability to implement the regional 
strategies outlined in the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS. The proposed project, 
therefore, would be consistent with 
statewide, regional and local goals and 
policies aimed at reducing GHG 
emissions and would result in a less-

b.
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than-significant impact related to plans 
that target the reduction of GHG 
emissions.
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. Construction of the proposed 
project would involve the temporary use 
of potentially hazardous materials, 
including vehicle fuels, oils, and 
transmission fluids. Operation of the 
project would involve the limited use and 
storage of common hazardous 
substances typical of those used in multi
family residential and retail/commercial 
developments, including lubricants, 
paints, solvents, custodial products (e.g., 
cleaning supplies), pesticides and other 
landscaping supplies, and vehicle fuels, 
oils, and transmission fluids. No uses or 
activities are proposed that would result 
in the use or discharge of unregulated 
hazardous materials and/or substances, 
or create a public hazard through 
transport, use, or disposal. As a mixed 
use residential/commercial development, 
the proposed project would not involve 
large quantities of hazardous materials 
that would require routine transport, use, 
or disposal. With compliance to 
applicable standards and regulations and 
adherence to manufacturer’s instructions 
related to the transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials, the proposed 
project would not create a significant 
hazard through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials, and 
impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTa.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb. A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project created a significant 
hazard to the public or environment due 
to a reasonably foreseeable release of 
hazardous materials. The existing 
commercial building on the project site 
was built in 1988 and therefore may 
contain asbestos-containing materials 
(ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP). 
Demolition of these buildings would have 
the potential to release asbestos fibers 
into the atmosphere if such materials 
exist and they are not properly stabilized 
or removed prior to demolition activities. 
The removal of asbestos is regulated by 
SCAQMD Rule 1403; therefore, any 
asbestos found on-site would be required 
to be removed in accordance with 
applicable regulations prior to demolition. 
Similarly, it is likely that lead-based paint 
is present in buildings constructed prior 
to 1979. Compliance with existing State 
laws regarding removal would be 
required, resulting in a less-than- 
significant impact.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Construction activities have the potential 
to result in the release, emission, 
handling, and disposal of hazardous 
materials within one-quarter mile of an 
existing school. There are no schools 
located within 500 feet of the project site. 
The proposed project would provide for a 
mixed-use, infill development that 
consists of residential and retail uses. 
These types of uses would be expected 
to use and store very small amounts of 
hazardous materials, such as paints, 
solvents, cleaners, pesticides, etc. All 
hazardous materials within the project 
site would be acquired, handled, used, 
stored, transported, and disposed of in 
accordance with all applicable federal, 
State, and local requirements. With this 
compliance, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact.

c.
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A significant impact would occur if the 
project site is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and would create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. 
The California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) maintains a 
database (EnviroStor) that provides 
access to detailed information on 
hazardous waste permitted sites and 
corrective action facilities, as well as 
existing site cleanup information. 
EnviroStor also provides information on 
investigation, cleanup, permitting, and/or 
corrective actions that are planned, being 
conducted, or have been completed 
under DTSC’s oversight. A review of 
EnviroStor did not identify any records of 
hazardous waste facilities on the project 
site. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not be located on a site that is 
included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites or create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment, and no impact 
would occur.

d. NO IMPACT

The project site is not located in an airport 
land use plan area, or within two miles of 
any public or public use airports, or 
private air strips. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the 
project area, and no impacts would occur.

NO IMPACTe.

The project site is not located in an airport 
land use plan area, or within two miles of 
any public or public use airports, or 
private air strips. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the 
project area, and no impacts would occur.

NO IMPACTf.

The nearest emergency route is Venice 
Boulevard directly adjacent to the north of 
the project site (City of Los Angeles, 
Safety Element of the Los Angeles City 
General Plan, Critical Facilities and 
Lifeline Systems, Exhibit H, November 
1996). The proposed project would not 
require the closure of any public or 
private streets and would not impede 
emergency vehicle access to the project 
site or surrounding area. Additionally, 
emergency access to and from the 
project site would be provided in 
accordance with requirements of the Los 
Angeles Fire Department (LAFD). 
Therefore, the proposed project would not

NO IMPACT9-
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impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACTh. A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project exposed people and 
structures to high risk of wildfire. The 
project site is located in a highly 
urbanized area of the City and the area 
surrounding the project site is completely 
developed. Accordingly, the project site 
and the surrounding area are not subject 
to wildland fires. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not expose people or 
structures to a risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wildland fires, and no impact 
would occur.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project discharges water that 
does not meet the quality standards of 
agencies which regulate surface water 
quality and water discharge into storm 
water drainage systems, or does not 
comply with all applicable regulations as 
governed by the Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board 
(LARWQCB). Stormwater runoff from the 
proposed project has the potential to 
introduce small amounts of pollutants into 
the stormwater system. Pollutants would 
be associated with runoff from 
landscaped areas (pesticides and 
fertilizers) and paved surfaces (ordinary 
household cleaners). Thus, the proposed 
project would be required to comply with 
the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) standards 
and the City’s Stormwater and Urban 
Runoff Pollution Control regulations 
(Ordinance No. 172,176 and No. 173,494) 
to ensure pollutant loads from the project 
site are minimized for downstream 
receiving waters. The ordinances contain 
requirements for construction activities 
and operation of projects to integrate low 
impact development practices and 
standards for stormwater pollution 
mitigation, and maximize open, green and 
pervious space on all projects consistent 
with the City’s landscape ordinance and 
other related requirements in the City’s 
Development Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) Handbook. 
Conformance would be ensured during 
the City’s building plan review and 
approval process. Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in less- 
than-significant impacts.

a.

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would substantially 
deplete groundwater or interferes with 
groundwater recharge. The proposed 
project would not require the use of 
groundwater at the project site. Potable 
water would be supplied by the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power 
(LADWP), which draws its water supplies 
from distant sources for which it conducts 
its own assessment and mitigation of 
potential environmental impacts. 
Therefore, the project would not require 
direct additions or withdrawals of 
groundwater. Excavation to accommodate 
subterranean levels is not proposed to a 
depth that would result in the interception

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb.
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of existing aquifers or penetration of the 
existing water table. Therefore, the impact 
on groundwater supplies or groundwater 
recharge would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would substantially alter 
the drainage pattern of an existing stream 
or river so that erosion or siltation would 
result. There are no streams or rivers 
located in the project vicinity. Project 
construction would temporarily expose on
site soils to surface water runoff. However, 
compliance with construction-related 
BMPs and/or the Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would control 
and minimize erosion and siltation. During 
project operation, storm water or any 
runoff irrigation waters would be directed 
into existing storm drains that are currently 
receiving surface water runoff under 
existing conditions. Significant alterations 
to existing drainage patterns within the 
project site and surrounding area would 
not occur. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in less-than-significant 
impact related to the alteration of drainage 
patterns and on- or off-site erosion or 
siltation.

c.

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant Impact would occur if the 
proposed project would substantially alter 
the drainage pattern of an existing stream 
or river such that flooding would result. 
There are no streams or rivers located in 
the project vicinity. During project 
operation, storm water or any runoff 
irrigation waters would be directed into 
existing storm drains that are currently 
receiving surface water runoff under 
existing conditions. Impermeable surfaces 
resulting from the development of the 
project would not substantially change the 
volume of stormwater runoff in a manner 
that would result in flooding on- or off-site. 
Accordingly, significant alterations to 
existing drainage patterns within the site 
and surrounding area would not occur. 
Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to the alteration of drainage 
patterns and on- or off-site flooding.
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A significant impact would occur if runoff 
water would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned storm drain systems 
serving the project site, or if the proposed 
project would substantially increase the 
probability that polluted runoff would 
reach the storm drain system. 
Site-generated surface water runoff would 
continue to flow to the City’s storm drain 
system. Any project that creates, adds, or 
replaces 500 square feet of impervious 
surface must comply with the Low impact 
Development (LID) Ordinance or 
alternatively, the City’s Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), as 
an LAMC requirement to address water 
runoff and storm water pollution. 
Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to existing storm drain capacities 
or water quality._____________________

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTe.

A significant impact may occur if a project 
includes potential sources of water 
pollutants that would have the potential to 
substantially degrade water quality. The 
proposed project does not include 
potential sources of contaminants, which 
could potentially degrade water quality 
and would comply with all federal, state 
and local regulations governing 
stormwater discharge. Therefore, no 
impact would occur._________________

f. NO IMPACT

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would be located within 
a 100-year or 500-year floodplain or 
would impede or redirect flood flows. 
According to the Safety Element of the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety 
Element of the Los Angeles City General 
Plan, Critical Facilities and Lifeline 
Systems, Exhibit F, the project site is not 
located within a 100-year or 500-year 
floodplain. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not be located in such 
areas, and no impact related to flood 
zones would occur.

NO IMPACT9-
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NO IMPACTh. A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would be located within 
a 100-year or 500-year floodplain or 
would impede or redirect flood flows. 
According to the Safety Element of the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety 
Element of the Los Angeles City General 
Plan, Critical Facilities and Lifeline 
Systems, Exhibit F, the project site is not 
located within a 100-year or 500-year 
floodplain. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not be located in such 
areas, and no impact related to flood 
zones would occur.

NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would be located within 
an area susceptible to flooding as a result 
of the failure of a levee or dam. The 
project site and the surrounding areas are 
not located within a flood hazard area. 
Accordingly, the proposed project would 
not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving flooding. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have no impact 
related to flooding.___________________

i.

NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would be located within 
an area susceptible to inundation by 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. A seiche is 
an oscillation of a body of water in an 
enclosed or semi-enclosed basin, such 
as a reservoir, harbor, or lake. A tsunami 
is a great sea wave produced by a 
significant undersea disturbance. 
Mudflows result from the down slope 
movement of soil and/or rock under the 
influence of gravity. The geotechnical 
report by Byer Geotechnical, Inc dated 
October 10, 2014, has confirmed that the 
site is not located near any lake or 
reservoir, and is not mapped within a 
Tsunami Inundation Area; therefore the 
risk from seiches or tsunamis is 
considered nil. The project site and the 
surrounding areas are not located near a 
water body to be inundated by seiche. 
Similarly, the project site and the 
surrounding areas are located 
approximately 4.5 miles east of the 
Pacific Ocean. Therefore, the project 
would have no impact related to 
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow.

J-
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would be sufficiently 
large or configured in such a way so as to 
create a physical barrier within an 
established community. A physical 
division of an established community is 
caused by an impediment to through 
travel or a physical barrier, such as a new 
freeway with limited access between 
neighborhoods on either side of the 
freeway, or major street closures. The 
proposed project would not involve any 
street vacation or closure or result in 
development of new thoroughfares or 
highways. The proposed project, the 
construction of new mixed-use 
development in an urbanized area in Los 
Angeles, would not divide an established 
community. Therefore a less than 
significant impact would occur._________

a.

A significant impact may occur if a project 
is inconsistent with the General Plan or 
zoning designations currently applicable 
to the project site, and would cause 
adverse environmental effects, which the 
General Plan and zoning ordinance are 
designed to avoid or mitigate. The site is 
located within the Palms-Mar Vista-Del 
Rey Community Plan Area. The site is 
zoned C2-1, with a General Plan land use 
designation of Community Commercial. 
The proposed project would be 
comprised of 77 residential dwelling units 
and 2,100 square feet of commercial 
retail uses. Both Commercial and 
Residential uses are permitted in C2 
zoned lots with a development density of 
400 square feet per dwelling unit and the 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is restricted to 
1.5:1 (LAMC). The proposed project 
would conform to the allowable land uses 
pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. The decision makers will determine 
whether discretionary requests will 
conflict with applicable plans/policies. 
Impacts related to land use have been 
mitigated elsewhere, or are addressed 
through compliance with existing 
regulations. Therefore, the impact would 
be less than significant._______________

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb.
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NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project were located within an 
area governed by a habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation 
plan. The project site is not subject to any 
habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan. Therefore, 
no impact would occur.

c.

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES
NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 

proposed project would result in the loss 
of availability of known mineral resources 
of regional value or locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site. The 
project site is not classified by the City as 
containing significant mineral deposits nor 
is it designated for mineral extraction land 
use. In addition, the project site is not 
identified by the City as being located in 
an oil field or within an oil drilling area. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not 
result in the loss of availability of any 
known, regionally- or locally-valuable 
mineral resource, and no impact would 
occur.

a.

NO IMPACTb. A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would result in the loss 
of availability of known mineral resources 
of regional value or locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site. The 
project site is not classified by the City as 
containing significant mineral deposits nor 
is it designated for mineral extraction land 
use. In addition, the project site is not 
identified by the City as being located in 
an oil field or within an oil drilling area. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not 
result in the loss of availability of any 
known, regionally- or locally-valuable 
mineral resource, and no impact would 
occur.

XII. NOISE
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

The City of Los Angeles has 
established policies and regulations 
concerning the generation and control 
of noise that could adversely affect its 
citizens and noise-sensitive land uses. 
Construction activity would result in 
temporary increases in ambient noise 
levels in the project area on an 
intermittent basis. Noise levels would 
fluctuate depending on the 
construction phase, equipment type 
and duration of use, distance between 
the noise source and receptor, and 
presence or absence of noise 
attenuation barriers. Construction 
noise for the project will cause a 
temporary increase in the ambient 
noise levels, but will be subject to the 
LAMC Sections 112.05 (Maximum 
Noise Level of Powered Equipment or 
Powered Hand Tools) and 41.40 (Noise 
Due to Construction, Excavation Work 
-When Prohibited) regarding 
construction hours and construction 
equipment noise thresholds. 
Construction and demolition shall be 
restricted to the hours of 7:00 
a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through 
Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on 
Saturday. The project shall comply 
with the City of Los Angeles General 
Plan Noise Element and Ordinance No. 
161,574, which prohibits the emission 
of creation of noise beyond certain 
levels at adjacent uses unless 
technically infeasible. Furthermore, 
with the incorporation of the mitigation 
measures, the impacts from project- 
related construction noise generated 
will be less than significant.

XII-20a.

Construction activities can generate 
varying degrees of vibration, 
depending on the construction 
procedures and the type of 
construction equipment used. The 
operation of construction equipment 
generates vibrations that spread 
through the ground and diminish with 
distance from the source. Unless 
heavy construction activities are 
conducted extremely close (within a 
few feet) to the neighboring structures, 
vibrations from construction activities 
rarely reach the levels that damage 
structures. Construction activities for 
the proposed project have the 
potential to generate low levels of

XII-20LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

b.
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groundborne vibration. The proposed 
development of 77 residential units 
would not involve the use of stationary 
equipment that would result in high 
vibration levels as part of its operation, 
which are more typical for large 
commercial and industrial projects. 
Although groundborne vibration at the 
project site and immediate vicinity may 
currently result from heavy-duty 
vehicular travel (e.g., refuse trucks and 
transit buses) on the nearby local 
roadways, the proposed land use at 
the project site would not result in the 
increased use of these heavy-duty 
vehicles on the public roadways. While 
refuse trucks would be used for the 
removal of solid waste at the project 
site, these trips would typically only 
occur once a week and would not be 
different than those presently 
occurring in the vicinity of the project 
site. Overall, by complying with 
regulations and incorporating 
mitigation measures, the project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact 
related to construction vibration.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
project caused a substantial permanent 
increase in noise levels above existing 
ambient levels. New stationary sources of 
noise, such as rooftop mechanical HVAC 
equipment, would be installed on the 
proposed development. The design of 
the equipment will be required to comply 
with LAMC Section 112.02, which 
prohibits noise from air conditioning, 
refrigeration, heating, pumping, and 
filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of 
other occupied properties by more than 
five dBA. With implementation of the 
regulations that address rooftop 
mechanical equipment, a substantial 
permanent increase for nearby sensitive 
receptors would be reduced to a less 
than significant level.

c.

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

A significant impact would occur if the 
project resulted in substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels. The Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide establishes 
the threshold for a significant impact 
of construction noise if construction 
activities lasting more than one day 
would increase the ambient noise

XII-20
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levels by 10 dBA or more at any off
site noise-sensitive location. In 
addition, the Los Angeles CEQA 
Thresholds Guide also states that 
construction activities lasting more 
than ten days in a three-month period, 
which would increase ambient exterior 
noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a 
noise sensitive use, would also 
normally result in a significant impact. 
As discussed above, with 
incorporation of mitigation measures 
to ensure the proposed project would 
not result in a substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity, impacts 
are expected to be less than 
significant for construction and 
operational noise and vibration.
A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels from a public 
airport or public use airport. The 
proposed project is not located within two 
miles of a public airport or public use 
airport. The project site is outside of the 
Los Angeles International Airport Land 
Use Plan. Accordingly, the proposed 
project would not expose people working 
or residing in the project area to 
excessive noise levels from a public 
airport or public use airport.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACTe.

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels from a private 
airstrip. The proposed project is not within 
the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Accordingly, the proposed project would 
not expose people working or residing in 
the project area to excessive noise levels 
from a private airstrip. Therefore, no 
impact would occur.

f. NO IMPACT
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A potentially significant impact would 

occur if the proposed project would 
induce substantial population growth that 
would not have otherwise occurred as 
rapidly or in as great a magnitude. The 
proposed project would result in the 
development of 77 residential units. The 
increase in residential population 
resulting from the proposed project would 
not be considered substantial in 
consideration of anticipated growth for the 
Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community 
Plan, and is within the Southern California 
Association of Governments' (SCAG) 
2020 population projections for the City in 
their 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan. The project would meet a growing 
demand for housing near jobs and 
transportation centers, consistent with 
State, regional and local regulations 
designed to reduce trips and greenhouse 
gas emissions. Operation of the proposed 
project would not induce substantial 
population growth in the project area, 
either directly or indirectly. The physical 
secondary or indirect impacts of 
population growth such as increased 
traffic or noise have been adequately 
mitigated in other portions of this 
document. Therefore, the impact would 
be less than significant.

a.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTb. A potentially significant impact would 
occur if the proposed project would 
displace a substantial quantity of existing 
residences or a substantial number of 
people. The proposed project would result 
in the demolition of existing commercial 
spaces rather than residences, and 
involves construction of 77 new 
residential units, thereby accommodating 
more residences for the local Mar Vista 
community. Because there is no existing 
affordable housing on-site, the proposed 
project would not be subject to the tenant 
relocation and displacement requirements 
of the City. Therefore, the project has less 
than significant impacts.
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A potentially significant impact would 
occur if the proposed project would 
displace a substantial quantity of existing 
residences or a substantial number of 
people. The proposed project would result 
in the demolition of existing commercial 
spaces rather than residences, and 
involves construction of 77 new 
residential units, thereby accommodating 
more residences for the local Mar Vista 
community. Because there is no existing 
affordable housing on-site, the proposed 
project would not be subject to the tenant 
relocation and displacement requirements 
of the City. Therefore, the project has less 
than significant impacts.______________

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTc.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES
A significant impact would occur if the 
Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) 
could not adequately serve the 
proposed project, necessitating a new 
or physically altered station. The 
project site and the surrounding area 
are currently served by one LAFD 
station -- Fire Station 62, located at 
11970 Venice Avenue (approximately 
1.2 miles northeast of the project site). 
The proposed project would result in a 
net increase of 77 residential units, 
which could increase the number of 
emergency calls and demand for LAFD 
fire and emergency services. To 
maintain the level of fire protection 
and emergency services, the LAFD 
may require additional fire personnel 
and equipment. However, given that 
there is an existing fire station in close 
proximity to the project site, it is not 
anticipated that there would be a need 
to build a new or expand an existing 
fire station to serve the proposed 
project and maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or 
other performance objectives for fire 
protection. By analyzing data from 
previous years and continuously 
monitoring current data regarding 
response times, types of incidents, 
and call frequencies, LAFD can shift 
resources to meet local demands for 
fire protection and emergency 
services. The proposed project may 
result in capacity or service level 
problems or may result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities in order

XIV-10LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

a.
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to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance 
objectives for fire protection. 
Therefore mitigation measures will 
help reduce the impacts to a less than 
significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

b. A significant impact would occur if the 
Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) 
could not adequately serve the 
proposed project, necessitating a new 
or physically altered station. The 
proposed project would result in a net 
increase of 77 residential units and 
commercial use which could increase 
demand for police service. The project 
site and the surrounding area are 
currently served by LAPD’s Pacific 
Community Police Station located at 
12312 Culver Boulevard (approximately 
1.3 miles from the project site). Prior to 
the issuance of a building permit, the 
LAPD would review the project plans 
to ensure that the design of the project 
follows the LAPD’s Design Out Crime 
Program, an initiative that introduces 
the techniques of Crime Prevention 
Through Environmental Design 
(CPTED) to all City departments 
beyond the LAPD. Through the 
incorporation of these techniques into 
the project design, in combination with 
the safety features already 
incorporated into the proposed project, 
the proposed project would neither 
create capacity/service level problems 
nor result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance 
objectives for police protection. 
Regarding operations, in the event a 
situation should arise requiring 
increased staffing or patrol units, 
additional resources can be called in.
In addition, incorporation of mitigation 
measures during construction, such as 
the installation of temporary 
construction fencing, can help screen 
the construction activity from view and 
keep unpermitted persons from 
entering the construction area. 
Therefore, with incorporation of the 
mitigation measures, the proposed 
project would result in a less-than-

XIV-20, XIV-30
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significant impact related to police 
protection services.

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would include substantial 
employment or population growth, which 
could generate a demand for school 
facilities that would exceed the capacity of 
the school district. The proposed project 
would add 77 residential units, which 
could increase enrollment at schools that 
service the area. However, development 
of the proposed project would be subject 
to California Government Code Section 
65995, which would allow LAUSD to 
collect impact fees from developers of 
new residential and commercial space. 
Conformance to California Government 
Code Section 65995 is deemed to provide 
full and complete mitigation of impacts to 
school facilities. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in a less-than- 
significant impact to public schools.______

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTc.

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would exceed the 
capacity or capability of the local park 
system to serve the proposed project.
The City of Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks (RAP) is 
responsible for the provision, 
maintenance, and operation of public 
recreational and park facilities and 
services in the City. The proposed project 
would result in a net increase of 77 units, 
which could result in increased demand 
for parks and recreation facilities. 
Pursuant to Section 21.10 of the LAMC, 
the applicant shall pay the Dwelling Unit 
Construction Tax for construction of 
apartment buildings. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not create 
capacity or service level problems, or 
result in substantial physical impacts 
associated with the provision or new or 
altered parks facilities. Accordingly, the 
proposed project would result in a less- 
than-significant impact on park facilities.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTd.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would result in 
substantial employment or population 
growth that could generate a demand for 
other public facilities, including libraries, 
which exceed the capacity available to 
serve the project site, necessitating new 
or physically altered public facilities, the 
construction of which would cause 
significant environmental impacts. The 
proposed project would result in a net 
increase of 77 residential units, which 
could result in increased demand for 
library services and resources of the Los 
Angeles Public Library System. However, 
the proposed project would not create 
substantial capacity or service level 
problems that would require the provision 
of new or expanded public facilities in 
order to maintain an acceptable level of 
service for libraries and other public 
facilities. Therefore, the proposed project 
would result in a less-than-significant 
impact on other public facilities.

e.

XV. RECREATION
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 

proposed project would exceed the 
capacity or capability of the local park 
system to serve the proposed project.
The City of Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks (RAP) is 
responsible for the provision, 
maintenance, and operation of public 
recreational and park facilities and 
services in the City. The proposed project 
would result in a net increase of 77 units, 
which could result in increased demand 
for parks and recreation facilities. 
Pursuant to Section 21.10 of the LAMC, 
the applicant shall pay the Dwelling Unit 
Construction Tax for construction of 
apartment buildings. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not create 
capacity or service level problems, or 
result in substantial physical impacts 
associated with the provision or new or 
altered parks facilities. Accordingly, the 
proposed project would result in a less- 
than-significant impact on park facilities.

a.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would exceed the 
capacity or capability of the local park 
system to serve the proposed project. 
The City of Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks (RAP) is 
responsible for the provision,

b.
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maintenance, and operation of public 
recreational and park facilities and 
services in the City. The proposed project 
would result in a net increase of 77 units, 
which could result in increased demand 
for parks and recreation facilities. 
Pursuant to Section 21.10 of the LAMC, 
the applicant shall pay the Dwelling Unit 
Construction Tax for construction of 
apartment buildings. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not create 
capacity or service level problems, or 
result in substantial physical impacts 
associated with the provision or new or 
altered parks facilities. Accordingly, the 
proposed project would result in a less- 
than-significant impact on park facilities.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
A significant impact may occur if the 
project conflicts with an applicable plan, 
ordinance, or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system.
The Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) has reviewed the 
traffic analysis prepared by Clive S. 
Grawe, dated January 15, 2016, for the 
proposed project. Future traffic has been 
analyzed for net increases in trips for 
both daily and P.M. It was found to have 
net increases in trips for A.M. only of +26 
(which is less than 42 trips required for a 
traffic study). Average daily traffic 
associated with the proposed project is 
estimated to be less than significant 
according to LADOT, as it does not meet 
their threshold for traffic impact analysis. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant._________________________

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTa.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact may occur if the 
proposed project individually or 
cumulatively exceeded the service 
standards of the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(Metro) Congestion Management 
Program (CMP). This program was 
created Statewide as a result of 
Proposition 111 and has been 
implemented locally by Metro. The CMP 
for Los Angeles County requires that the 
traffic impacts of individual development 
projects of potential regional significance 
be analyzed. Specific arterial roadways 
and all State highways comprise the CMP 
system, and a total of 164 intersections 
are identified for monitoring throughout 
Los Angeles County. The local CMP 
requires that all CMP monitoring 
intersections be analyzed where a project 
would likely add more than 50 trips during 
either the a.m. or p.m. peak hours. The 
project is the construction of a 77-unit 
apartment building on a site currently 
occupied by a two story commercial 
structure. Although the new project will 
result in an increase in trips, the increase 
would not add more than 50 trips (LADOT 
determined +26) during either the a.m. or
p.m. peak hours. Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant.__________

b.

NO IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would cause a change 
in air traffic patterns that would result in a 
substantial safety risk. The proposed 
project does not include an aviation 
component or include features that would 
interfere with air traffic patterns. 
Therefore, no impact would occur.

c.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would substantially 
increase an existing hazardous design 
feature or introduce incompatible 
uses to the existing traffic pattern. As 
discussed above, LADOT confirmed 
that the project did not meet the 
threshold for a traffic study and 
therefore identified no significant 
impacts regarding transportation or 
traffic. The proposed project will close 
off existing vehicular access 
driveways along Venice Boulevard, 
and vehicular access will enter from 
the rear alley. The construction of new 
sidewalks may obstruct pedestrian 
access and safety. If the new 
sidewalks are not properly designed

d. XVI-40, XVI-50, XVI-80
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and constructed, it could potentially 
conflict with pedestrian circulation in 
the area. Furthermore, the project 
may have potentially significant 
impacts on pedestrians on the street 
during construction phases. With 
implementation of the referenced 
mitigation measure, the potential 
impacts related to hazards would be 
reduced to less-than-significant.

A significant impact may occur if the 
project design threatened the ability of 
emergency vehicles to access and serve 
the project site or adjacent uses. The 
nearest emergency/disaster routes to the 
project site is Venice Boulevard to the 
north, and Centinela Avenue to the east 
(City of Los Angeles, General Plan Safety 
Element Exhibit H, Critical Facilities & 
Lifeline Systems, 1996). The proposed 
project would not require the closure of 
any public or private streets and would 
not impede emergency vehicle access to 
the project site or surrounding area. 
Additionally, emergency access to and 
from the project site would be provided in 
accordance with requirements of the Los 
Angeles Fire Department (LAFD). 
Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in inadequate emergency 
access, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACTe.

A significant impact may occur if the 
proposed project would conflict with 
adopted policies or involve modification of 
existing alternative transportation facilities 
located on- or off-site. The proposed 
project would not require the disruption of 
public transportation services or the 
alteration of public transportation routes. 
Since the proposed project would not 
modify or conflict with any alternative 
transportation policies, plans or 
programs, it would have no impact on 
such programs.

NO IMPACTf.
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

A significant impact would occur if 
the proposed project would exceed 
wastewater treatment requirements of 
the Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (LARWQCB).
All wastewater from the project would 
be treated according to requirements 
of the NPDES permit authorized by 
the LARWQCB. The City’s Department 
of Public Works provides wastewater 
services for the site, and generated 
wastewater is transferred to the 
Hyperion Treatment Plant. The 
proposed project is located in a 
Sewer Capacity Threshold Area, per 
LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, Exhibits 
M.2-1 - M.2-12. Requirements for 
more efficient water-usage will reduce 
both water demand and wastewater 
production for the project. 
Additionally, the project-related 
increase in wastewater generation 
would represent a small fraction of 
the permitted annual flow increase for 
the HTP. Therefore, with the 
incorporation of mitigation measures, 
the proposed project would not be 
expected to exceed the wastewater 
treatment requirements of the 
RWQCB, and therefore would result in 
a less-than-significant impact related 
to wastewater treatment requirements 
through water-conservation 
measures.

XVil-20, XVII-40a.
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A significant impact would occur if 
the proposed project would increase 
water consumption or wastewater 
generation to such a degree that the 
capacity of facilities currently serving 
the project site would be exceeded. 
The Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power (LADWP) conducts water 
planning based on forecast 
population growth. The addition of 77 
residential units as a result of the 
proposed project would be consistent 
with Citywide growth, and, therefore, 
the project demand for water is not 
anticipated to require new water 
supply entitlements and/or require the 
expansion of existing or construction 
of new water treatment facilities 
beyond those already considered in 
the LADWP 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan. Prior to any 
construction activities, the project 
applicant would be required to 
coordinate with the City of Los 
Angeles Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) 
to determine the exact wastewater 
conveyance requirements of the 
proposed project, and any upgrades 
to the wastewater lines in the vicinity 
of the project site that are needed to 
adequately serve the proposed 
project would be undertaken as part 
of the project. Therefore, with 
mitigation incorporated, the proposed 
project would have a less-than- 
significant impact related to water or 
wastewater infrastructure.

XVII-20, XVII-40LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

b

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would increase surface 
water runoff, resulting in the need for 
expanded off-site storm water drainage 
facilities. Development of the proposed 
project would maintain existing drainage 
patterns; site-generated surface water 
runoff would continue to flow to the City's 
storm drain system. The proposed 
project would not create or contribute 
runoff water that would exacerbate any 
existing deficiencies in the storm drain 
system or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in a less- 
than-significant impact related to existing 
storm drain capacities._______________

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTc.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTd. A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would increase water 
consumption or wastewater generation to 
such a degree that the capacity of 
facilities currently serving the project site 
would be exceeded. The Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power 
(LADWP) conducts water planning based 
on forecast population growth. The 
addition of 77 residential units as a result 
of the proposed project would be 
consistent with Citywide growth, and, 
therefore, the project demand for water is 
not anticipated to require new water 
supply entitlements and/or require the 
expansion of existing or construction of 
new water treatment facilities beyond 
those already considered in the LADWP 
2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 
Prior to any construction activities, the 
project applicant would be required to 
coordinate with the City of Los Angeles 
Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) to determine 
the exact wastewater conveyance 
requirements of the proposed project, 
and any upgrades to the wastewater lines 
in the vicinity of the project site that are 
needed to adequately serve the proposed 
project would be undertaken as part of 
the project. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant 
impact related to water or wastewater 
infrastructure.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would increase 
water consumption or wastewater 
generation to such a degree that the 
capacity of facilities currently serving 
the project site would be exceeded. 
The Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power (LADWP) conducts water 
planning based on forecast population 
growth. The addition of 77 residential 
units as a result of the proposed 
project would be consistent with 
Citywide growth, and, therefore, the 
project demand for water is not 
anticipated to require new water 
supply entitlements and/or require the 
expansion of existing or construction 
of new water treatment facilities 
beyond those already considered in 
the LADWP 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan. Prior to any 
construction activities, the project 
applicant would be required to 
coordinate with the City of Los 
Angeles Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) to 
determine the exact wastewater

XVII-20, XVII-40e.
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conveyance requirements of the 
proposed project, and any upgrades 
to the wastewater lines in the vicinity 
of the project site that are needed to 
adequately serve the proposed project 
would be undertaken as part of the 
project. Therefore, with mitigation 
measures incorporated, the proposed 
project would have a less-than- 
significant impact related to water or 
wastewater infrastructure.

A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project’s solid waste generation 
exceeded the capacity of permitted 
landfills. The Los Angeles Bureau of 
Sanitation {BOS) and private waste 
management companies are responsible 
for the collection, disposal, and recycling 
of solid waste within the City, including 
the project site. Solid waste during the 
operation of the proposed project is 
anticipated to be collected by the BOS 
and private waste haulers, respectively. 
As the City's own landfills have all been 
closed and are non-operational, the 
destinations are private landfills. In 
compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 939, 
the project applicant would be required to 
implement a Solid Waste Diversion 
Program and divert at least 50 percent of 
the solid waste generated by the project 
from the applicable landfill site. The 
proposed project would also comply with 
all federal, State, and local regulations 
related to solid waste. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have a less-than- 
significant impact related to solid waste.

f. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT A significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project’s solid waste generation 
exceeded the capacity of permitted 
landfills. The Los Angeles Bureau of 
Sanitation (BOS) and private waste 
management companies are responsible 
for the collection, disposal, and recycling 
of solid waste within the City, including 
the project site. Solid waste during the 
operation of the proposed project is 
anticipated to be collected by the BOS 
and private waste haulers, respectively. 
As the City's own landfills have all been 
closed and are non-operational, the 
destinations are private landfills. In 
compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 939, 
the project applicant would be required to 
implement a Solid Waste Diversion

9-
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Program and divert at least 50 percent of 
the solid waste generated by the project 
from the applicable landfill site. The 
proposed project would also comply with 
all federal, State, and local regulations 
related to solid waste. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have a less-than- 
significant impact related to solid waste.

XVI I. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT Based on the analysis in this Initial 

Study, the proposed project would not 
have the potential to degrade the quality 
of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, or 
reduce the number or restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plant or animal. 
Implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified and compliance with 
existing regulations would reduce 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.

a.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

A significant impact may occur if the 
proposed project, in conjunction with 
the related projects, would result in 
impacts that are less than significant 
when viewed separately but 
significant when viewed together. 
Although projects may be constructed 
in the project vicinity, the cumulative 
impacts to which the proposed project 
would contribute would be less than 
significant, with incorporation of the 
above mitigation measures.

b. XVIII-10

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED

A significant impact may occur if the 
proposed project has the potential to 
result in significant impacts, as 
discussed in the preceding sections. 
All potential impacts of the proposed 
project have been identified, and 
mitigation measures have been 
prescribed, where applicable, 
to reduce all potential impacts to less- 
than-significant levels. Upon 
implementation of mitigation 
measures identified and compliance 
with existing regulations, the 
proposed project would not have the 
potential to result in substantial 
adverse impacts on human beings 
either directly or indirectly.

XVIII-20, XVIII-30c.
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MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires a Lead Agency to adopt a “reporting or 
monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, 
adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment” (Mitigation 
Monitoring Program, Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines provides additional direction on 
mitigation monitoring or reporting). This Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) has been 
prepared in compliance with the requirements of CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 
21081.6, and Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines. The City of Los Angeles is the Lead 
Agency for this project.

A Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been prepared to address the potential 
environmental impacts of the Project. Where appropriate, this environmental document 
identified Project design features, regulatory compliance measures, or recommended mitigation 
measures to avoid or to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts of the Proposed 
Project. This Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) is designed to monitor implementation of 
the mitigation measures identified for the Project.

The MMP is subject to review and approval by the City of Los Angeles as the Lead Agency as 
part of the approval process of the project, and adoption of project conditions. The required 
mitigation measures are listed and categorized by impact area, as identified in the MND.

The Project Applicant shall be responsible for implementing all mitigation measures, unless 
otherwise noted, and shall be obligated to provide documentation concerning implementation of 
the listed mitigation measures to the appropriate monitoring agency and the appropriate 
enforcement agency as provided for herein. All departments listed below are within the City of 
Los Angeles unless otherwise noted. The entity responsible for the implementation of all 
mitigation measures shall be the Project Applicant unless otherwise noted.
As shown on the following pages, each required mitigation measure for the proposed Project is 
listed and categorized by impact area, with accompanying discussion of:

Enforcement Agency - the agency with the power to enforce the Mitigation Measure.

Monitoring Agency - the agency to which reports involving feasibility, compliance, 
implementation and development are made, or whom physically monitors the project 
for compliance with mitigation measures.

Monitoring Phase - the phase of the Project during which the Mitigation Measure shall 
be monitored.

Pre-Construction, including the design phase
Construction
Pre-Operation
Operation (Post-construction)
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Monitoring Frequency - the frequency of which the Mitigation Measure shall be 
monitored.

Action Indicating Compliance - the action of which the Enforcement or Monitoring 
Agency indicates that compliance with the required Mitigation Measure has been 
implemented.

The MMP performance shall be monitored annually to determine the effectiveness of the 
measures implemented in any given year and reevaluate the mitigation needs for the upcoming 
year.

It is the intent of this MMP to:

Verify compliance of the required mitigation measures of the MND;

Provide a methodology to document implementation of required mitigation;

Provide a record and status of mitigation requirements;

Identify monitoring and enforcement agencies;

Establish and clarify administrative procedures for the clearance of mitigation measures;

Establish the frequency and duration of monitoring and reporting; and

Utilize the existing agency review processes’ wherever feasible.

This MMP shall be in place throughout all phases of the proposed Project. The entity 
responsible for implementing each mitigation measure is set forth within the text of the 
mitigation measure. The entity responsible for implementing the mitigation shall also be 
obligated to provide certification, as identified below, to the appropriate monitoring 
agency and the appropriate enforcement agency that compliance with the required 
mitigation measure has been implemented.

After review and approval of the final MMP by the Lead Agency, minor changes and 
modifications to the MMP are permitted, but can only be made by the Applicant or its successor 
subject to the approval by the City of Los Angeles through a public hearing. The Lead Agency, 
in conjunction with any appropriate agencies or departments, will determine the adequacy of any 
proposed change or modification. The flexibility is necessary in light of the proto-typical nature 
of the MMP, and the need to protect the environment with a workable program. No changes will 
be permitted unless the MMP continues to satisfy the requirements of CEQA, as determined by 
the Lead Agency.
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MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
Aesthetics

I-0 Project Design

See Project Design Section for further information.

Green House Gas Emissions

VII-10 Greenhouse Gas

Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to increased greenhouse gas 
emissions. However, the impact can be reduced to a less than significant level though 
compliance with the following measure(s):

Low- and non-VOC containing paints, sealants, adhesives, solvents, asphalt primer, and 
architectural coatings (where used), or pre-fabricated architectural panels shall be used in 
the construction of the Project to reduce VOC emissions to the maximum extent 
practicable.

To encourage carpooling and the use of electric vehicles by Project residents and visitors, 
at least twenty (20)% of the total code-required parking spaces provided for all types 
of parking facilities, but in no case less than one location, shall be capable of supporting 
future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE). Plans shall indicate the proposed type 
and location(s) of EVSE and also include raceway method(s), wiring schematics and 
electrical calculations to verify that the electrical system has sufficient capacity to 
simultaneously charge all electric vehicles at all designated EV charging locations at their 
full rated amperage. Plan design shall be based upon Level 2 or greater EVSE at its 
maximum operating ampacity. Only raceways and related components are required to be 
installed at the time of construction. When the application of the 20% results in a 
fractional space, round up to the next whole number. A label stating “EVCAPABLE” 
shall be posted in a conspicuous place at the service panel or subpanel and next to the 
raceway termination point.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety; SCAQMD

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspections during construction
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Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

The Project shall meet the Tier 1 requirements of the Los Angeles Green Building Code.

The Project shall meet the Tier 2 requirements of the Los Angeles Green Building Code.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

Noise

XII-20 Increased Noise Levels (Demolition, Grading, and Construction Activities)

Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00 pm 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday.
Demolition and construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels.
The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise 
shielding and muffling devices.
A temporary noise control barrier shall be installed on the property line of the 
construction site abutting residential uses. The noise control barrier shall be engineered to 
reduce construction-related noise levels at the adjacent residential structures with a goal 
of a reduction of 10dBA. The supporting structure shall be engineered and erected 
according to applicable codes. The temporary barrier shall remain in place until all 
windows have been installed and all activities on the project site are complete.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy or Use of Land
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Public Services

Public Services (Fire)XIV-10
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the project 
in an area having marginal fire protection facilities. However, this potential impact will be 
mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measure:

The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fre safety shall be 
incorporated into the building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for 
approval by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a final map or the 
approval of a building permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design 
features: fire lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures 
must be within 300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any dwelling unit or 
guest room shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal travel from the edge 
of the roadway of an improved street or approved fre lane.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

Public Services (Police - Demolition/Construction Sites)XIV-20

Temporary construction fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the active construction 
areas to screen as much of the construction activity from view at the local street level and to keep 
unpermitted persons from entering the construction area.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspections during construction

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off
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Public Services (Police)
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the project 
in an area having marginal police services. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a 
less than significant level by the following measure:

XIV-30

The plans shall incorporate the design guidelines relative to security, semi-public and 
private spaces, which may include but not be limited to access control to building, 
secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated public and 
semi-public space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of 
concealment, location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, 
and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Please refer 
to "Design Out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design", 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department. Contact the Community Relations 
Division, located at 100 W. 1st Street, #250, Los Angeles, CA 90012; (213) 486-6000. 
These measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of 
building permits.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

Transportation and Traffic

Safety HazardsXVI-40
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to hazards to safety from 
design features (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses. However, 
the potential impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measure:

The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site to ensure pedestrian, 
bicycles, and vehicle safety.
The applicant shall submit a parking and driveway plan that incorporates design features 
that reduce accidents, to the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Transportation 
for approval.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, Los Angeles Bureau of 
Engineering, Los Angeles Department of Transportation

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Page 6



09/16/2016ENV-2016-2229-MND

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit.

Inadequate Emergency AccessXVI-50
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to inadequate emergency 
access. However, these impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level by the following
measure:

The applicant shall submit a parking and driveway plan to the Bureau of Engineering and 
the Department of Transportation for approval that provides code-required emergency 
access.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, Los Angeles 
Department of Engineering, Los Angeles Department of Transportation

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit.

Pedestrian SafetyXVI-80

Applicant shall plan construction and construction staging as to maintain pedestrian 
access on adjacent sidewalks throughout all construction phases. This requires the 
applicant to maintain adequate and safe pedestrian protection, including physical 
separation (including utilization of barriers such as K-Rails or scaffolding, etc) from 
work space and vehicular traffic and overhead protection, due to sidewalk closure or 
blockage, at all times.
Temporary pedestrian facilities shall be adjacent to the project site and provide safe, 
accessible routes that replicate as nearly as practical the most desirable characteristics of 
the existing facility.
Covered walkways shall be provided where pedestrians are exposed to potential injury 
from falling objects.
Applicant shall keep sidewalk open during construction until only when it is absolutely 
required to close or block sidewalk for construction staging. Sidewalk shall be reopened 
as soon as reasonably feasible taking construction and construction staging into account.

Page 7



09/16/2016ENV-2016-2229-MND

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, LADOT, BOE

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

Public Utilities and Service Systems

Utilities (Local Water Supplies - All New Construction)XVII-20
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the cumulative increase in 
demand on the City's water supplies. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a less 
than significant level by the following measures:

If conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power may postpone new water 
connections for this project until water supply capacity is adequate.
Install high-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-flush water closets, 
and high-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5 gpf), including no-fush or waterless urinals, 
in all restrooms as appropriate.
Install restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

Utilities (Local Water Supplies - New Residential)XVII-40
Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the cumulative increase in 
demand on the City's water supplies. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a less 
than significant level by the following measures:
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Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall, having a flow rate no greater than
2.0 gallons per minute.
Install and utilize only high-efficiency clothes waters (water factor of 6.0 or less) in the 
project, if proposed to be provided in either individual units and/or in a common laundry 
room(s). If such appliance is to be furnished by tenant, this requirement shall be 
incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring 
compliance.
Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated dishwaters in the project, if 
proposed to be provided. If such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this requirement 
shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant shall be responsible for 
ensuring compliance.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval
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Mandatory Findings of Significance

Cumulative ImpactsXVIII-10
There may be environmental impacts which are individually limited, but significant when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future 
projects. However, these cumulative impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level 
though compliance with the above mitigation measures.

Effects on Human BeingsXVIII-20
The project has potential environmental effects which cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly. However, these potential impacts will be mitigated to a less 
than significant level through compliance with the above mitigation measures.

XVIII-30
The conditions outlined in this proposed mitigated negative declaration which are not already 
required by law shall be required as condition(s) of approval by the decision-making body except 
as noted on the face page of this document. Therefore, it is concluded that no significant impacts 
are apparent which might result from this project's implementation.

End
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Project Design Features
In addition to the required mitigation measures, the project also includes project design features 
that prevent any significant impacts from occurring through design. These project design features 
are included below, and are conditions of the project that must be monitored and enforced as if 
they were mitigation measures. While these project design features are not required by the code, 
the City of Los Angeles has required them of the project, and they may not be deleted except by 
public hearing. These project design features are listed below:

Project Design Feature:

In addition to the required mitigation measures, the project also includes project 
design features that prevent any significant impacts from occurring through design. 
These project design features are included below, and are conditions of the project 
that must be monitored and enforced as if they were mitigation measures. While these 
project design features are not required by the code, the City of Los Angeles has 
required them of the project, and they may not be deleted except by public hearing. 
These project design features are listed below:

The Project shall provide a primary residential building lobby, pedestrian-oriented 
retail or other active uses, streetscape seating, and drought-resistant landscaping to 
enhance its frontage along Venice Boulevard as shown in Exhibit A.

All building entrances shall be enhanced with a combination of recesses, architectural 
treatments, distinctive materials or lighting, entryway awnings, textured paving, or 
attractive signage.

Entryway treatments, such as 
compatible in size, scale, and color, as well as be integral to, the overall building 
design. Awnings shall be made out of a material consistent with the building design 
as shown in Exhibit A.

awnings and canopies, shall be designed to be

Each ground-floor fa9ade shall have a minimum of sixty (60) percent clear 
transparency with non-refective glass, and shall remain free of opaque materials that 
obscure ground-floor windows and block visibility from sidewalk areas into the 
interior of the building.

The Project shall provide horizontal architectural treatments and/or fa9ade 
articulations such as cornices, friezes, awnings, pedestrian amenities, or other features 
for the first thirty (30) feet of building height. The Project shall incorporate varying 
design to provide definition for each floor, and incorporate high-end finishes and 
landscaped areas at the ground floor to create a distinct building “base” for pedestrian 
scale.
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The Project shall provide vertical architectural treatments and/or fa9ade articulations 
such as columns, pilasters, indentations, storefront bays, windows, landscaping, or 
other features for at least every twenty-five (25) feet on center.

The residential portion of the building shall be differentiated from the ground floor 
commercial by upper level step-backs, changes in color, texture, or materials, 
recessed balconies, or other changes in the building plane. The uppermost residential 
level shall be stepped back, in substantial conformance with Exhibit A, to reduce the 
massing of the building.

Exterior security grilles or permanently affixed security bars, roll-down grilles that 
conceal storefront windows, and chain link fences that are visible from Venice 
Boulevard or Wasatch Avenue are prohibited. Stores should use alternatives such as 
interior security grilles, or vandal-proof glazing which is resistant to impact.

The exterior elevations shall incorporate no more than three complementary building 
materials and colors each, as shown in Exhibit A.

All exterior lighting shall be low-intensity and shielded to prevent glare or light 
spillover to pedestrians and adjacent properties.

All areas of a site not occupied by buildings or driveways shall be landscaped at site 
entrances and along walkways. Landscaping consisting of small trees, planter boxes, 
or tubs of flowers should be provided, where feasible. Plants shall not obstruct the 
pedestrian right-of-way nor create inappropriate visual or physical barriers for 
vehicles or pedestrians. Landscaping shall consist of plant materials, such as trees and 
shrubs or ground cover, that are native or drought-tolerant. Trees shall be planted in 
the adjacent public right-of-way at a ratio of one tree for every thirty (30) feet of lot 
frontage or to the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry Division, Bureau of Street 
Services, Department of Public Works.

The Project shall locate all vehicular access, loading, and trash off the rear alley as 
shown in Exhibit A. Trash storage bins shall not be visible from public right-of way 
or adjacent residences.

All exterior mechanical equipment, including HVAC equipment, satellite dishes, 
cellular antennas, shall not be visible from public rights-of-way. Equipment shall be 
enclosed or screened through use of building parapets, masonry walls, or other 
architectural treatments that are integral to the building’s form.

In accordance with LAMC Sec 12.21 A.16, short-term bicycle parking shall be 
located along Venice Boulevard or Wasatch Avenue to maximize visibility and 
access from building entrances. Long-term bicycle parking shall be provided within 
the at-grade parking level, with an entrance from the building lobby for ease of 
accessibility.
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The project shall configure twenty (20) percent of vehicular parking spaces with 
electric vehicle charging stations, and provide solar-ready roofs.

Impact Area: Aesthetics

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of City Planning (plan review); Los Angeles
Department of Building and Safety (operation)

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of City Planning (plan review); Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety (operation and maintenance)

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction; Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check for Project; Once, during field inspection

Plan approval and issuance of applicable building permitAction Indicating Compliance:
(Preconstruction); Issuance of Use of Land Permit(Construction)
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Regulatory Compliance Measures
In addition to the Mitigation Measures required of the project, and any proposed Project Design 
Features, the applicant shall also adhere to any applicable Regulatory Compliance Measures 
required by law. Listed below is a list of often required Regulatory Compliance Measures. Please 
note that requirements are determined on a case by case basis, and these are an example of the 
most often required Regulatory Compliance Measures.

AESTHETICS

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AE-1 (Hillside): Compliance with Baseline 
Hillside Ordinance. To ensure consistency with the Baseline Hillside Ordinance, the project 
shall comply with the City's Hillside Development Guidelines, including but not limited to 
setback requirements, residential floor area maximums, height limits, lot coverage and 
grading restrictions.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AE-2 (LA River): Compliance with provisions of 
the Los Angeles River Improvement Overlay District. The project shall comply with 
development regulations set forth in Section 13.17.F of the Los Angeles Municipal Code as 
applicable, including but not necessarily limited to, landscaping, screening/fencing, and 
exterior site lighting.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AE-3 (Vandalism): Compliance with provisions of 
the Los Angeles Building Code. The project shall comply with all applicable building code 
requirements, including the following:

Every building, structure, or portion thereof, shall be maintained in a safe and 
sanitary condition and good repair, and free from, debris, rubbish, garbage, trash, 
overgrown vegetation or other similar material, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 
91.8104.
The exterior of all buildings and fences shall be free from graffiti when such graffiti 
is visible from a street or alley, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 91.8104.15.

o

o

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AE-4 (Signage): Compliance with provisions of 
the Los Angeles Building Code. The project shall comply with the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code Section 91.6205, including on-site signage maximums and multiple temporary sign 
restrictions, as applicable.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AE-5 (Signage on Construction Barriers): 
Compliance with provisions of the Los Angeles Building Code. The project shall comply 
with the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.6205, including but not limited to the 
following provisions:

The applicant shall affix or paint a plainly visible sign, on publically accessible 
portions of the construction barriers, with the following language: “POST NO 
BILLS”.

o
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Such language shall appear at intervals of no less than 25 feet along the length of the 
publically accessible portions of the barrier.
The applicant shall be responsible for maintaining the visibility of the required 
signage and for maintaining the construction barrier free and clear of any 
unauthorized signs within 48 hours of occurrence.

o

o

AGRICULTURE and FORESTRY

AIR QUALITY

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-1(Demolition, Grading and Construction 
Activities): Compliance with provisions of the SCAQMD District Rule 403. The project 
shall comply with all applicable standards of the Southern California Air Quality 
Management District, including the following provisions of District Rule 403:

All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least twice daily 
during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be used to 
reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD District Rule 403. Wetting could reduce 
fugitive dust by as much as 50 percent.
The construction area shall be kept sufficiently dampened to control dust caused by 
grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by 
wind.
All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued during 
periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive amounts 
of dust.
All dirt/soil loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means 
to prevent spillage and dust.
All dirt/soil materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or 
securely covered to prevent excessive amount of dust.
General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so as to 
minimize exhaust emissions.
Trucks having no current hauling activity shall not idle but be turned off.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-2: In accordance with Sections 2485 in Title 13 
of the California Code of Regulations, the idling of all diesel-fueled commercial vehicles 
(weighing over 10,000 pounds) during construction shall be limited to five minutes at any 
location.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-3: In accordance with Section 93115 in Title 
17 of the California Code of Regulations, operation of any stationary, diesel-fueled, 
compression-ignition engines shall meet specified fuel and fuel additive requirements and 
emission standards.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-4: The Project shall comply with South Coast 
Air Quality Management District Rule 1113 limiting the volatile organic compound content 
of architectural coatings.
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Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-5: The Project shall install odor-reducing 
equipment in accordance with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1138.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-6: New on-site facility nitrogen oxide 
emissions shall be minimized through the use of emission control measures (e.g., use of best 
available control technology for new combustion sources such as boilers and water heaters) 
as required by South Coast Air Quality Management District Regulation XIII, New Source 
Review.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-7 (Spray Painting): Compliance with 
provisions of the SCAQMD District Rule 403. The project shall comply with all applicable 
rules of the Southern California Air Quality Management District, including the following: 

All spray painting shall be conducted within an SCAQMD-approved spray paint 
booth featuring approved ventilation and air filtration system.
Prior to the issuance of a building permit, use of land, or change of use to permit 
spray painting, certification of compliance with SCAQMD air pollution regulations 
shall be submitted to the Department of Building and Safety.

o

o

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-8 (Wireless Facilities):If rated higher than 50 
brake horsepower (bhp), permit required in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1470 - 
Requirements for Stationary Diesel-Fueled Internal Combustion and Other Compression 
Initial Engines and SCAQMD Rule 1110.2 - Emissions from Gaseous- and Liquid- Field 
Engines.

BIOLOGY

(Duplicate of WQ Measure) Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WQ-5 (Alteration of 
a State or Federal Watercourse): The project shall comply with the applicable sections of 
the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and California's Porter Cologne Water Quality Control 
Act (Porter Cologne). Prior to the issuance of any grading, use of land, or building permit 
which may affect an existing watercourse, the applicant shall consult with the following 
agencies and obtain all necessary permits and/or authorizations, to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety. Compliance shall be determined through written 
communication from each jurisdictional agency, a copy of which shall be submitted to the 
Environmental Review case file for reference:

United States Army Corps of Engineers. The applicant shall obtain a Jurisdictional 
Determination (preliminary or approved), or a letter otherwise indicating that no 
permit is required. Contact: Aaron O. Allen, Chief - North Coast Branch, Regulatory 
Division, 805-585-2148.
State Water Resources Control Board. The applicant shall consult with the 401 
Certification and Wetlands Unit and obtain all necessary permits and/or 
authorizations, or a letter otherwise indicating that no permit is required. Contact: 
401 Certification and Wetlands Unit, Los Angeles Region, 320 W 4th Street, #200, 
Los Angeles, CA 90013, (213) 576-6600.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The applicant shall consult with the 
Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement Program and obtain a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement, or a letter otherwise indicating that no permit is

o

o

o
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required. Contact: LSAA Program, 4949 Viewridge Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123, 
(858) 636-3160.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-CR-1 (Designated Historic-Cultural 
Resource): Compliance with United States Department of the Interior - National Park 
Service - Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.
The project shall comply with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Historical 
Resources, including but not limited to the following measures:

Prior to the issuance of any permit, the project shall obtain clearance from the 
Department of Cultural Affairs for the proposed work.
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that 
requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and 
environment.
The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
historic material or alteration of features and spaces shall be avoided.
Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and 
use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding 
conjectural features or elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.
Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired significance in 
their own right shall be retained and preserved.

o

o

o

o

o

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-CR-2 (Archaeological): If archaeological resources 
are discovered during excavation, grading, or construction activities, work shall cease in the 
area of the find until a qualified archaeologist has evaluated the find in accordance with 
federal, State, and local guidelines, including those set forth in California Public Resources 
Code Section 21083.2. Personnel of the proposed Modified Project shall not collect or move 
any archaeological materials and associated materials. Construction activity may continue 
unimpeded on other portions of the Project site. The found deposits would be treated in 
accordance with federal, State, and local guidelines, including those set forth in California 
Public Resources Code Section 21083.2.

Distinctive features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of skilled 
craftsmanship which characterize an historic property shall be preserved.
Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the 
severity if deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive historic feature, the new 
feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities, and 
where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by 
documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.
Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic 
materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be 
undertaken using the gentlest means possible.
Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and 
preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be 
undertaken.

o

o

o

o
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New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy 
historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated 
from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural 
features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.
New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a 
manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic 
property and its environment would be unimpaired.

o

o

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-CR-3 (Paleontological): If paleontological 
resources are discovered during excavation, grading, or construction, the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety shall be notified immediately, and all work shall cease in 
the area of the find until a qualified paleontologist evaluates the find. Construction activity 
may continue unimpeded on other portions of the Project site. The paleontologist shall 
determine the location, the time frame, and the extent to which any monitoring of 
earthmoving activities shall be required. The found deposits would be treated in accordance 
with federal, State, and local guidelines, including those set forth in California Public 
Resources Code Section 21083.2.

Regulatory Compliance Measure CR-4 (Human Remains): If human remains are 
encountered unexpectedly during construction demolition and/or grading activities, State 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall occur until 
the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to 
California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98. In the event that human remains 
are discovered during excavation activities, the following procedure shall be observed:

Stop immediately and contact the County Coroner:
1104 N. Mission Road 
Los Angeles, CA 90033
323-343-0512 (8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday) or 
323-343-0714 (After Hours, Saturday, Sunday, and Holidays)

o

If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the Coroner has 24 hours to 
notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).

The NAHC will immediately notify the person it believes to be the most likely descendent of 
the deceased Native American.

The most likely descendent has 48 hours to make recommendations to the owner, or 
representative, for the treatment or disposition, with proper dignity, of the human 
remains and grave goods.
If the owner does not accept the descendant’s recommendations, the owner or the 
descendent may request mediation by the NAHC.

o

o

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-1 (Seismic): The design and construction of 
the project shall conform to the California Building Code seismic standards as approved by 
the Department of Building and Safety.
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Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-2 (Hillside Grading Area): The grading plan 
shall conform with the City's Landform Grading Manual guidelines, subject to approval by 
the Advisory Agency and the Department of Building and Safety's Grading 
Division. Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the 
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor 
terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 
of the Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in areas 
where construction is not immediately planned.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-3 (Landslide Area): Prior to the issuance of 
grading or building permits, the applicant shall submit a geotechnical report, prepared by a 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist, to the Department of Building and 
Safety, for review and approval. The geotechnical report shall assess potential consequences 
of any landslide and soil displacement, estimation of settlement, lateral movement or 
reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, and discuss mitigation measures that may 
include building design consideration. Building design considerations shall include, but are 
not limite d to:

ground stabilization
selection of appropriate foundation type and depths
selection of appropriate structural systems to accommodate anticipated displacements 
or any combination of these measures 

The project shall comply with the conditions contained within the Department of Building 
and Safety’s Geology and Soils Report Approval Letter for the proposed project, and as it 
may be subsequently amended or modified.

o
o
o

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-4 (Liquefaction Area): The project shall 
comply with the Uniform Building Code Chapter 18. Division1 Section 1804.5 Liquefaction 
Potential and Soil Strength Loss. Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits, the 
applicant shall submit a geotechnical report, prepared by a registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist, to the Department of Building and Safety, for review and 
approval. The geotechnical report shall assess potential consequences of any liquefaction 
and soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral movement or reduction in foundation 
soil-bearing capacity, and discuss mitigation measures that may include building design 
consideration. Building design considerations shall include, but are not limited to: 

o ground stabilization
o selection of appropriate foundation type and depths
o selection of appropriate structural systems to accommodate anticipated displacements 

or any combination of these measures.
The project shall comply with the conditions contained within the Department of Building 
and Safety’s Geology and Soils Report Approval Letter for the proposed project, and as it 
may be subsequently amended or modified.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-5 (Subsidence Area): Prior to the issuance of 
building or grading permits, the applicant shall submit a geotechnical report prepared by a 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist to the written satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety. The geotechnical report shall assess potential 
consequences of any subsidence and soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement or reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, and discuss mitigation measures
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that may include building design consideration. Building design considerations shall include, 
but are not limited to: ground stabilization, selection of appropriate foundation type and 
depths, selection of appropriate structural systems to accommodate anticipated displacements 
or any combination of these measures. The project shall comply with the conditions 
contained within the Department of Building and Safety’s Geology and Soils Report 
Approval Letter for the proposed project, and as it may be subsequently amended or 
modified.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-6 (Expansive Soils Area): Prior to the 
issuance of grading or building permits, the applicant shall submit a geotechnical report, 
prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist, to the Department 
of Building and Safety, for review and approval. The geotechnical report shall assess 
potential consequences of any soil expansion and soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, 
lateral movement or reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, and discuss mitigation 
measures that may include building design consideration. Building design considerations 
shall include, but are not limited to: ground stabilization, selection of appropriate foundation 
type and depths, selection of appropriate structural systems to accommodate anticipated 
displacements or any combination of these measures. The project shall comply with the 
conditions contained within the Department of Building and Safety’s Geology and Soils 
Report Approval Letter for the proposed project, and as it may be subsequently amended or 
modified.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GHG-1 (Green Building Code): In accordance with 
the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code (Chapter IX, Article 9, of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code), the Project shall comply with all applicable mandatory provisions of the 
2013 Los Angeles Green Code and as it may be subsequently amended or modified.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-HAZ-1: Explosion/Release (Existing 
Toxic/Hazardous Construction Materials)

(Asbestos) Prior to the issuance of any permit for the demolition or alteration of the 
existing structure(s), the applicant shall provide a letter to the Department of Building 
and Safety from a qualified asbestos abatement consultant indicating that no 
Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM) are present in the building. If ACMs are 
found to be present, it will need to be abated in compliance with the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District's Rule 1403 as well as all other applicable State and 
Federal rules and regulations.
(Lead Paint) Prior to issuance of any permit for the demolition or alteration of the 
existing structure(s), a lead-based paint survey shall be performed to the written 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. Should lead-based paint 
materials be identified, standard handling and disposal practices shall be implemented 
pursuant to OSHA regulations.
(Polychlorinated Biphenyl - Commercial and Industrial Buildings) Prior to 
issuance of a demolition permit, a polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) abatement 
contractor shall conduct a survey of the project site to identify and assist with 
compliance with applicable state and federal rules and regulation governing PCB 
removal and disposal.

o

o

o
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Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-HAZ-2: Explosion/Release (Methane Zone): As
the Project Site is within a methane zone, prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Site 
shall be independently analyzed by a qualified engineer, as defined in Ordinance No. 175,790 
and Section 91.7102 of the LAMC, hired by the Project Applicant. The engineer shall 
investigate and design a methane mitigation system in compliance with the LADBS Methane 
Mitigation Standards for the appropriate Site Design Level which will prevent or retard 
potential methane gas seepage into the building. The Applicant shall implement the 
engineer’s design recommendations subject to DOGGR, LADBS and LAFD plan review and 
approval.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-HAZ-3: Explosion/Release (Soil Gases): During 
subsurface excavation activities, including borings, trenching and grading, OSHA worker 
safety measures shall be implemented as required to preclude any exposure of workers to 
unsafe levels of soil-gases, including, but not limited to, methane.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-HAZ-4 Listed Sites (Removal of Underground 
Storage Tanks): Underground Storage Tanks shall be decommissioned or removed as 
determined by the Los Angeles City Fire Department Underground Storage Tank 
Division. If any contamination is found, further remediation measures shall be developed 
with the assistance of the Los Angeles City Fire Department and other appropriate State 
agencies. Prior to issuance of a use of land or building permit, a letter certifying that 
remediation is complete from the appropriate agency (Department of Toxic Substance 
Control or the Regional Water Quality Control Board) shall be submitted to the decision 
maker.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-HAZ-5 (Hazardous Materials Site): Prior to the 
issuance of any use of land, grading, or building permit, the applicant shall obtain a sign-off 
from the Fire Department indicating that all on-site hazardous materials, including 
contamination of the soil and groundwater, have been suitably remediated, or that the 
proposed project will not impede proposed or on-going remediation measures.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WQ-1: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System General Permit. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Applicant shall obtain 
coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with 
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System No. CAS000002) (Construction General Permit) for 
Phase 1 of the proposed Modified Project. The Applicant shall provide the Waste Discharge 
Identification Number to the City of Los Angeles to demonstrate proof of coverage under the 
Construction General Permit. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall be prepared and 
implemented for the proposed Modified Project in compliance with the requirements of the 
Construction General Permit. The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall identify 
construction Best Management Practices to be implemented to ensure that the potential for 
soil erosion and sedimentation is minimized and to control the discharge of pollutants in 
stormwater runoff as a result of construction activities.
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Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WQ-2: Dewatering. If required, any dewatering 
activities during construction shall comply with the requirements of the Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater from Construction and Project Dewatering to 
Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (Order No. R4- 
2008-0032, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System No. CAG994004) or 
subsequent permit. This will include submission of a Notice of Intent for coverage under the 
permit to the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board at least 45 days prior to the 
start of dewatering and compliance with all applicable provisions in the permit, including 
water sampling, analysis, and reporting of dewatering-related discharges.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WQ-3: Low Impact Development Plan. Prior to 
issuance of grading permits, the Applicant shall submit a Low Impact Development Plan 
and/or Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan to the City of Los Angeles Bureau of 
Sanitation Watershed Protection Division for review and approval. The Low Impact 
Development Plan and/or Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan shall be prepared 
consistent with the requirements of the Development Best Management Practices Handbook.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WQ-4: Development Best Management Practices.
The Best Management Practices shall be designed to retain or treat the runoff from a storm 
event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period, in accordance with the 
Development Best Management Practices Handbook Part B Planning Activities. A signed 
certificate from a licensed civil engineer or licensed architect confirming that the proposed 
Best Management Practices meet this numerical threshold standard shall be provided.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WQ-5 (Alteration of a State or Federal 
Watercourse): The project shall comply with the applicable sections of the federal Clean 
Water Act (CWA) and California's Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter 
Cologne). Prior to the issuance of any grading, use of land, or building permit which may 
affect an existing watercourse, the applicant shall consult with the following agencies and 
obtain all necessary permits and/or authorizations, to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety. Compliance shall be determined through written communication from 
each jurisdictional agency, a copy of which shall be submitted to the Environmental Review 
case file for reference:

United States Army Corps of Engineers. The applicant shall obtain a Jurisdictional 
Determination (preliminary or approved), or a letter otherwise indicating that no 
permit is required. Contact: Aaron O. Allen, Chief - North Coast Branch, Regulatory 
Division, 805-585-2148.
State Water Resources Control Board. The applicant shall consult with the 401 
Certification and Wetlands Unit and obtain all necessary permits and/or 
authorizations, or a letter otherwise indicating that no permit is required. Contact: 
401 Certification and Wetlands Unit, Los Angeles Region, 320 W 4th Street, #200, 
Los Angeles, CA 90013, (213) 576-6600.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The applicant shall consult with the 
Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement Program and obtain a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement, or a letter otherwise indicating that no permit is 
required. Contact: LSAA Program, 4949 Viewridge Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123, 
(858) 636-3160.

o

o

o
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Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WQ-6 (Flooding/Tidal Waves): The project shall 
comply with the requirements of the Flood Hazard Management Specific Plan, Ordinance 
No. 172081 effective 7/3/98.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-LU-1 (Slope Density): The project shall not exceed 
the maximum density permitted in Hillside Areas, as calculated by the formula set forth in 
Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 17.05-C (for tracts) or 17.50-E (for parcel maps).

MINERAL RESOURCES

NOISE

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-NO-1 (Demolition, Grading, and Construction 
Activities): The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance and 
any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain 
levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

New Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-PH-1 (Tenant Displacement):
Apartment Converted to Condominium - Prior to final map recordation, and 
pursuant to the provisions of Section 12.95.2-G and 47.06 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC), a tenant relocation plan shall be submitted to the Los 
Angeles Housing Department for review and approval.
Apartment Demolition - Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, and pursuant 
to the provisions of Section 47.07 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, a tenant 
relocation plan shall be submitted to the Los Angeles Housing Department for review 
and approval.
Mobile Home Park Closure or Conversion to Different Use Prior to the issuance 
of any permit or recordation, and pursuant to the provisions of Section 47.08 and 
47.09 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, a tenant relocation plan and mobile home 
park closure impact report shall be submitted to the Los Angeles Housing 
Department for review and approval.

o

o

o

PUBLIC SERVICES

Schools

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-PS-1 (Payment of School Development Fee) Prior 
to issuance of a building permit, the General Manager of the City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Building and Safety, or designee, shall ensure that the Applicant has paid all 
applicable school facility development fees in accordance with California Government Code 
Section 65995.

Parks
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Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-PS-2 (Increased Demand For Parks Or 
Recreational Facilities):

(Subdivision) Pursuant to Section 17.12-A or 17.58 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, the applicant shall pay the applicable Quimby fees for the construction of 
dwelling units.
(Apartments) Pursuant to Section 21.10 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall pay the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax for construction of apartment 
buildings.

o

o

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-PS-3 (Increase Demand For Parks Or 
Recreational Facilities - Zone Change) Pursuant to Section 12.33 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code, the applicant shall pay the applicable fees for the construction of dwelling 
units.

RECREATION

See RC measures above under Parks.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-TT-1 (Increased Vehicle Trips/Congestion - West 
Side Traffic Fee) Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall pay a traffic 
impact fee to the City, based on the requirements of the West Los Angeles Traffic 
Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan (WLA TIMP).

PUBLIC UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Water Supply

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WS-1 (Fire Water Flow) The Project Applicant 
shall consult with the LADBS and LAFD to determine fire flow requirements for the 
Proposed Project, and will contact a Water Service Representative at the LADWP to order a 
SAR. This system hydraulic analysis will determine if existing LADWP water supply 
facilities can provide the proposed fire flow requirements of the Project. If water main or 
infrastructure upgrades are required, the Applicant would pay for such upgrades, which 
would be constructed by either the Applicant or LADWP.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WS-2 (Green Building Code): The Project shall 
implement all applicable mandatory measures within the LA Green Building Code that would 
have the effect of reducing the Project’s water use.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WS-3 (New Carwash): The applicant shall 
incorporate a water recycling system to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and 
Safety.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-WS-4 (Landscape) The Project shall comply with 
Ordinance No. 170,978 (Water Management Ordinance), which imposes numerous water 
conservation measures in landscape, installation, and maintenance (e.g., use drip irrigation
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and soak hoses in lieu of sprinklers to lower the amount of water lost to evaporation and 
overspray, set automatic sprinkler systems to irrigate during the early morning or evening 
hours to minimize water loss due to evaporation, and water less in the cooler months and 
during the rainy season).

Energy

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-EN-1(Green Building Code): The Project shall 
implement all applicable mandatory measures within the LA Green Building Code that would 
have the effect of reducing the Project’s energy use.

Solid Waste

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-SW-1 (Designated Recycling Area) In compliance 
with Los Angeles Municipal Code, the proposed Modified Project shall provide readily 
accessible areas that serve the entire building and are identified for the depositing, storage, 
and collection of nonhazardous materials for recycling, including (at a minimum) paper, 
corrugated cardboard, glass, plastics, and metals.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-SW-2 (Construction Waste Recycling) In order to 
meet the diversion goals of the California Integrated Waste Management Act and the City of 
Los Angeles, which will total 70 percent by 2013, the Applicant shall salvage and recycle 
construction and demolition materials to ensure that a minimum of 70 percent of 
construction-related solid waste that can be recycled is diverted from the waste stream to be 
landfilled. Solid waste diversion would be accomplished though the on-site separation of 
materials and/or by contracting with a solid waste disposal facility that can guarantee a 
minimum diversion rate of 70 percent. In compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code, 
the General Contractor shall utilize solid waste haulers, contractors, and recyclers who have 
obtained an Assembly Bill (AB) 939 Compliance Permit from the City of Los Angeles 
Bureau of Sanitation.

Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-SW-3 (Commercial/Multifamily Mandatory 
Recycling) In compliance with AB341, recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate 
locations to promote recycling of paper, metal, glass and other recyclable material. These 
bins shall be emptied and recycled accordingly as a part of the Proposed Project’s regular 
solid waste disposal program. The Project Applicant shall only contract for waste disposal 
services with a company that recycles solid waste in compliance with AB341.
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VICINITY MAP

GMPA ARCHITECTS
11878 La Grange Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90025 
T. 310.450.0200 

www.gmpaArchitects.com

F. 310.450.0225

PROJECT SUMMARY:

BUILDABLE FLOOR AREA:PROJECT ADDRESS 12444 WEST VENICE BLVD, LOS ANGELES, CA 90066

TOTAL FLOOR AREA ALLOWED
OWNER : CRIMSON FUND ADVISORS

12575 VENICE BOULEVARD, SUITE 200 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90066

BUILDABLE LOT AREA 

FLOOR AREA RATIO 

BUILDABLE FLOOR AREA

PER 12.21.A.1 & 12.22.A.25(f)(4)(ii)

GROSS RETAIL (PROPOSED)

GROSS RESIDENTIAL 

COMMON AREA (TARGET)

NET RESIDENTIAL AREA (TARGET) 

NUMBER OF UNITS 

AVERAGE UNIT SIZE (TARGET)

20,884 S.F. NET PER SURVEY

3

BUILDABLE LOT AREA x 3 = 20,884 x 3 = 62,652 S.F.

ARCHITECT : GMPA ARCHITECTS, INC.

11878 LA GRANGE AVE. 

LOS ANGELES, CA. 90025
2,100 S.F.

60,552 S.F.

6,055 S.F. (BASED ON 10% OF GROSS RESIDENTIAL) 

54,497 S.F.LEGAL DESCRIPTION LOT 8, LOT 9, AND LOT 10 IN BLOCK "A" OF ROSEBORO VILLA TRACT, 
IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP 
RECORDED IN BOOK 6, PAGE 72, OF MAPS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE 
COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY.

ROSEBORO VILLA TRACT

77

±708 S.F.

TRACT
BLOCK A

DENSITY:LOTS 8, 9, 10
4235-013-027 (PER ALTA SURVEY) 
111B153 326 (PER ZIMAS)

ASSESOR'S PARCEL NO. 
PIN NUMBER

BUILDABLE LOT AREA

(PER 12.03 DEFINITIONS)

GROSS LOT AREA 

-ROAD EASEMENT AT ALLEY 

-CORNER CUT DEDICATION 

+ HALF OF ALLEY_____________

22,497 SQ. FT. 

-1500 SQ. FT. 

-113 SQ. FT. 

+ 2,250 SQ. FT.PROJECT DESCRIPTION NEW MIXED USE PROJECT. PROPOSED 77 DWELLING UNITS 

5 STORY STRUCTURE

(TYPE III A CONSTRUCTION) WITH MEZZANINES AT TOP

FLOOR ONLY, OVER TWO LEVELS OF PARKING

(TYPE I A CONSTRUCTION). 2,100 S.F. OF RETAIL AT GRADE.

LOT AREA FOR DENSITY CALCS: =23,134 SQ. FT.

DENSITY ALLOWED PER 12.11.C4, 1 UNIT PER 400 SQ. FT. LOT AREA =

23,134 SQ. FT. / 400 SQ. FT. PER UNIT = 57.83 = 57 BASE UNITS ALLOWED

DENSITY PROPOSED 57 BASE UNITS PROPOSED

PER LAMC SECTION 12.22 A.25 (c)(1) FOR 11% VERY LOW INCOME UNITS 

BASE UNITS x 1.35

57 UNITS x 1.35 = 76.95 = 77 TOTAL UNITS PROPOSED

DENSITY BONIS
SPECIAL NOTE #1 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WILL UTILIZE AND MEET CODE 

SECTION 12.22A 25 DENSITY BONUS

SPECIAL NOTE #2 THE PROJECT IS LOCATED WITHIN ON-HALF MILE FROM A 

MAJOR TRANSIT STOP.

THE PROJECT WILL USE INCENTIVES ALLOWED BY SECTION 

12.22A FOR, BUT NOT LIMITED TO: INCREASED F.A.R.
UNIT SUMMARY:SPECIAL NOTE #3

ONE BEDROOM UNITS 
TWO BEDROOM UNITS 
TOTAL UNITS

62 UNITS 
15 UNITS 
77 UNITS

LOT AREA .616 ACRES (22,497 S.F.) GROSS PER ALTA SUVEY 

.479 ACRES (20,884 S.F.) NET PER ALTA SUVEY

UNIT SUMMARY:

UNIT TYPE AREA (±) 2ND 3RD 4TH 6TH TOTAL S.F.5TH

721 3 3 3 3 0 12 8,652A 1 BED
POSSIBLE DEDICATION #1 10' EASEMENT ALONG THE ALLEY (APPROXIMATELY X SQ. FT.) 

VERIFY WITH TRANSPORTATION AND B.O.E.

CORNER CUT 15'x15' (APPROXIMATELY 112.50 SQ. FT.)

VERIFY WITH TRANSPORTATION AND B.O.E.

MAY NOT BE REQUIRED ALONG WASATCH AVE., LOCAL STREET. 

(E) PROPERTY LINE IS ALEADY 30' FROM STREET CENTERLINE. 

VERIFY WITH TRANSPORTATION AND B.O.E.

MAY NOT BE REQUIRED ALONG VENICE BLVD.

VERIFY WITH TRANSPORTATION AND B.O.E.

A MEZZ 1 BED 821 0 0 0 0 3 3 2,463

693 2 2 2 2 0 8 5.544B 1 BEDPOSSIBLE DEDICATION #2

B MEZZ 1 BED 793 0 0 0 0 2 2 1,586
POSSIBLE DEDICATION #3

C 2 BED 1,053 0 4 4,2121 1 1 1

1 1C MEZZ 2 BED 1,153 0 0 0 0 1,153

POSSIBLE DEDICATION #4 573 6 6 6 6 29 16,617D 1 BED 5

E 2 BED 994 1 1 1 0 4 3,9761

2 BED 1,094 0 0 0 1,094E MEZZ 1 10

F 1 BED 768 1 1 1 0 4 3,0721

G 593 0 4 2,3721 BED 1 1 1 1COUNCIL DISTRICT 

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA

CD 11, MIKE BONIN 

PALMS - MAR VISTA - DEL REY H 2 BED 1,033 1 1 1 0 4 4,1321

H MEZZ 2 BED 1,133 0 0 0 1 1 1,133NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL MAR VISTA 0

TOTAL 7716 16 16 16 13 56,006
ZONE C2-1 (SEE LAMC SEC. 12.14 "C2" COMMERCIAL ZONE)

AND SEE R4 ZONE SECTION 12.11 C.4 FOR RESIDENTIAL USES) AVERAGE UNIT SIZE 727

GENERAL PLAN / LAND USE COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL

PARKING SUMMARY: 

AUTOMOBILES

SPECIAL PLAN AREA LOS ANGELES COASTAL TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR

COMMERCIAL CORNER 5' LANDSCAPE SETBACK FOR COMMERCIAL CORNER NOT REQUIRED 
PER EXEMPTION LAMC SEC. 12.22A23(d)(1)

AUTOMOBILE PARKING REQUIRED :HEIGHT ALLOWED SITE IS LOCATED IN HEIGHT DISTRICT 1 PER GENERAL PLAN FOOTNOTES (ZIMAS). 

UNLIMITED HEIGHT (SUMMARY APPENDIX PAGE 814).

COMMERCIAL CORNER HEIGHT RESTRICTION OF 45' (12.22.A 23(a)) DOES NOT 

APPLY TO RESIDENTIAL PROJECT - SEE EXEMPTION 12.22.A 23(d)(1). 

TRANSITIONAL HEIGHT NOT REQUIRED

83' FROM LOW POINT ON PROPERTY, 5' AWAY FROM BUILDING.

NOT TO EXCEED 85' MAX. PER BUILDING CONSTRUCTION TYPE III (CBC 504.2)

RESIDENTIAL REQUIRED PER AB-744 (SEE SPECIAL NOTE #2 AT LEFT)

62 ONE BEDROOM UNITS x .5 SPACES PER UNIT

15 TWO BEDROOM UNITS x 1 SPACES PER UNIT________________________

REQUIRED

31 RESIDENTIAL SPACES 

15 RESIDENTIAL SPACESFOR 77 UNITS

46 RESIDENTIAL SPACES

HEIGHT PROPOSED
8 SPACES, LESS 30% PER 12.21 A.4= 8 -(8 x .30) = 6FOR 2,100 S.F. RETAIL 6 RETAIL SPACES

TOTAL 52 TOTAL SPACES REQUIRED

SETBACKS C1 ZONE 

FOR RESIDENTIAL USES

COMMERCIAL 

FRONT

SIDE AT NEIGHBORING PROPERTY = 5' + 1' FOR EACH STORY ABOVE THE 2ND = 8' 

SIDE AT STREET 

REAR AT ALLEY

= 0'

= 0'
PARKING SPACES PROVIDED P1 GARAGE LEVEL 

GROUND LEVEL

51 SPACES PROVIDED 

26 SPACES PROVIDEDPER 12.14.C.1 & 12.11C2
= 0'

TOTAL (SEE SHEET A2.01& A2.02 FOR MORE INFORMATION) 77 SPACES TOTAL PROVIDED= 0'

LOADING SPACE REQUIRED PER L.A.M.C. 12.14.C.4. (NO APPLICABLE EXCEPTIONS FOUND) 

MIN. SPACE REQUIRED PER 12.21.C.6 - 14' HIGH, 400 S.F., 20' WIDE, 10' DEEP 1 LOADING AREA PROVIDED

OPEN SPACE: BICYCLES
OPEN SPACE (REQUIRED) 62 UNITS W/LESS THAN 3 ROOMS x 100 S.F. PER UNIT 

15 UNITS W/3 ROOMS X 125 S.F. PER UNIT_____________
= 6,200 S.F. 
= 1,875 S.F.

PER 12.21.G BICYCLE PARKING REQUIRED COMMERCIAL RETAIL = 1 LONG TERM AND 1 SHORT TERM PER 2,000 S.F.
2,000 S.F. PROPOSED COMMERCIAL RETAIL AREA
COMMERCIAL RETAIL = 2 LONG TERM AND 2 SHORT TERM = 4, PER 12.21A(16)(a)(2)TOTAL OPEN SPACE REQUIRED = 8,075 S.F.

OPEN SPACE (PROVIDED) 69 BALCONY UNITS / BALCONY = 69 x 50 S.F.
COURTYARDS
INTERIOR
ROOF DECK______________________________________

= 3,450 S.F. 
= 1,765 S.F. 
= 680 S.F.
= 2,180 S.F.

RESIDENTIAL = 1 PER UNIT LONG TERM + 1 PER 10 UNITS SHORT TERM
RESIDENTIAL = 77 LONG TERM + 8 SHORT TERM BIKE SPACES = 85, PER12.21A(16)(a)(1)

BICYCLE PARKING PROVIDED 2 COMMERCIAL LONG TERM, 2 COMMERCIAL SHORT TERM, 77 RESIDENTIAL LONG TERM 
8 RESIDENTIAL SHORT TERM 
2 + 2 + 77 + 8 = 89 BIKES

TOTAL OPEN SPACE PROVIDED = 8,075 S.F.

12444 VENICE BLVD. | CRIMSON HOLDINGS | SCHEMATIC DESIGN
© Copyright 2015, GMPA Architects, Inc. (information provided in this conceptual plan is schematic in nature only and is subject to review by governing agencies)
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VENICE BOULEVARD
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4■ PLANT LEGEND[ SHORnBSM BSE PARKING1 PARKWAY .]

-I :h i i; r
NOTE: PLANTS SHALL BE CHOSEN FROM THE FOLLOWING LIST. ALL PLANT TYPES MAY NOT BE SPECIFIED.STREET TREES PER DEPT OF URBAN FORESTRY

.'A J>B-56.gr COMMON NAMESDMBOL BOTANICAL NAMEPROPERTY UNE-^

7'I :=3fr TREES-COURTYARDSckI Hi H—| ACER PALMATUM 
ERIOBOTRYA DEFLEXA 
LAURUS NOBILIS 
PHYLLOSTACHYS NIGRA 
RHAPIS EXCELSA

JAPANESE MAPLE 
BRONZE LOQUAT 
SWEET BAY LEAF 
BLACK BAMBOO 
LADY PALM

8iI FS'I [i
i

i
A

TREES-ROOF DECKi \ ESTREET TREES PER DEPT OF URBAN FORESTRY COURTYARDS
(SEE ENLARGEMENTS ON SHEET L-2 FOR GROUND 
AND 2ND LEVEL)

r N.C.N
DESERT MUSEUM PALO VERDE 
AUSTRALIAN WILLOW 
PINK MELALEUCA 
FRUITLESS OLIVE

ARBUTUS MARINA 
CERIDIUM 'DESERT MUSEUM’ 
GEIJERA PARVIFLORA 
MELALEUCA NESOPHILA 
OLEA EUROPAEA 'WILSONII

! ^0I r,

7/I / 1J
/

>
4|</>

'■> n □
O SHRUBS/ GRASSES/ SUCCULENTSiiI ^ w SSTfcACiC'> i
< SHRUBS/GRASSESm BAMBUSA 'ALPHONSE KARR'

BERBERIS 'CRIMSON PYGMY'
BERBERIS REPENS 
DIANELLA SPECIES 
DIETES VEGETA 
LIRIOPE MUSCARI 'MAJESTIC 
MUHLENBERGIA SPECIES 
NANDINA DOMESTICA 'HARBOR DWARF'HARBOR DWARF HEAVENLY BAMBOO 
PODOCARPUS HENKLEII 
RHAPHIOLEPIS INDICA 'BALLERINA'
SANSEVIERIA TRIFASCIATA

ALPHONSE KARR BAMBOO
JAPANESE BARBERRY
CREEPING BARBERRY
DIANELLA
FORTNIGHT LILY
LILY TURF
MUHLY GRASS

z: !c:EXISTING TREES: ♦ ♦m o
THERE ARE NO EXISTING OR PROTECTED TREES ON THE SITE. 3H II Z

jOPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS m
I ROOF DECK AT 6TH LEVEL

(SEE ENLARGEMENT ON SHEET L-3)
I1- 24" BOX TREE PER 4 UNITS (77 UNITS) = 19 TREES REQUIRED 

24" BOX TREES PROPOSED: 20

1. LONG-LEAFED YELLOWWOOD 
BALLERINA INDIAN HAWTHORN 
STRIPED MOTHER-IN-LAW TONGUE

\

1I > SUCCULENTS
2. MINIMUM 25% OF COMMON OPEN SPACE TO BE PLANTED = 986.25 SF 

PROPOSED AMOUNT OF PLANTED COMMON OPEN SPACE = 1100 SF

5 i FOX TAIL AGAVE 
MESCAL AGAVE 
QUEEN VICTORIA AGAVE 
ALOE
DRAGON TREE 
ECHEVERIA 
SILVER SPURGE 
KLEINIA

AGAVE ATTENUATA 
AGAVE 'COLORATA'
AGAVE VICTORIAE-REGINAE 
ALOE SPECIES 
DRACAENA DRACO 
ECHEVERIA 'AFTERGLOW' 
EUPHORBIA RIGIDA 
SENECIO MANDRALISCAE

n

3
± j
c:

* lIGENERAL NOTES:
ax 17TRAMS
PAD T"ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS WILL BE IRRIGATED WITH A HIGH EFFICIENCY 

IRRIGATION SYSTEM WITH SMART IRRIGATION CONTROLLER.

ALL PLANTING AND IRRIGATION SHALL COMPLY WITH CITY OF LOS 

ANGELES REQUIREMENTS.

STREET TREES SHALL BE SELECTED AND INSTALLED PER CITY OF LOS 

ANGELES, DEPARTMENT OF URBAN FORESTRY REQUIREMENTS.

ALL NEW PLANTED AREAS TO BE HEAVILY MULCHED FOR WATER 

CONSERVATION.

1. i

V1I ¥2.
T

y
56.11* ^r-POI«ER POLE

s
*.3.

PROPERTY UNE-^

ALLEY ALLEY C6NTERUNE -

WATER CONSERVATION STATEMENT: !ALL LANDSCAPE WILL BE SPECIFIED, PLANTED & IRRIGATED ACCORDING TO 
XERISCAPE DESIGN PRINIPLES WHICH INCLUDE: THE PREDOMINANT USE OF 
DROUGHT TOLERANT PLANT MATERIALS; THE PRACTICE OF HYDROZONING OR 
GROUPING PLANTS WITH SIMILAR WATER REQUIREMENTS TOGETHER; 
MINIMIZING TURF AREAS AND THE EFFICIENT APPLICATION OF WATER BY 
USING MATCH PRECIPITATION HEADS, DRIP LINE, SEPARATE VALVES FOR TURF 
AND GROUND COVER AREAS AND RAIN SHUT OFF DEVICES. THIS PROJECT 
WILL COMPLY WITH THE STATE WATER CONSERVATION ORDINANCE 
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2010.

CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE PLAN
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PROPERTY LINE :

ROOF LEVEL LANDSCAPE PLAN
12444 VENICE

©SCALE 1/8" = 1’-0" TCP L-3CRIMSON HOLDINGS
12575 VENICE BLVD., SUITE 200
LOS ANGELES, CA 90066
TELEPHONE 310.405.0901
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T. 310.460 0300 F. 310.460.0826



ALTA./A.C.S.M. LAND TITLE SURVEY
SITE ADDRESS: 12444 WEST VENICE BOULEVARD, LOS ANGELES, CA. 
PROPERTY AREA: 0.479 ACRES (20,884 SQ. FT.) NET

0.516 ACRES ( 22,497 SQ. FT.) GROSS 
ZONE: C 2 -1 (COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL)
TOTAL PARKING: 30 SPACES (INCLUDING 2 HANDICAP SPACES) 
FLOOD ZONE: X MAP NO.: 060 37C 1595F DATED: 9 / 26 / 2008
SAID PROPERTY DOES NOT LIE WITHIN A FEMA DESIGNATED 100-YR FLOOD PLAIN

FLOOD ZONE NOTE:

EXCEPTION NOTES: PER: COMMONWEALTH LAND TITLE COMPANY 
ORDER NO.: 08011687LEGAL DESCRIPTION:BENCHMARK: ' DATED: MAY 13,2014

(T)Easement(s) for the purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a 
document:
Granted to: The City of Los Angeles 
Purpose: Road
Recording No: In Book 2622, Page 161, of Deeds 
Affects: The Southeasterly 10 feet of said land.
"SAID ITEM AFFECTS SAID LAND AND IS PLOTTED HEREON."

All that certain real property situated in the County of Los Angeles, State 
of California, described as follows:CITY OF LOS ANGELES VERTICAL CONTROL STATION BENCHMARK # 17-06710 USC&GS 

DISC; STAMPED A-776-1945; IN CONCRETE POST 5 FEET EAST OF EAST CURB COLONIAL 
AVENUE; 10.2 FEET NORTH OF NORTH CURB LINE VENICE BOULEVARD 1 BLOCK WEST 
OF CENTINELA AVENUE. Lots 8, 9 and 10 in Block "A” of Roseboro Villa Tract, in the City of Los 

Angeles, County of Los Angeles, State of California, as per map recorded 
in Book 6, Page 72, of Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of said 
County.YEAR OF ADJUSTMENT 2000. NAVD 88' ELEVATION : 59.635 FEET

Assessor's Parcel Number: 4235-013-027GENERAL NOTES:it ll 3. Matters contained in that certain document
Entitled: Acknowledgement Regarding Ordinance No. 160 394
Dated: September 3,1987
Executed by: Overland Centers Associates, a Minnesota General Partnership
Recording Date: December 11,1987
Recording No: as Instrument No. 87-1968033, Official Records
As amended by that certain Ordinance No. 168,999 effective September 22,1993.
"SAID ITEM AFFECTS SAID PROPERTY BUT CAN NOT BE PLOTTED."

-ALL ADJACENT LOTS ARE CONTIGUOUS TO SAID LAND WITH NO INTERVENING GAPS OR 
GORES.
-SAID LAND IS CONTIGUOUS WITH AND HAS DIRECT ACCESS TO VENICE BOULEVARD AND 
WASATCH AVENUE AND THERE ARE NO INTERVENING GAPS OR GORES.
-THE POINT OF ENTRY OR EXIT OF ALL UTILITIES AND SANITARY AND STORM SEWERS ARE 
THROUGH PUBLICLY DEDICATED STREETS UNLESS OTHERWISE SHOWN HEREON.

ASSURANCE NOTE:
THE FOREGOING LEGAL DESCRIPTION DESCRIBES THE SAME PROPERTY 
DESCRIBED IN PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT ORDER NO. 08011687, BEARING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF MAY 13, 2014 AS PREPARED BY COMMONWEALTH LAND 
TITLE COMPANY.

BASED ON THE US DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, FEDERAL INSURANCE 
ADMINISTRATION FLOOD HAZARD BOUNDARY MAP, COMMUNITY NUMBER 060 37C, SHEET 
NUMBER 1595F, DATED: 9 / 26/08, THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS NOT LOCATED IN A SPECIAL 
FLOOD HAZARD AREA ACCORDING TO THE MAP.

N> PROJECT NORTH
16. THERE IS NO OBSERVABLE EVIDENCE OF EARTH MOVING WORK, BUILDING 
CONSTRUCTION OR BUILDING ADDITIONS WITHIN RECENT MONTHS.
17. THERE ARE NO CHANGES IN STREET RIGHT OF WAY LINES EITHER COMPLETED OR 
PROPOSED, AND AVAILABLE FROM THE CONTROLLING JURISDICTION. THERE IS NO 
OBSERVABLE EVIDENCE OF RECENT STREET OR SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION OR REPAIRS.
18. THERE IS NO OBSERVABLE EVIDENCE OF SITE USE AS A SOLID WASTE DUMP, SUMP OR 
SANITARY LANDFILL.
19. THERE ARE NO DELINEATED WETLAND AREAS ON SAID PROPERTY AS DETEREMINED 
BY APPROPRIATE AUTHORITIES.

4. Covenant and agreement wherein the owners agree to hold said Land as one parcel and not to 
sell any portion thereof separately. Said covenant is expressed to run with the Land and be 
binding upon future owners.
Recording Date: December 11,987
Recording No.: as Instrument No. 87-1968034, Official Records 
Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars.
"SAID ITEM AFFECTS SAID PROPERTY BUT CAN NOT BE PLOTTED."

LEGENDZONING NOTES:
tC2 -1 (COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL) 

PER CITY PLANNER
/ S y ./ BUILDING LINE

PROPERTY LINE
MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACK REQUIREMENTS: 
FRONT-O'
SIDE-O'
REAR-01

(5yAn irrevocable offer to dedicate an easement over a portion of said Land for 
Purpose(s): Future street 
Recording Date: December 15,1987 
Recording No: as Instrument No. 87-1981037, Official Records 
Affects: Portions of the herein described land, the exact location of which 
can be determined by examination of the above-mentioned 
instrument, which contains a complete legal description of the 
affected portions of said land.
Said offer was accepted by resolution, a certified copy of which was recorded 
January 20,1989, as Instrument No. 89-102684, Official Records.
"SAID ITEM AFFECTS SAID LAND AND IS PLOTTED HEREON."

CENTERLINE

EASEMENT LINE

LOT LINE
BUILDING HEIGHT: 2 STORIES

STREET LIGHT&■ O

VENICE BOULEVARD FENCE LINE565.89'^
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> ' 9. Matters contained in that certain document
Entitled: Hazardous Substances Certificate and Indemnity Agreement
Recording Date: July 20,2006
Recording No: as Instrument No. 06-1600780, Official Records 
Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars.
"SAID ITEM AFFECTS SAID PROPERTY BUT CAN NOT BE PLOTTED.'
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A?o 11. Matters contained in that certain document 

Entitled: Master Covenant and Agreement 
Executed by: Venice Wasatch Plaza LP 
Recording Date: December 3,2013
Recording No: as Instrument No. 20131707226, Official Records 
Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars.
"SAID ITEM AFFECTS SAID PROPERTY BUT CAN NOT BE PLOTTED.1
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WDILILa Ul a To: CRIMSON EHOF12444 VENICE PARTNERSHIP, LP, a Delaware LP; Stearns Weaver Miller Weissler Alhadeff & Sitterson, 
P.A. and Commonwealth Land Title Company:

/ I TJ FOUND LEAD & DISC "LS 7584"
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X•vI SPOT ELEVATIONS12444 VENICE BOULEVARD!
2 STORY STUCCO BUILDINd 
BUILDING AREA: 10,169 SQfT. 
BUILDING HEIGHT: 35'
FINISH FLOOR: 58.05’

i This is to certify that this map or plat and the survey on which it is based were made in accordance with the 2011 Minimum 
Standard Detail Requirements for ALTA/ACSM Land Title Surveys, jointly established and adopted by ALTA and NSPS, and 
includes Items 1,2,3,4,5, 6(a), 6(b), 7(a), 7(b1), 7(c), 8,9,11(a), 14,16 -19,20(a) and 21( $2,000,000) of Table A thereof.
The field work was completed on May 3, 2014.
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PACIFIC - AVENUE
N90 REVISED: JULY 15, 2014

JOB NO. 32-023-14NO SCALE

GMPA ARCHITECTSSHEET NO

A0.02
12444 VENICE BLVD. | CRIMSON HOLDINGS | SCHEMATIC DESIGN 11878 La Grange Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90025 

T. 310.450.0200
www.gmpaArchitects.conn

DATE F. 310.450.0225
DECEMBER 23, 2015 hug

Copyright 2015, GMPA Architects, Inc. (information provided in this conceptual plan is schematic in nature only and is subject to review by governing agencies)
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http://www.gmpaArchitects.conn


DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A 
EXHIBIT F

EXHIBIT F

ADDITIONAL AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE

1. DOT - Email dated February 16, 2017 and Referral Form dated January 15, 
2016

2. DBS - Corrected GeoTech Report dated March 1, 2017

3. Fire - Email dated February 21, 2017

4. Police - Email dated February 17, 2017

5. Sanitation - Email dated February 21, 2017

6. BOE - Interdepartmental Correspondence dated November 1, 2016

7. DPW - Letter dated February 28, 2017

8. HCID - Letter dated February 1, 2016

9. LADBS - Zoning - Email Dated September 8, 2016



DOT - Email dated February 16, 2017 and attachments and Referral Form dated 
January 15, 2016

1.



4/5/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail - 12444 Venice Bl.

i LA Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org>
GEECS

12444 Venice Bl.
Hamed Sandoghdar <hamed.sandoghdar@lacity.org> 
To: Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org>
Cc: Clive Grawe <clive.grawe@lacity.org>

Fri, Feb 24, 2017 at 1:52 PM

Hi Connie

This is to clarify that the initial referral form that Clive filled out is correct. The applicant stated that the existing building 
has a total square footage of 16,420 of shopping center use and are proposing a change of use to 77 units of apartments 
and 2000 square foot of retail. The records on ZIMAS verifies this total square footage. There are two building on this 
property consisting of this total square footage. The applicant later submitted a plan showing a building square footage of 
10,169 square foot, however this square footage if for only one of the two buildings which may been the source of some 
confusion. I have already sent you a copy of this plan. Please feel free to contact me or Clive should you have any other 
questions.

Hamed Sandoghdar, P.E.
Transportation Engineer
West LA / Coastal Development Review

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

213.485.1062 # 0 f

UDOT

*************************** Confidentiality Notice************************************

This electronic message transmission contains information from the Los Angeles Department of Transportation, which may be 
confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the 
original message and any attachment without reading or saving in any manner.

https://mail.google.com/mai l/u/0/?ui=2&ik=3052195b8e&view=pt&q=hamed&qs=true&search=query&msg=15a721ccdbce399c&siml=15a721 ccdbce399c 1/1

mailto:connie.chauv@lacity.org
mailto:hamed.sandoghdar@lacity.org
mailto:connie.chauv@lacity.org
mailto:clive.grawe@lacity.org
tel:213.485.1062
https://twitter.com/LADOTofficial
https://www.instagram.com/ladotofficial
https://www.facebook.com/ladotofficial
http://ladot.lacity.org/
https://mail.google.com/mai
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REFERRAL FORM

NOTE: Submit this form to the Department of Transportation (DOT) for their review and analysis of traffic, 
access and circulation of the proposed project. The referral form is a required attachment to any application, 
except Tract Map or Parcel Map applications, that includes one of the following (please check the box for 
the application the referral form is intended for):

A project that requires Site Plan Review (unless the Traffic Study or Technical Memorandum 
process with DOT has already begun)

A project with new floor area or a change of use that requires the filing of an Environmental 
Assessment Form (EAF), this referral form replaces the previously used Initial Study 
Assessment Form (ISAF) (unless the Traffic Study or Technical Memorandum process with 
DOT has already begun)

A project with new floor area and frontage along a Major or Secondary Highway 

A project that proposes bicycle parking in the public right-of-way

A project in a Transportation Specific Plan area:
■ Central City West Specific Plan (Downtown Planning Office) -
* Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan (West LA Planning Office)
* Glencoe/Maxella Specific Plan (West LA Planning Office)
■ Warner Center Specific Plan (Valley Planning Office)
* West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan (West LA 

Planning Office)
e Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (West LA Planning Office)
* Ventura-Cahuenga Boulevard Corridor Specific Plan (Valley Planning Office)

0

□

0

□
0

All new school projects: by-right projects and not by-right projects (except not required for 
tenant improvement’s with no additional floor area or change of use). Four months prior to 
opening the new school, the applicant should contact the appropriate DOT District Office to 
coordinate the installation of any necessary traffic controls, school warning and speed limit 
signs, school crosswalk and pavement markings, passenger loading zones and school bus 
loading zones. The DOT District Office, in consultation with the school, shall determine what 
signs, pavement markings, parking restrictions and loading zones, if any, should be installed 
by the applicant prior to the school's opening.

□

This form can also determine whether a change of use meets the definition of a Development Project as per 
LAMC Section 16.05 C1 (c) and (d).

Pursuant to LAMC Section 19.15. a review fee Davable to DOT mav be reauired to Drocess this form. The 
applicant should contact the appropriate DOT Development Services Office to arrange payment.

DOT’s Traffic Studv Policies and Procedures can be found on ladot.lacity.org, under “B-PERMIT & 
TRAFFIC STUDIES”.

RELATED CODE SECTION/ORDINANCE: LAMC Section 16.05; various ordinances

CP-2151.1 [revised 7/14/2014] Page 1 of 3



SPECIALIZED REQUIREMENTS: When submitting this referral form to DOT, include the documents listed 
below (unless the form is being used to determine whether a change of use meets the definition of a 
Development Project as per LAMC Section 16.05 C1 (c) and (d)).

0 Copy of completed Master Land Use Permit Application

Copy of a fully dimensioned site plan showing all existing and proposed structures, parking 
and loading areas, driveways, as well as on-site and off-site circulation

If filing for purposes of Site Plan Review, a copy of the completed Site Plan Review 
Supplemental Application

0

0

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION OFFICES 
Downtown 

Planning Office
213-972-8482 

100 S Main St, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

West Los Angeles 
Planning Office

Valley
Planning Office
818-374-4699

6262 Van Nuys Blvd, 3rd Floor 
Van Nuys, CA 91401

213-485-1062 
7166 W Manchester Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90045

12444 Venice Blvd.Project Name: 

Project Address: 12440-12492 Venice Blvd

Los Angeles, CA 90066

Project Description: New mixed-use proposed 77 dwelling unit + 2,000 sf retail over 2 levels subterr. parking.

Class II Highway. Vehicular access off alley. Replaces existing 16420 SF commercial building.

Pamela Day for Crimson EHOF 12575 Venice Investors, LPApplicant Name: 
Applicant E-mail: pamela@crimsonholdings.com (310) 405-0905Applicant Phone:

pps TO BE COMPLETED BY DOT STAFF ONLY
l. \i

TRIP GENERATION CALCULATION 
Land Use ADT
(trip generate 

rate)

Project
(square feet or 
dwelling units)

Uses
(list each use)

Subtotal ADT
(number of trips) (number of trips)

Total ADT

i y.Hzo sf 42/7Shorn,oft My imA701.13
{&0,Existing

S\2. oA77 V. 0. 512.1
Proposed

S pec\ cAty Rffct I 
z£)

2,000 Sf 98,6

-100Net Increase / Decrease (+ or -)

CP-2151.1 [revised 7/14/2014] Page 2 of 3

mailto:pamela@crimsonholdings.com


fC' 1
I

POTENTIAL TRANSPORTATION & CIRCULATION IMPACTS
(to be completed only for projects with new floor area or a change of use that requires the filing of an

Environmental Assessment Form (EAF))
Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No
Pursuant to CEQA Appendix G, part XVI - Transportation/Traffic, 
would the project:

Impact

conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation 
system, taking into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of 
the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit?
conflict with an applicable congestion management program, 
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel 
demand measures, or other standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)?

a)

□ □ □

b)

'sf7□ □ □

c)
□ □ □

conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public 
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities?

(the following two items are for informational purposes only and are not applicable to DOT; 
they pertain to the Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA)

d)
'sf□ □ □

n/a □□ □ □result in a change in air traffic patterns?e)
N/A □ □ □ □result in inadequate emergency access?f)

r—

P.M.: 535 -5 ^ ~l£>1Peak Hour Trips: A.M. : 3*33 -5 ZM ~~i5$ b
M*- Aei

—Ai ,v JjtLLpS.____£-.

hJj + iu CYtt S f-.>tJ /xi f S...A-t..A M... t?±L

bafk__dbzjJ d..PM. ..c +rzCUm tuts

DOT Comments: QX

/ .0
¥-

'>s<J Au£—£

Traffic Study 
Required? 
Prepared By:
(DOT Staff Name 
Printed)

Signature:

XNo:Yes:

(Zli34&£-lc>i2C. h S T . k±Lii Phone:

J. y/L^' / - / S' - i /Date:

Page 3 of 3CP-2151.1 [revised 7/14/2014]



A.L.T.A. / A.C.S.M. LAND TITLE SURVEY
SITE ADDRESS: 12444 WEST VENICE BOULEVARD, LOS ANGELES, CA. 
PROPERTY AREA: 0.479 ACRES (20,884 SQ. FT.) NET 

0.516 ACRES (22,497 SQ. FT.) GROSS 
ZONE: C 2 -1 (COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL)
TOTAL PARKING: 30 SPACES (INCLUDING 2 HANDICAP SPACES) 
FLOOD ZONE: X MAP NO.: 060 37C 1595F DATED: 9 / 26 / 2008
'SAID PROPERTY DOES NOT UE WITHIN A FEMA DESIGNATED 100-YR FLOOD PLAIN -

FLOOD ZONE NOTE:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:BENCHMARK:

l

CITY or LOS i i Yt'TKCAl CONTROL STAliOR eCHCif CT1CUSCSGS

GENERAL NOTES:
«e ciSniwous to sue i LLOY*nH tiOMTERVCNWG OARS cr

ASSURANCE NOTE:
• FORSCOMCLtCAL C6SCRIP1 iYC URBAN D6V&CHF6M. FKSRAL KSURAHCf ; GARS OR SORES.

fCOOHORWtALTHIJ-\N) PROJECT NORTHMWPRSTRAIICN ■
■ ci, we see ;ec- property is sot located s THROUGH FUBLI

n
61E EVIDENCE Of EAR1TT KWftG WORK. BUiDfcO 

■ B J LCSr.AOOiTlO'S'
LEGENDZONING NOTES:

02 • 1 (COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL) 
PER CITY PLANNER

PROPOSED...
OBSERVABLE!

I TROM THE CONTROL!.#___
TENT SlITtCr OR SIDEWALK' luCnoMORRtl'AKS

L...

r AlsP«OP«AYENVK eU-LDWG SETBACK I

PER: COMMONWEALTH LAND TITLE COMPANY 
ORDER NO.: 0801166?
DATED:

EXCEPTION NOTES:
Y13,2014

'S40 !U» AFFECTS 8A® UN

3M Sip**!*.
ITEM AFFECTS SAC PROPERTY BUT CA

~sa® item srreers sac property out i

SURVEYORS CERTIFICATE
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APPENDIX "A

Trip Generation Table

For purposes of this Table the floor area shall be the square footage confined by the 
outside surface of the exterior walls of a building, except for the square footage devoted to 
vehicle parking, necessary interior driveways and ramps.

JELM. PEAK-TR1P.S.-PER HOURLAND USE

Automobile Uses:
*Car Wash
*Gas Station
*Repair/Service
Car rental/Used car sales
New car sales

110.0 per car wash
3.6 per pump
6.0 per service stall
1.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. of lot size
4.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

Banking Uses
*Walk-in Bank 
*With Drive-through 
‘Savings & Loan 
*With Drive-through

16.7 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area
25.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area
5.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
6.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

Shopping Center
‘Less than 30,000 sq. ft. 14.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

The trips per p.m. peak hour shall 
be determined by the following 
formula:

(-0.001 A + (323.5/A) + 3.9) per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area; Where A = Floor Area/1,000

30,000 sq. ft. or more

Hospitals:
General 1.2 per bed

. 0.2 per bedConvalescent

Lodging:
Hotel, Motel, or Apartment Hotel 0.7 per guest room

‘Multi-Story Apartments, 
Condominiums, Townhomes or 
Single-Family Housing 0.7 per dwelling unit

26‘LOCAL SERVING USES



Retail Uses;
"Supermarket 8.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

"Convenience Market 46.7 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

"Specialty Retail 
(Free standing retail not in 
a shopping center excluding 
high Trip generating land uses)

5.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

"Furniture Store 
(More than 30,000 sq. ft.)

0.4 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

"Other Commercial 
(High Trip generating land uses 
such as video stores, bakeries, 
yogurt shops, etc.)

9.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

"Entertainment Theater 0.15 per seat

Discount Stores 
(More than 50,000 sq. ft.)

£.1 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area
* ut,t

Industrial:
1.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor areaindustrial Park

0.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor areaManufacturing

1.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor areaWarehousing 
(50,000 sq. ft. or more)

0.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area"Storage
(Less than 50,000 sq. ft.)

Airport Facilities, other than 
Passenger Terminals, 
such as maintenance or 
cargo facilities

0.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

0.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor areaMini-Warehouse 
(Less than 30,000 sq. ft.)

Science Research & Development 0.9 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

27"LOCAL SERVING USES



Offices:
Commercial Office under
100,000 sq. ft. 2.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

Commercial Office
100,000 sq. ft. or more 2.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

Government Office 2.9 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

Medical Office 3.9 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

Parking Lot - Commercial: 0.0 Trips

Restaurants:
*Low Turnover 6.1 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

‘High Turnover 10.5 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

‘Fast Food (A restaurant 
immediately adjacent to an 
automobile parking area, where 
patrons are served at a counter 
or a drive-through) 31.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

‘Child Care/Nursery 12.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area

3.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor areaHealth Club

28‘LOCAL SERVING USES
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neighborliness. A structure that is 50% larger than any other within miles and seeks to displace street-life to its private 
rooftop and balconies is clearly antithetical to revitalizing our Great Streets. Private balconies are not "common space" 
despite the project's claims, requisite to satisfying Malthusian Planning requirements. This project is only nominally 
"mixed use"; just 3% of its total proposed square footage is anything other than residential. It maximizes profit at the 
expense of the community from which it profits.

City of Los Angeles Mail - DIR 201-304-DB-SPR, ENV-2016-2229-MND: Appeal

5. Other ways that reality is misconstrued to satisfy a wayward definition is in interpreting this intersection as a ‘High 
Quality Transit Corridor” (HQTC) (per subdivision (b) of Section 21155 of the Public Resources Code). There is just one 
express bus route intersecting Venice/Centinela and its headtimes exceed 15 minutes, at all times of day. Nor is this 
intersection a "Major Transit Stop" (http;// rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/scs/CEQAstreamliningChart.pdf), by definition. 
The definition of Density Bonus entitlements is very complicated and a layman's yeoman's effort may be inadequate. But 
the LOD should verify consistency with the project's underlying precepts in no uncertain terms. It does not; instead it 
violates the empirical experience of those actually living near and around this intersection; Venice/Centinela is not a 
major locus of public transportation. This is not a Transit Priority Project by definition, and it doesn't feel as if it is either.

6. To a layman's understanding, the density bonus requested exceeds the maximum permitted by LAMC 12.22 A.25 of 
35%. Here, the requested density bonus is calculated from the project's number of units, but this is a labile metric as 
each proposed unit varies in size and volume. The standardized metric of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is therefore more 
appropriate. And by this calculation the density increase proposed is 75% (1:1.5 -> 1:2.62), more than twice the 
maximum permitted. A Conditional Use Permit must be filed upon a request this high.

/c«r820 
1VV£ \ '

7. A traffic assessment calculates no traffic report is mandated ha^ ™ '•nrling/md inconsistent baseline sizing 
of the existing structure.^The current downtown strip mall is not a "Shopping Center (820p that is a facility akin to 
Costco or Target, with a large Average Daily Trip (ADT) count. The existing facility houses low-volume, hyper-local 
concerns: a used bicycle store and computer repair shop; a Subway and a local sit-down Thai food restaurant; a doctor's 
and insurance office. These businesses generate a small fraction of a "shopping center's” trips.

k----------------------------------------------- -- ~' -*>
Worse, it is unclear what Ls the true existing baseline sf. On 8/31/16 at 1:18 pm (and elsewhere) the existing st] 
referenced in the file asrto,169 s?) Yet the 1/15/16 traffic assessment claims 61% more traffic-generating sf a^16,4207 
Inflating the baseline tram?
prediction of 100 fewer ADT. Recalculating the "shopping center" traffic on the basis of 62% less sf results in 
approximately 166 more ADT, ample justification for a true traffic study.

ire is

le erroneously, diminishes the inferred residential traffic offset, resulting in the spurious

Coding the proposed replacement structure as(“Apartments (220)" is also imprecise^The proposed project is more 
accurately-characterized as. and therefore ougfirpfoperly to be cS/fetfas7"Mid-rise~apartments"Mhouah this mav~
ttenuate the increase).

N ye*,

we gid ^
8. The soils report in the file is conducted for a 5-story, not 7-story structure. Moreover it is three years old, dating to 
2014. Ground water was potentially concerning beneath this transportation corridor. Liquefaction and other geological 
issues should be reconsidered in light of the project's true full proposed height of 7 stories.

9. Four projects are considered for height-precedence. One of these is a multi-story building adjacent to a tall medical 
center complex in Culver City, not LA, not directly fronting Venice Blvd. It is nearly 4 city-miles away, past at least 4 
distinct neighborhoods and outside of the relevant Coastal Transportation Corridor. It is not relevant.

Another is a giant, controversial and un-approvsd apartment complex located within a genuine HQTC also several city- 
miles and qualitatively different neighborhoods away. It is not located in a downtown area, nor adjacent to single-family

httpsj'/mail.google.conVmail/u/(y?ui=2&ik=6c99416046&vewppt&search=inbcB&msg=159cdae9e8429be8&sirrt=159cde>e968429b68 3/5
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13 (g) Provide that aesthetic and parking impacts of residential, mixed-use, and 
employment center projects on infill sites shall not be considered significant impacts on 
the environment for purposes of CEQA, while also statine that the authorin’ of a lead 
agency to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or 
other discretionary powers is not affected.

Clearly, then, the Determination is based on a faulty application of the statute and regulation 
and should be corrected with an appropriate analysis of the project. The Department has the 
authority and must exercise it to conform to the intent of the statute to bring the Project into 
compliance with the aesthetics of the community. The Department needs to respond to this 
request.

4. The Determination states that the impact of Green House Gas emissions and parking are 
“not considered significant’' for this infill project, due to SB 743 provisions. This is contrary 
to the intent of the law which states:

1. (b) It is the intent of the Legislature to do (both) of the following:
(1) Ensure that the environmental impacts of traffic, such as noise, air pollution, and 
safety concerns, continue to be properly addressed and mitigated through the 
California Environmental Quality Act.

Specifically, according to the Senate analysis of the measure (op.cit), Page 7, OPR is directed to

13. c) Require the criteria to promote the reduction ofGHG emissions, the development 
of multi-modal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.

Without conducting a study and consequently not understanding the effects of this Project, 
appropriate mitigation measures are presumably absent. The Determination again fails to meet 
the measure's intent. This needs to be corrected.

The Determination dismisses concerns and questions about the impact of the project on 
traffic and transportation without any study or mitigations as the City Department of 
Transportation failed to identify “significant impacts.” This conclusion is unsupported by 
any evidence and is contradicted by written and verbal testimony of residents and neighbors. 
An appropriate study needs to be performed and analyzed (See 3. above).

5.

6. The Determination’s conclusion that “there is no substantial evidence that the proposed 
project will have a significant effect on the environment” is unexpected given the project’s 
size, mass, unique height, access, and consequent impacts and the lack of any analytical 
basis for the conclusion. It also fails to reflect the record accurately when 27 of 29 speakers 
at the Department’s MND hearing and over half of the written comments addressed the 
project’s negative impact on the surrounding community and its environment (Pages 24-27). 
The Department needs to review its evidence and provide an accurate analysis of the record.

f.
We disagree with the quoted findings of the traffic study and the amount oil Net Trip 
'increases and that they represent 2(1% of what will actually be realized with the 
development of this project^fhere is no analytical basisljbr the statement and it should be

2TE4 crcif
"jy-.r *****>

7.

7



Land Use: 820 
Shopping Center

Description

A shopping center is an integrated group of commercial establishments that is planned, developed, 
owned and managed as a unit. A shopping center’s composition is related to its market area in terms 
of size, location and type of store. A shopping center also provides on-site parking facilities sufficient 
to serve its own parking demands. Specialty retail center (Land Use 826) and factory outlet center 
(Land Use 823) are related uses.

Additional Data

Shopping centers, including neighborhood centers, community centers, regional centers and 
super regional centers, were surveyed for this land use. Some of these centers contained non
merchandising facilities, such as office buildings, movie theaters, restaurants, post offices, banks, 
health clubs and recreational facilities (for example, ice skating rinks or indoor miniature golf 
courses).(The centers ranged in size from 1,700 to 2.2 million sguare feet gross leasable areals 
(GLA). The centers studied were located in suburban areas throughout the United States andJJ 
.(lie ref ore, represent typical U.S. suburban conditions.

Many shopping centers, in addition to the integrated unit of shops in one building or enclosed 
around a mall, include outparcels (peripheral buildings or pads located on the perimeter of the 
center adjacent to the streets and major access points). These buildings are typically drive- 
in banks, retail stores, restaurants, or small offices. Although the data herein do not indicate 
which of the centers studied included peripheral buildings, it can be assumed that some of the 
data show their effect.i

The vehicle trips generated at a shopping center are based upon the total GLA of the center. In 
cases of smaller centers without an enclosed mall or peripheral buildings, the GLA could be the 
same as the gross floor area of tho hnildinn$

Separate equations have been developed for shopping centers during the Christmas shopping 
season. Plots were included for the weekday peak hour of adjacent street traffic and the Saturday 
peak hour of the generator.

Information on approximate hourly, monthly and daily variation in shopping center traffic is 
shown in Tables 1-3. It should be noted, however, that the information contained in these 
tables is based on a limited sample size. Therefore, caution should be exercised when applying 
the data. Also, some information provided in the tables may conflict with the results obtained 
by applying the average rate or regression equations. When this occurs, it is suggested that the 
results from the average rate or regression equations be used, as they are based on a larger 
number of studies.

Trip Generation, 9th Edition • Institute of Transportation Engineers 1557
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BYER GEOTECHNICAL, INC March 1,2017 

BG 22043
Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice Partnership, LP 
12575 Venice Boulevard, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, California 90066

Ms. Pamela Day, Managing PartnerAttention:

Subject

Transmittal of Geotechnical Engineering Update
Proposed Six-Story Residential Building over Subterranean Parking
Portions of Lots 8, 9, and 10, Block A, Roseboro Villa Tract
12440 - 12492 West Venice Boulevard and 3800 South Wasatch Avenue
Los Angeles, California

Gentlepersons:

Byer Geotechnical has completed our geotechnical engineering update report dated March 1,2017, 
for the proposed project. The reviewing agency for this document is the City of Los Angeles, 
Department of City Planning. Copies of the report have been distributed as follows:

Addressee (E-mail and Mail)
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Attention: Connie Chauv (E-mail)

(4)
CD

Questions concerning the report should be directed to the undersigned. Byer Geotechnical 
appreciates the opportunity to offer our consultation and advice on this project.

Very truly yours, 
BYER GEOTEC CAL, INC.

Raffi S. Babayan 
Senior Project Engineer

1461 East Chevy Chase Drive, Suite 200 • Glendale, California 91206 • tel 818.549.9959 • fax 818.543.3747 » www.byergeo.com

http://www.byergeo.com
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BYER GEOTECHNICAL, INC. March 1,2017 

BG 22043
Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice Partnership, LP 
12575 Venice Boulevard, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, California 90066

Attention: Ms. Pamela Day, Managing Partner

Subject

Geotechnical Engineering Update
Proposed Six-Story Residential Building over Subterranean Parking 
Portions of Lots 8, 9, and 10, Block A, Roseboro Villa Tract 
12440 - 12492 West Venice Boulevard and 3800 South Wasatch Avenue 
Los Angeles, California

References: Report by Byer Geotechnical, Inc.:

Geotechnical Engineering Exploration, Proposed Five-Story Residential Building 
over Two Subterranean Parking Levels, Portions of Lots 8, 9, and 10, Block A, 
Roseboro Villa Tract, 12440 - 12492 West Venice Boulevard, Los Angeles, 
California, dated October 10, 2014.

Response by the City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety (LADBS):

Soils Report Approval Letter, Log # 86310, dated November 25,2014.

Dear Ms. Day:

At your request, Byer Geotechnical, Inc., is providing our geotechnical engineering update with 

respect to construction of the proposed building on the subject site. This update is based on our 

conversation with Ms. Connie Chauv with the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning. 

The enclosed site plan, elevations, and sections, Sheets A1.01, A3.02, and A4.01, prepared by 

GMPA Architects, dated December 23,2015, were considered during the preparation of this update.

1461 East Chevy Chase Drive, Suite 200 • Glendale, California 91206 • tel 818.549.9959 • tax 818.543.3747 * www.byergeo.com

http://www.byergeo.com


March 1,2017 
BG 22043 
Page 2

The scope of the proposed project has changed from that described in the above-referenced report. 

The project currently consists of construction of a six-story building over one subterranean parking 

level. Retaining walls ranging from 16 to 20 feet high are now planned to support the excavation 

for the subterranean parking level. Column loads on foundations are expected to be moderate. 

Temporary shoring consisting of closely-spaced soldier piles supporting excavations up to 22 feet 

high, including an estimate of the foundation embedment depth, will be required adjacent to the 

property lines to facilitate the construction of the subterranean parking level.

The conclusions and recommendations included in the above-referenced report remain valid and 

applicable to the currently proposed project.

Byer Geotechnical appreciates the opportunity to continue to provide our service on this project. 

Any questions concerning the data or interpretation of this report should be directed to the 

undersigned.

Respectfully submitted, 
BYER GEOTECHNIC Jpim V\<£ N&2120

OH Exp-OMtH? /*£o zCDUii NO. 72168 ,mSl 
Exp. June 30,20IP! *

m >
Robert I. Zweigli 
G. E. 2120

Raffi S. Babayan 
P. E. 72168 iOf
RSB:RIZ:mh
S:\FINAL\BG\22043_Crimson EHOFJ 2444\22l i_Cnmson_EHOF_l 2444_Venice_Update_3.1.17.wpd

LADBS, Soils Report Approval Letter dated November 25, 2014 (4 Pages) 
Retaining Wall Calculation Sheets (2 Pages)
Soldier Pile Calculation Sheets (2 Pages)
Site Plan, Sheet A 1.01 
Building Elevations, Sheet A3.02 
Sections AA and BB, Sheet A4.01

Enc:

Addressee (E-mail and Mail)
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Attention: Connie Chauv (E-mail)

(4)xc:
0)

BYER GEOTECHNICAL, INC.
1461 East Chevy Chase Drive, Suite 200 • Glendale, California 91206 • tel 818.549.9959 • fax 818.543.3747 • www.byergeo.com

http://www.byergeo.com


BOARD OF

BUILDING AND SAFETY 
COMMISSIONERS

City of Los Angeles
CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF

BUILDING AND SAFETY
201 NORTH FIGUEROA STREET 

LOS ANGELES CA 90012HELENA JUBANY
PRESIDENT

VAN AMBATIELOS
VICE-PRESIDENT

r/fi
RAYMOND S. CHAN, C.E., S.E. 

GENERAL MANAGERE FELICIA BRANNON 
VICTOR H CUEVAS 

GEORGE HOVAGUIMIAN ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR

SOILS REPORT APPROVAL LETTER

November 25,2014
LOG # 86310
SOILS/GEOLOGY FILE - 2

Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice Partnership, LP 
12575 Venice Blvd., #200 
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Roseboro Villa Tract (MP 6-72)TRACT:
BLOCK:
LOT(S):
LOCATION:

A
9
12440 - 12492 West Venice Blvd.

CURRENT REFERENCE REPORT 
REPORT/LETTERtSl

DATE(S) OF 
DOCUMENT PREPARED BYNo.
10/10/2014 Byer Geotechnical, Inc.BG 22043Soils Report

The Grading Division of the Department of Building and Safety has reviewed the referenced report 
providing recommendations to construct a five-story residential building over two subterranean 
parking levels at the subject site. The consultant recommends to support the proposed structure on 
conventional foundations bearing on native undisturbed marine deposits.

The referenced report is acceptable, provided the following conditions are complied with during site 
development*

(Note: Numbers in parenthesis () refer to applicable sections of the 2014 City of LA Building Code. 
P/BC numbers refer the applicable Information Bulletin. Information Bulletins can be accessed on 
the internet at LADBS.ORG )

Provide a notarized letter from all adjoining property owners allowing tie-back anchors on 
their property. (7006.6)

1.

The soils engineer shall review and approve the detailed plans prior to issuance of any 
permit. This approval shall be by signature on the plans which clearly indicates that the soils 
engineer has reviewed the plans prepared by the design engineer and that the plans included 
the recommendations contained in his report. (7006.1)

2.

All recommendations of the report which are in addition to or more restrictive than the 
conditions contained herein shall be incorporated into the plans.

3.

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYERLAD as GS (Rev 04/30/2014)



Page 2
12440 - 12492 W. Venice Blvd.,

A copy of the subject and appropriate referenced reports and this approval letter shall be 
attached to the District Office and field set of plans. Submit one copy of the above reports 
to the Building Department Plan Checker prior to issuance of the permit. (7006.1)

4.

A grading permit shall be obtained for all structural fill and retaining wall backfill. (106.1.2)5.

All man-made fill shall be compacted to a minimum 90 percent of the maximum dry density 
of the fill material per the latest version of ASTM D 1557. Where cohesionless soil having 
less than 15 percent finer than 0.005 millimeters is used for fill, it shall be compacted to a 
minimum of 95 percent relative compaction based on maximum dry density (D1556). 
Placement of gravel in lieu of compacted fill is allowed only if complying with Section
91.7011.3 of the Code. (7011.3)

6.

Drainage in conformance with the provisions of the Code shall be maintained during and 
subsequent to construction. (7013.12)

7.

The applicant is advised that the approval of this report does not waive the requirements for 
excavations contained in the State Construction Safety Orders enforced by the State Division 
of Industrial Safety. (3301.1)

8.

The soils engineer shall review and approve the shoring and/or underpinning plans prior to 
issuance of the permit. (3307.3.2)

9.

Prior to the issuance of the permits, the soils engineer and/or the structural designer shall 
evaluate the surcharge loads used in the report calculations for the design of the retaining 
walls and shoring. If the surcharge loads used in the calculations do not conform to the 
actual surcharge loads, the soil engineer shall submit a supplementary report with revised 
recommendations to the Department for approval.

10.

Temporary excavations over 5 feet vertical cut exposing alluvium over marine deposits shall 
be trimmed back at a gradient not exceeding 1:1, as recommended.

11.

Shoring shall be designed for the lateral earth pressures specified in the section titled 
“Soldier Piles” starting on page 14 of the report; all surcharge loads shall be included into 
the design.

12.

13. A shoring monitoring program shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the soils engineer.

Footings supported on approved compacted fill or expansive soil shall be reinforced with a 
minimum of four (4) ‘/2-inch diameter (#4) deformed reinforcing bars. Two (2) bars shall be 
placed near the bottom and two (2) bars placed near the top.

14.

The foundation/slab design shall satisfy all requirements of the Information Bulletin P/BC 
2011-116 “Foundation Design for Expansive Soils” (1803.5.3).

15.

The seismic design shall be based on a Site Class D as recommended. All other seismic 
design parameters shall be reviewed by LADBS building plan check.

16.

Cantilever retaining walls up to 10 feet in height and with a level backfill shall be designed17.



Page 3
12440 - 12492 W. Venice Blvd.,

for a minimum equivalent fluid pressure of 43 PCF, as specified on page 11 of the report. All 
surcharge loads shall be incorporated into the design.

Basement walls and other walls in which horizontal movement is restricted at the top shall 
be designed for at-rest pressure as specified on page 11 of the report (1610.1). All surcharge 
loads shall be included into the design.

18.

All retaining walls shall be provided with a standard surface backarain sysiem and ail 
drainage shall be conducted to the street in an acceptable manner and in a non-erosive device. 
(7013.11)

19.

Installation of the subdrain system shall be inspected and approved by the soils engineer of 
record and the City grading/building inspector. (108.9)

20.

Basement walls and floors shall be waterproofed/damp-proofed with an L.A. City approved 
“Below-grade” waterproofing/damp-proofmg material with a research report number. 
(104.2.6)

21.

Prefabricated drainage composites (Miradrain) (Geotextiles) may be only used in addition 
to traditionally accepted methods of draining retained earth.

22.

An on-site storm water infiltration system at the subject site shall not be implemented, as 
recommended.

23.

All concentrated drainage shall be conducted in an approved device and disposed of in a 
manner approved by the LADBS. (7013.10)

24.

The soils engineer shall inspect all excavations to determine that conditions anticipated in 
the report have been encountered and to provide recommendations for the correction of 
hazards found during grading. (7008 & 1705.6)

25.

Prior to the pouring of concrete, a representative of the consulting soils engineer shall inspect 
and approve the footing excavations. He shall post a notice on the job site for the LADBS 
Building Inspector and the Contractor stating that the work so inspected meets the conditions 
of the report, but that no concrete shall be poured until the City Building Inspector has also 
inspected and approved the footing excavations. A written certification to this effect shall 
be filed with the Grading Division of the Department upon completion of the work. (108.9 
& 7008.2)

26.

Prior to excavation, an initial inspection shall be called with LADBS Inspectoral which time 
sequence of construction, shoring, underpinning, pile installation, protection fences and dust 
and traffic control will be scheduled. (108.9.1)

27.

Installation of shoring, underpinning, slot cutting excavations and/or pile installation shall 
be performed under the inspection and approval of the soils engineer and deputy grading 
inspector. (1705.6)

28.

The installation and testing of tie-back anchors shall comply with the recommendations 
included in the report or the standard sheets titled “Requirement for Tie-back Earth

29.
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Anchors”, whatever is more restrictive. (Research Report #23835)

Allowable foundation pressure and frictional and lateral soil bearing values shall be limited 
to a maximum one-third increase when considering earthquake or other temporary forces. 
(1808)

30.

Frictional and lateral resistance of soils may be combined, provided the lateral bearing 
resistance does not exceed two-thirds of the allowable lateral bearing.

31.

Continuous/isolated footings allowable bearing pressure shall be 3,000 psf, forfootings with 
a minimum of 12/24 inches in width and embedded a minimum of 24 inches into Marine 
Deposits, as recommended. Increases for depth/width shall not exceed a maximum of 6,000

32.

psf.

FRED WONG ft 
Structural Engineering Associate IV

FW/fw
Log No. 86310 
213-482-0480

Byer Geotechnical, Inc., Project Consultant 
WL District Office

cc:



RETAINING WALLBYER.
GEOTECHNICAL,
INC ENGINEER: RSB

CLIENT: Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice 
Partnership, LP 

CALCULATION SHEET # 1

BG: 22043W6IE. CHEVY CHASE DR, SUITE 200 
GLENDALE, CA 9006 
8J85499959TCL 
8185435747 FAX

CALCULATE THE DESIGN SEISMIC FORCE FOR THE PROPOSED RETAINING WALL. ASSUME BACKFILL 
IS SATURATED AND THERE IS NO HYDROSTATIC PRESSURE THE RETAINED HEIGHT AND BACKSLOPE 
AND SURCHARGE CONDITIONS ARE LISTED BELOW. USE THE MONONOBE-OKABE METHOD FOR 
SEISMIC FORCES.

CALCULATION PARAMETERS
WALL HEIGHT 
BACKSLOPE ANGLE: 
SURCHARGE: 
SURCHARGE TYPE: 
INITIAL FAILURE ANGLE: 
FINAL FAILURE ANGLE: 
INITIAL TENSION CRACK: 
FINAL TENSION CRACK: 

29.0 degrees
HORIZONTAL PSEUDO STATIC SEISMIC COEFFICIENT (kh)
VERTICAL PSEUDO STATIC SEISMIC COEFFICIENT (kv)

20 feet 
0 degrees 

300 pounds 
u Uniform 

20 degrees 
70 degrees 

3 feet 
20 feet

EARTH MATERIAL: 
SHEAR DIAGRAM: 
COHESION:
PHI ANGLE: 
DENSITY 
SAFETY FACTOR: 
WALL FRICTION

Alluvium
1

200 psf 
29 degrees 

125 pcf
1
0 degrees 

200.0 psfCD (C/FS):
PHID = ATAN(TAN(PHI)/FS) =

0.23 g
o g

CALCULATED RESULTS
49 degrees 

172.8 square feet 
3900.0 pounds 

25494.1 pounds 
918 trials 
24.4 feet 

1.6 feet 
16.0 feet 

10602.9 pounds

CRITICAL FAILURE ANGLE 
AREA OF TRIAL FAILURE WEDGE 
TOTAL EXTERNAL SURCHARGE 
WEIGHT OF TRIAL FAILURE WEDGE 
NUMBER OF TRIAL WEDGES ANALYZED 
LENGTH OF FAILURE PLANE 
DEPTH OF TENSION CRACK
HORIZONTAL DISTANCE TO UPSLOPE TENSION CRACK
CALCULATED HORIZONTAL THRUST ON WALL

CONCLUSIONS:
THE CALCULATION INDICATES THAT NO ADDITIONAL SEISMIC 
LOADING IS REQUIRED FOR THE PROPOSED SUBTERRANEAN 
RETAINING WALLS UP TO 20 FEET HIGH (CALCULATED SEISMIC 
THRUST IS LESS THAN THE STATIC AT-REST THRUST OF 13,120 
POUNDS).



RETAINING WALLBYER
GEOTECHNICAL,
INC

ENGINEER: RSB 
CLIENT: Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice

BG: 22043M61E CHEVY CHASE DR-, SUITE 200 
GLENDALE, CA 91206 
818549.9959 TEL 
8185435747 FAX

1
Partnership. LP

CALCULATION SHEET # 2

CALCULATE THE DESIGN SEISMIC FORCE FOR THE PROPOSED RETAINING WALL. ASSUME BACKFILL 
IS SATURATED AND THERE IS NO HYDROSTATIC PRESSURE THE RETAINED HEIGHT AND BACKSLOPE 
AND SURCHARGE CONDITIONS ARE LISTED BELOW. USE THE MONONOBE-OKABE METHOD FOR 
SEISMIC FORCES.

CALCULATION PARAMETERS
WALL HEIGHT 
BACKSLOPE ANGLE: 
SURCHARGE: 
SURCHARGE TYPE: 
INITIAL FAILURE ANGLE: 
FINAL FAILURE ANGLE: 
INITIAL TENSION CRACK: 
FINAL TENSION CRACK: 

29.0 degrees
HORIZONTAL PSEUDO STATIC SEISMIC COEFFICIENT (kh)
VERTICAL PSEUDO STATIC SEISMIC COEFFICIENT (kv)

EARTH MATERIAL: 
SHEAR DIAGRAM: 
COHESION:
PHI ANGLE: 
DENSITY 
SAFETY FACTOR: 
WALL FRICTION

Alluvium 20 feet 
0 degrees 

2000 pounds 
p Point 

20 degrees 
70 degrees 

3 feet 
20 feet

1
200 psf 

29 degrees 
125 pcf

1
0 degrees 

200.0 psfCD (C/FS):
PHID = ATAN{TAN(PHI)/FS) =

0.23 g
0 g

CALCULATED RESULTS
CRITICAL FAILURE ANGLE 
AREA OF TRIAL FAILURE WEDGE 
TOTAL EXTERNAL SURCHARGE 
WEIGHT OF TRIAL FAILURE WEDGE 
NUMBER OF TRIAL WEDGES ANALYZED 
LENGTH OF FAILURE PLANE 
DEPTH OF TENSION CRACK
HORIZONTAL DISTANCE TO UPSLOPE TENSION CRACK
CALCULATED HORIZONTAL THRUST ON WALL

53 degrees 
144.5 square feet 

2000.0 pounds 
20056.6 pounds 

918 trials 
19.9 feet 
4.1 feet 

12.0 feet 
9724.8 pounds

CONCLUSIONS:
THE CALCULATION INDICATES THAT NO ADDITIONAL SEISMIC 
LOADING IS REQUIRED FOR THE PROPOSED SUBTERRANEAN 
RETAINING WALLS UP TO 20 FEET HIGH (CALCULATED SEISMIC 
THRUST IS LESS THAN THE STATIC AT-REST THRUST OF 13,120 
POUNDS).



SOLDIER PILEBYER
GEOTECHNICAL,
INC ENGINEER: RSB 

CLIENT: Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice
BG: 22043CHEW CHASE DR, SUITE 200 

GLENDALE. CA 91206 
K8A49.9959m 
818543-3747 FAX Partnership, LP

CALCULATION SHEET # 3

CALCULATE THE DESIGN MINIMUM EQUIVALENT FLUID PRESSURE (EFP) FOR PROPOSED SHORING 
PILE. ASSUME BACKFILL IS SATURATED AND THERE IS NO HYDROSTATIC PRESSURE THE RETAINED 
HEIGHT AND BACKSLOPE AND SURCHARGE CONDITIONS ARE LISTED BELOW. USE THE MONONOBE- 
OKABE METHOD FOR SEISMIC FORCES.

CALCULATION PARAMETERS
RETAINED LENGTH 
BACKSLOPE ANGLE: 
SURCHARGE: 
SURCHARGE TYPE: 
INITIAL FAILURE ANGLE: 
FINAL FAILURE ANGLE: 
INITIAL TENSION CRACK: 
FINAL TENSION CRACK: 

23.9 degrees
HORIZONTAL PSEUDO STATIC SEISMIC COEFFICIENT (kh)
VERTICAL PSEUDO STATIC SEISMIC COEFFICIENT (kv)

22 feet 
0 degrees 

300 pounds 
p Point 

20 degrees 
70 degrees 

5 feet 
20 feet

EARTH MATERIAL: 
SHEAR DIAGRAM: 
COHESION:
PHI ANGLE: 
DENSITY 
SAFETY FACTOR: 
PILE FRICTION

Alluvium
1

200 psf 
29 degrees 

125 pcf
1.25

0 degrees 
160.0 psfCD (C/FS):

PHID = ATAN(TAN(PHI)/FS) =
og
og

CALCULATED RESULTS
57 degrees 

153.1 square feet 
300.0 pounds 

19441.2 pounds 
816 trials
22.0 feet 

3.5 feet
12.0 feet 

8820.2 pounds
36.4 pcf 

39 pcf______

CRITICAL FAILURE ANGLE 
AREA OF TRIAL FAILURE WEDGE 
TOTAL EXTERNAL SURCHARGE 
WEIGHT OF TRIAL FAILURE WEDGE 
NUMBER OF TRIAL WEDGES ANALYZED 
LENGTH OF FAILURE PLANE 
DEPTH OF TENSION CRACK
HORIZONTAL DISTANCE TO UPSLOPE TENSION CRACK
CALCULATED THRUST ON PILE 
CALCULATED EQUIVALENT FLUID PRESSURE 
DESIGN EQUIVALENT FLUID PRESSURE _________

CONCLUSIONS:
THE PROPOSED TEMPORARY SHORING ALONG THE NORTH, WEST, 
AND SOUTH SIDES OF THE SUBTERRANEAN LEVEL UP TO 22 FEET 
HIGH, WITH A LEVEL BACKSLOPE AND SURCHARGE, MAY BE 
DESIGNED FOR AN ACTIVE EQUIVALENT FLUID PRESSURE OF 39 
POUNDS PER CUBIC FOOT. IF PILES ARE USED, THE FLUID PRESSURE 
SHOULD BE MULTIPLIED BY THE PILE SPACING.



SOLDIER PILEBYER.
GEOTECHNICAL,
INC

ENGINEER: RSB 
CLIENT: Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice 

Partnership, LP
CALCULATION SHEET # 4

BG: 22043H6IE CHEVY CHASE DR, SUTTE 200 
GLENDALE, CA 91206 
818349.9959 TEL 
8183433747 FAX

CALCULATE THE DESIGN MINIMUM EQUIVALENT FLUID PRESSURE (EFP) FOR PROPOSED SHORING 
PILE. ASSUME BACKFILL IS SATURATED AND THERE IS NO HYDROSTATIC PRESSURE THE RETAINED 
HEIGHT AND BACKSLOPE AND SURCHARGE CONDITIONS ARE LISTED BELOW. USE THE MONONOBE- 
OKABE METHOD FOR SEISMIC FORCES.

CALCULATION PARAMETERS
EARTH MATERIAL:
SHEAR DIAGRAM:
COHESION:
PHI ANGLE:
DENSITY 
SAFETY FACTOR:
PILE FRICTION 
CD (C/FS):
PHID = ATAN(TAN(PHI)/FS) =
HORIZONTAL PSEUDO STATIC SEISMIC COEFFICIENT (kh) 
VERTICAL PSEUDO STATIC SEISMIC COEFFICIENT (kv)

Alluvium RETAINED LENGTH 
BACKSLOPE ANGLE: 
SURCHARGE: 
SURCHARGE TYPE: 
INITIAL FAILURE ANGLE: 
FINAL FAILURE ANGLE: 
INITIAL TENSION CRACK: 
FINAL TENSION CRACK: 

23.9 degrees

22 feet 
0 degrees 

2000 pounds 
p Point 

20 degrees 
70 degrees 

5 feet 
20 feet

1
200 psf 

29 degrees 
125 pcf

1.25
0 degrees 

160.0 psf

Og
o g

CALCULATED RESULTS
CRITICAL FAILURE ANGLE 
AREA OF TRIAL FAILURE WEDGE 
TOTAL EXTERNAL SURCHARGE 
WEIGHT OF TRIAL FAILURE WEDGE 
NUMBER OF TRIAL WEDGES ANALYZED 
LENGTH OF FAILURE PLANE 
DEPTH OF TENSION CRACK
HORIZONTAL DISTANCE TO UPSLOPE TENSION CRACK
CALCULATED THRUST ON PILE 
CALCULATED EQUIVALENT FLUID PRESSURE 
DESIGN EQUIVALENT FLUID PRESSURE

59 degrees
141.3 square feet 

2000.0 pounds
19663.9 pounds 

816 trials 
21.4 feet 
3.7 feet 

11.0 feet 
9994.9 pounds

41.3 pcf
43 pcf________

CONCLUSIONS:
THE PROPOSED TEMPORARY SHORING ALONG THE EAST SIDE OF THE 
SUBTERRANEAN LEVEL UP TO 22 FEET HIGH, WITH A LEVEL 
BACKSLOPE AND SURCHARGE, MAY BE DESIGNED FOR AN ACTIVE 
EQUIVALENT FLUID PRESSURE OF 43 POUNDS PER CUBIC FOOT. IF 
PILES ARE USED, THE FLUID PRESSURE SHOULD BE MULTIPLIED BY 
THE PILE SPACING.
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3. Fire - Email dated February 21, 2017



2/21/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail -12444 Venice Boulevard

i LA Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org>
GEECSO

12444 Venice Boulevard
Robert Duff <robert.duff@lacity.org>
To: Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org>
Cc: Terrance W O'Connell <terrance.oconnell@lacity.org>

Upon further review by the LAFD Hydrants & Access Unit there are no additional comments regarding hydrants or 
access.

Tue, Feb 21, 2017 at 10:02 AM

Issues regarding the "piece mealing " of projects along the corridor will be addressed in the future update of the 
Community Plans.

On Tue, Feb 21, 2017 at 9:27 AM, Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello Inspector Duff,

Following up from our phone call from last Thursday. As mentioned, we are reaching out to verify if Fire has any 
additional comments for the project at 12444 Venice Boulevard.

Can you please confirm if the following mitigation measures in the MND are sufficient?

XIV-10. Public Services (Fire)

• Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the Project in an area having 
marginal fire protection facilities. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the 
following measure:

• The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be incorporated into the building 
plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for approve! by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a 
final map or the approve! of a building permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design features: fire 
lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures must be within 300 feet of an approved fire 
hydrant, and entrances to any dwelling unit or guest room shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal 
travel from the edge of the roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane.

Thank you!

Connie Chauv
Department of City Planning 
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213)978-0016
200 N. Spring St., Room 720/721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

%f II "E

On Tue, Feb 14, 2017 at 2:02 PM, Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello Terrance,

Thanks for returning my phone call. As mentioned, we are reaching out regarding a project at 12444 Venice 
Boulevard, which came to you via Case Management on June 16, 2015.

https ://mai I .g oog le.com/mai l/u/Q/?ui=2&i k=3052195b8e&view= pt&search= i nbox&msg=15a61 d67df897c54&dsq t= 1 &si ml=15a61 d67d(897c54 1/2

mailto:connie.chauv@lacity.org
mailto:robert.duff@lacity.org
mailto:connie.chauv@lacity.org
mailto:terrance.oconnell@lacity.org
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mailto:connie.chauv@lacity.org


2/21/2017

As mentioned, the project has been appealed, with appeal points regarding the public safety analysis in the 
environmental review. IVs attached the following:

City of Los Angeles Mail -12444 Venice Boulevard

• Appeal letter from llah Hardesty - please see pdf page 7 (appeal point 14) and pdf pages 33-34 for appeal 
points regarding tire safety

• Environmental MND - please see pdf page 4 (Mitigation Measure XIV-10) and pdf page 58 (under XlV-a) for the 
public services analysis

• Project plans

We are reaching out to verify if Fire has any responses/comments to the appeal points noted above. If you could 
provide any additional comments to us by the end of the week on official letterhead for the record, we would really 
appreciate it.

Thank you!

Connie Chauv
Department of City Planning 
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213)978-0016
200 N. Spring St., Room 720/721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

$L!
"E

tovDEOV^

Robert E. Duff, Fire Inspector II 
Fire Development Svcs/ Hydrants & Access 
Los Angeles Fire Department 

201 N. Figueroa St. Ste 300 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-6502

https ://mai I .g oog le.com/mai l/u/Q/?ui=2&i k=3052195b8e&view= pt&search= i nbox&msg=15a61 d67df897c54&dsq t= 1 &si ml=15a61 d67df897c54 2/2



DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A 
EXHIBIT F

Public Services (LAFD)

There are potentially two fire stations that serve the subject site. The project site is located 
approximately 0.4 miles away from Fire Station No. 62 (11970 Venice Boulevard) and 
approximately 1.8 miles away from Fire Station No. 63 (1930 Shell Avenue). The project meets 
the threshold for fire protection (conservatively, utilizing maximum response distance of 1 mile for 
an engine company and 1.5 miles for a truck company) for Fire Station No. 63, and exceeds the 
threshold for police protection (net increase of 75 residential units); however these thresholds are 
established to determine if further environmental analysis is warranted. Specifically, the MND 
stated that the project "may result in capacity or service level problems or... substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with. fire protection”, and also that the project "could increase 
demand for police service”. However, for both fire services and police services, "mitigation 
measures will help reduce the impacts to a less than significant level”. These mitigation measures 
include approval of both LAFD and LAPD prior to the issuance of building permits (see Conditions 
21-23 in Exhibit C). Therefore, the MND and Determination Letter ensure the review of both 
agencies in the project approval. The project is required to comply with regulatory compliance 
measures including the Fire Code, California Health and Safety Code and other LAFD 
requirements, specifically to install automatic fire sprinkler systems and smoke alarms, fire 
extinguishers, building access, and emergency response notification systems. Therefore, the 
MND determined that compliance with the regulations reduces potential impacts on fire protection 
services to less-than-significant levels.

As stated in the MND (Exhibit D), the nearest emergency/disaster routes to the project site is 
Venice Boulevard to the north, and Centinela Avenue to the east (City of Los Angeles, General 
Plan Safety Element Exhibit H, Critical Facilities & Lifeline Systems, 1996). The proposed project 
would not require the closure of any public or private streets and would not impede emergency 
vehicle access to the project site or surrounding area. Additionally, emergency access to and from 
the project site would be provided in accordance with requirements of LAFD. In addition, as stated 
under Appeal Point 12, DOT has concluded that the project will result in no significant impacts 
regarding transportation or traffic; therefore, concerns regarding traffic congestion along 
emergency routes are not valid. In addition, the project is not located in a brush fire hazard area, 
or wildfire hazard area. The project would not result in the use, manufacture, or storage of toxic, 
readily combustible or otherwise hazardous materials.
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F ireStatLAb eta

ENTER AN ADDRESS

address / cross street / zip code

or search by

COMMUNITY

- select -

or

FIRE STATION

- select -

and

YEAR

2016

To see response metrics specific to a particular fire station, enter an address or choose a community
or fire station.

GO

STATION 62 RESPONSE METRICS FOR 2016

January - December 2016

AVERAGE TURN OUT
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TIME IN DISTRICT

Non EMS EMS

Month Mins:Secs Mins:Secs

Jan 01:05 01:11

Feb 01:08 01:09

00:57 01:01Mar

Apr 01:07 01:01

01:03 01:02May

01:02Jun 00:56

Jul 01:05 01:03

Aug 00:55 00:56

Sep 00:56 00:59

Oct 01:00 00:56

00:59 01:00Nov

Dec 01:09 01:03

Overall 01:03 01:02

AVERAGE TRAVEL 
TIME IN DISTRICT

Non EMS EMS

Month Mins:Secs Mins:Secs

03:55 04:28Jan

Feb 04:14 04:34

Mar 04:21 04:21

Apr 05:03 04:47

04:36 04:40May

04:46 04:35Jun

Jul 05:28 04:22

Aug 04:33 04:43

http://www.lafcl.org/fsla/stati ons-map?st=586&\ear=2016 3/4
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05:43Sep 04:53

Oct 04:23 04:25

04:37 04:51Nov

04:04 04:09Dec

Overall 04:36 04:34

INCIDENT COUNT 
IN DISTRICT

Non EMS EMS

Month

Jan 43 267

Feb 38 236

39 225Mar

Apr 43 242

May 29 232

Jun 27 247

Jul 36 237

20 259Aug

Sep 33 223

Oct 40 247

Nov 44 214

44 242Dec

Overall 436 2871

How We Calculate Results 
LA City Open Data Website

http://www.lafcl.org/fsla/stati ons-map?st=586&\ear=2016 4/4
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TIME IN DISTRICT

Non EMS EMS

Month Mins:Secs Mins:Secs

Jan 01:04 01:08

Feb 01:06 01:11

00:59 01:11Mar

Apr 01:07 01:06

00:57 01:09May

01:12Jun 01:00

Jul 01:00 01:04

Aug 00:55 01:02

Sep 01:19 01:01

Oct 00:51 01:03

00:56 01:00Nov

Dec 00:57 01:01

Overall 01:01 01:05

AVERAGE TRAVEL 
TIME IN DISTRICT

Non EMS EMS

Month Mins:Secs Mins:Secs

04:39 04:41Jan

Feb 04:15 04:36

Mar 04:51 04:46

Apr 04:38 04:42

04:42 04:33May

04:46 04:31Jun

Jul 04:41 04:47

Aug 04:34 04:35
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04:54Sep 04:30

Oct 05:12 04:16

04:23 04:33Nov

04:22 04:40Dec

Overall 04:41 04:36

INCIDENT COUNT 
IN DISTRICT

Non EMS EMS

Month

Jan 74 381

Feb 75 343

72 370Mar

Apr 73 385

May 101 399

Jun 70 430

Jul 82 458

68Aug 473

59 379Sep

Oct 106 379

Nov 68 357

74 304Dec

Overall 922 4658

How We Calculate Results 
LA City Open Data Website
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4. Police - Email dated February 17, 2017



3/7/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail -12444 Venice Boulevard

i LA Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org>
GEECSO

12444 Venice Boulevard

Christopher Gibson <40318@lapd.online> 
To: Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org>

Fri, Feb 17, 2017 at 8:18 AM

Yes I can confirm the measures are sufficient.

On Feb 17, 2017, at 8:07 AM, Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org> wrote:

Hello Officer Gibson,

Thank you for following up. As mentioned, the Mitigated Negative Declaration includes mitigation measures 
for Police review of CPTED measures, as listed below. Can you please confirm if these mitigation 
measures are sufficient?

Public Services (Police)
• Temporary construction fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the active construction areas to 
screen as much of the construction activity from view at the local street level and to keep unpermitted 
persons from entering the construction area.

XIV-20.

XIV-30 Public Services fPolicef

• Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the Project in an 
area having marginal police services. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a less than 
significant level by the following measure:
• The plans shall incorporate the design guidelines relative to security, semi-public and private spaces, 
which may include but not be limited to access control to building, secured parking facilities, walls/fonces 
with key systems, well-illuminated public and semi-public space designed with a minimum of dead space 
to eliminate areas of concealment, location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, 
and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Please refer to "Design Out 
Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design", published by the Los Angeles Police 
Department. Contact the Community Relations Division, located at 100 W. 1st Street, #250, Los Angeles, 
CA 90012; (213) 486-6000. These measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the 
issuance of building permits.

Thank you!

Connie Chauv
'* Department of City Planning 

Project Planning - West LA: ,
T:
(213)978-0016
200 N. Spring St., Room 720/721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

https://mail.google.corrVmail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=3052195b8e&view=pt&q=christopher%20gibson&qs=true&search=quer\Amsg=15a4cde29ae605b3&dsqt=1&siml= 15... 1/1

mailto:connie.chauv@lacity.org
mailto:connie.chauv@lacity.org
mailto:connie.chauv@lacity.org
https://mail.google.corrVmail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=3052195b8e&view=pt&q=christopher%20gibson&qs=true&search=quer/Amsg=15a4cde29ae605b3&dsqt=1&siml=


5. Sanitation - Email dated February 21, 2017



2/21/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail -12444 Venice Boulevard

i LA Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org>
GEECSO

12444 Venice Boulevard
Sunbula Azieh <sunbula.azieh@lacity.org>
To: Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org>
Cc: Lakisha Hull <lakisha.hull@lacity.org>, Eduardo Perez <eduardo.perez@lacity.org> 

Hello Connie,

Tue, Feb 21, 2017 at 8:12 AM

Per your request the revised letter was cancelled (which was not out yet). The Original Sanitation letter that was dated 
September 12, 2016 still active.

Thank you,

Sunny

On Fri, Feb 17, 2017 at 8:41 AM, Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello Sunbula,

Following up from my voicemail. Please note that the project is no longer requesting 2 additional units. Can you please 
clarify if the original Sanitation letter (attached, dated September 12, 2016) still stands?

Thank you!

Connie Chauv
Department of City Planning 
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213)978-0016
200 N. Spring St., Room 720/721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

sms;o:
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On Tue, Feb 14, 2017 at 3:28 PM, Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sunbula,

Thanks for getting back to me so quickly. The two additional units are 1-bedroom each.

Please let me know if you need anything else is needed for the wastewater study. Thank you!

Connie Chauv
Department of City Planning 
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213)978-0016
200 N. Spring St., Room 720/721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
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On Tue, Feb 14, 2017 at 7:07 AM, Sunbula Azieh <sunbula.azieh@lacity.org> wrote:
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2/21/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail -12444 Venice Boulevard

Good Morning Connie,

There will be an aflect on the wastewater analysis. I will send you the Revised letter as soon we finish our study.

Would you provide us how many bedroom each of these extra two units.

Thank you and ha\© a great day!

Sunny

On Mon, Feb 13, 2017 at 4:59 PM, Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello Sunbula,

Thanks for your call today. As mentioned, we are reaching out with regards to the LA Sanitation letter dated 
September 12, 2016 for a project at 12444 Venice Blvd (attached).

The applicant is requesting a technical correction to their project (pursuant to AB 2501), which would allow for a 
total of 79 residential units. This is a net increase of 2 units (from 77 to 79) within the project site.

Please let me know if this modification affects any of the findings of the wastewater/stormwater analysis. 
Please provide your response on an official letterhead for the record.

Thank you!

Connie Chauv
Department of City Planning 
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213)978-0016
200 N. Spring St., Room 720/721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
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Sunbula Azieh
Wastewater Engineering Services Division - LA Sanitation
City of Los Angeles - Department of Public Works
2714 Media Center Dr
Los Angeles, CA 90065
E-mail:Sunbula. Azieh@lacity.org
Tel: (323) 342-6231
Fax: (323) 342-6210
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--------------------- Confidentiality Notice-------------------------------------------------------------
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles, which may be confidential. If you are not the 

intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited.
If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and delete the original message and any 
attachment without reading or saving in any manner.

Sunbula Azieh
Wastewater Engineering Services Division - LA Sanitation
City of Los Angeles - Department of Public Works
2714 Media Center Dr
Los Angeles, CA 90065
E-mail:Sunbula.Azieh@lacity.org
Tel: (323) 342-6231
Fax: (323) 342-6210

--------------------- Confidentiality Notice-------------------------------------------------------------
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles, which may be confidential. If you are not the intended 
recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited.
If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachment 
without reading or saving in any manner.
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FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 8-12)

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED SEP 2 0 2016

DATE: September 12, 2016

Vincent P. Bertoni, Director of Planning 
Department of City Planning

TO:

Lakisha Hull, City Planner 
Department of City Planning

Attn:

Ali Poosti, Division Manager 
Wastewater Engineering Services Divisio: 
LA Sanitation

FROM:
4/

SUBJECT: 12444 W VENICE BOULEVARD-FILING NOTIFICATION AND 
DISTRIBUTION______________

This is in response to your August 29, 2016 letter requesting a review of your proposed mixed- 
use project located at 12444-12492 West Venice Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90066. LA Sanitation 
has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the potential impacts to the wastewater and 
stormwater systems for the proposed project.

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT

LA Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged with the task of 
evaluating the local sewer conditions and to determine if available wastewater capacity exists for 
future developments. The evaluation will determine cumulative sewer impacts and guide the 
planning process for any future sewer improvement projects needed to provide future capacity as 
the City grows and develops.

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project:

Type Description Average Daily Flow per 
Type Description 

(GPD/UNIT)

Proposed No. of 
Units

Average Daily Flow 
(GPD)

Existing
Commercial 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 10,169 SQ.FT (508)

Proposed
Residential: 1-BDRM 110/ DU 62 DU 6,820

Residential: 2-BDRMS 150/ DU 15 DU 2,250
Retail 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 2,100 SQ.FT 105

Total 8,667

File Location: \Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\FINAL CEQA Response LTRs\12444 W Venice Blvd - Filing Notification and Distribution.doc



Vincent P. Bertoni, Director of Planning
September 12, 2016
Page 2 of 4

SEWER AVAILABILITY

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project includes an existing 8-inch line 
on Centinela Ave Alley. The sewage from the existing 8-inch line on Centinela Ave Alley feeds 
into a 15-inch line on Beethoven St before discharging into an 18-inch sewer line on Zanja St. 
Figure 1 shows the details of the sewer system within the vicinity of the project. The current flow 
level (d/D) in the 8-inch line cannot be determined at this time without additional gauging.

The current approximate flow level (d/D) and the design capacities at d/D of 50% in the sewer 
system are as follows:

50% Design CapacityPipe Location Current Gauging d/D (%)Pipe Diameter (in)

452,876 GPPCentinela Ave Alley8
1.44 MGDBeethoven St. 3215
1.41 MGDBeethoven St. 2715
2.29 MGDZanja St. 6318

* No gauging available

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able to accommodate the 
total flow for your proposed project. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify a specific sewer connection point. If the public sewer has 
insufficient capacity then the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the 
sewer system with sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit 
will be made at that time. Ultimately, this sewage flow will be conveyed to the Hyperion Water 
Reclamation Plant, which has sufficient capacity for the project.

If you have any questions, please call Eduardo Perez of my staff at (323) 342-6207.

STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS

LA Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with the task of ensuring the 
implementation of the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the City of Los 
Angeles. We anticipate the following requirements would apply for this project.

POST-CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS
The project requires implementation of stormwater mitigation measures. These requirements are
based on Stormwater Low Impact Development (LID) requirements. The projects that are 
subject to LID are required to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff. 
The requirements are outlined in the guidance manual titled “Development Best Management 
Practices Handbook - Part B: Planning Activities”. Current regulations prioritize infiltration, 
capture/use, and then biofiltration as the preferred stormwater control measures. The relevant 
documents can be found at: www.lastormwater.org. It is advised that input regarding LID 
requirements be received in the early phases of the project from WPD’s plan-checking staff.

http://www.lastormwater.org


Vincent P. Bertoni, Director of \ .aiming
September 12, 2016
Page 3 of 4

GREEN STREETS
The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement Green 
Street elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the public right-of- 
away to capture and retain stormwater and urban runoff to mitigate the impact of stormwater 
runoff and other environmental concerns. The goals of the Green Street elements are to 
improve the water quality of stormwater runoff, recharge local ground water basins, improve 
air quality, reduce the heat island effect of street pavement, enhance pedestrian use of 
sidewalks, and encourage alternate means of transportation. The Green Street elements may 
include infiltration systems, biofiltration swales, and permeable pavements where stormwater 
can be easily directed from the streets into the parkways and can be implemented in 
conjunction with the LID requirements.

CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS
The project is required to implement stormwater control measures during its construction phase. 
All projects are subject to a set of minimum control measures to lessen the impact of stormwater 
pollution. In addition for projects that involve construction during the rainy season that is 
between October 1 and April 15, a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is required to be prepared. 
Also projects that disturb more than one-acre of land are subject to the California General 
Construction Stormwater Permit. As part of this requirement a Notice of Intent (NOI) needs to 
be filed with the State of California and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
needs to be prepared. The SWPPP must be maintained on-site during the duration of 
construction.

If there are questions regarding the stormwater requirements, please call Kosta Kaporis at (213) 
485-0586, or WPD’s plan-checking counter at (213) 482-7066. WPD’s plan-checking counter 
can also be visited at 201 N. Figueroa, 3rd Floor, Station 18.

GROUNDWATER DEWATERING REUSE OPTIONS

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) is charged with the task of supplying 
water and power to the residents and businesses in the City of Los Angeles. One of the sources of 
water includes groundwater. The majority of groundwater in the City of Los Angeles is 
adjudicated, and the rights of which are owned and managed by various parties. Extraction of 
groundwater within the City from any depth by law requires metering and regular reporting to the 
appropriate Court-appointed Watermaster. LADWP facilitates this reporting process, and may 
assess and collect associated fees for the usage of the City’s water rights. The party performing the 
dewatering should inform the property owners about the reporting requirement and associated 
usage fees.

On April 22, 2016 the City of Los Angeles Council passed Ordinance 184248 amending the City 
of Los Angeles Building Code, requiring developers to consider beneficial reuse of groundwater as 
a conservation measure and alternative to the common practice of discharging groundwater to the 
storm drain (SEC. 99.04.305.4). It reads as follows: "Where groundwater is being extracted and



Vincent P. Bertoni, Director of Planning
September 12, 2016
Page 4 of 4

discharged, a system for onsite reuse of the groundwater, shall be developed and constructed. 
Alternatively, the groundwater may be discharged to the sewer.”

Groundwater may be beneficially used as landscape irrigation, cooling tower make-up, and 
construction (dust control, concrete mixing, soil compaction, etc.). Different applications may 
require various levels of treatment ranging from chemical additives to filtration systems. When 
onsite reuse is not available the groundwater may be discharged to the sewer system. This allows 
the water to be potentially reused as recycled water once it has been treated at a water reclamation 
plant. If groundwater is discharged into the storm drain it offers no potential for reuse. The onsite 
beneficial reuse of groundwater can reduce or eliminate costs associated with sewer and storm 
drain permitting and monitoring. Opting for onsite reuse or discharge to the sewer system are the 
preferred methods for disposing of groundwater.

To help offset costs of water conservation and reuse systems, LADWP offers the Technical 
Assistance Program (TAP), which provides engineering and technical assistance for qualified 
projects. Financial incentives are also available. Currently, LADWP provides an incentive of $1.75 
for every 1,000 gallons of water saved during the first two years of a five-year conservation 
project. Conservation projects that last 10 years are eligible to receive the incentive during the first 
four years. Other water conservation assistance programs may be available from Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California. To learn more about available water conservation assistance 
programs, please contact LADWP Rebate Programs 1-888-376-3314 and LADWP TAP 1-800
544.4498, selection “3”.

For more information related to beneficial reuse of groundwater, please contact Greg Reed, 
Manager of Water Rights and Groundwater Management, at (213)367-2117 or 
greg.reed@ladwp.com.

SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

The City has a standard requirement that applies to all proposed residential developments of four 
or more units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all other 
development projects where the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such developments 
must set aside a recycling area or room for onsite recycling activities. For more details of this 
requirement, please contact Daniel Hackney of the Special Project Division at (213)485-3684.

EP/AP:as

Attachment: Figure 1 - Sewer Map

Kosta Kaporis, LASAN 
Daniel Hackney, LASAN 
Eduardo Perez, LASAN

c:

mailto:greg.reed@ladwp.com


-L -1. Jl.\ "V\ Project LocationLegend \
\ X\

/

Project Location

* Discharge Route 

- Secondary Lines

* Primary Lines 

Outfalls

< 0.25

0.25-0.50

\
\

V

!\
h

x

>■
A

V

A

0.50-0.75A
\ .

>0.75A

V\
1\‘

\ r-,vV*
1 I

kl ; ■
\V

V-

X ■.

\ X-A.

Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
Bureau of Sanitation 
City of Los Angeles

NFIGURE 1
12444 W Venice Boulevard 

Sewer Mapl (s'OW^I
LAsan

w- ■E

V%
HITAT ION S0 325 650 975 1.300 

3 FeetF=r~ r-r



6. BOE - Interdepartmental Correspondence dated November 1, 2016



City of Los Ange'es Mail - Engineering Report; DIR 2016-0304 (DB/SPR' 12444-1249§!sV\Xfenice Boulevard11/3/2016

■I LA
Sr-. GEECS

Lakisha Hull <lakisha.hull@lacity ,org>

Engineering Report; DIR 2016-0304 (DB/SPR): 12444-12492 W est Venice Boulevard
Sean Mizan <zubaid.mizan@lacity.org>
To: Lakisha Hull <Lakisha.Hull@lacity .org>
Cc: Dale Williams <dale.williams@lacity .org>, Quyen Phan <quyen.phan@lacity.org>, Ramzy Sawaya 
<ramzy.sawaya@lacity.org>, Anthony Munoz <anthony.munoz@lacity.org>, Chen Zhang <Cheryl.Zhang@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 3, 2016 at 10:34 AM

DIR 2016-0304 (DB/SPR): 12444-12492 Wsst Venice Boulevard

Good morning Lakisha,

The Engineering Report for the subject case is attached. The signed copy has been sent over via gray mail.

Thank you,

Sean Mizan
Land Development and GIS Division | Civil Engineering Associate 

Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public W orks 

201 N Figueroa St, Los Angeles, CA 90012, MS-901
O: (213) 202-3486 | F:(213) 202-3499
zubaid.mizan@lacity org
ENGINEERING

nfJTJPI
CITY or LOS ANGELES

2 attachments

4= *| Engineering Report DIR 2016-0304.pdf
U 141K

|Sp*| Engineering Report DIR 2016-0304.docx
L-J 25K
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 6-80)

November 1, 2016Date:

NOV 1 6 2016 ^

-ffiSSK&a

Mr. Vincent P. Bertoni, Director 
Department of City Planning 
Attn: Lakisha Hull (City Planner)

To:

/ft z'f
EdmonchYew, Manager 
Land Development and GIS Division 
Bureau of Engineering

From:

Subject: Case No. DIR 2016-0304 (DB/SPR): 12444-12492 West Venice 
Boulevard

The following recommendations identifying the infrastructure deficiencies 
adjacent to the application site are submitted for your use for the approval of a 
Density Bonus and Site Plan Review adjoining the area involved:

1. Dedication Required:

Venice Boulevard (Boulevard II) - None.

Wasatch Avenue (Local Street - Standard) - None.

Alley (S/o Venice Boulevard) - None.

2. Improvements Required:

Venice Boulevard - Reconstruct the existing sidewalk and construct 
additional concrete sidewalk to provide a 23.5-foot wide full-width concrete 
sidewalk adjacent to the property line. Repair all broken, off-grade, or bad 
order concrete curb and gutter. Install a detectable surface and upgrade the 
access ramp at the corner with Wasatch Avenue to comply with ADA 
requirements and City standards. Close all unused driveways with full- 
height curb, 2-foot wide gutter, and sidewalk. Repair or replace other 
existing public improvements that may get damaged during construction of 
the proposed project. These improvements should suitably transition to join 
to the existing and proposed improvements.

Wasatch Avenue - Repair or replace all broken, off-grade, or bad order 
concrete sidewalk, curb, and gutter. Close all unused driveways with full 
height curb, 2-foot wide gutter, and sidewalk. These improvements should 
suitably transition to join the existing and proposed improvements.



Alley - Repair or replace all broken, off-grade, or bad order asphalt 
pavement and concrete longitudinal gutter. These improvements should 
suitably transition to join the existing and proposed improvements.

Install tree wells with root barriers and plant street trees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer and the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street 
Services. Some tree removal in conjunction with the street improvement 
project may require Board of Public Works approval. The applicant should 
contact the Urban Forestry Division for further information (213) 847-3077.

Trees: Board of Public Works approval shall be obtained prior to the 
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy of the development project, for the 
removal of any tree in the existing or proposed public right-of-way area 
associated with the improvement requirements outlined herein. The Bureau 
of Street Services Urban Forestry Division is the lead agency for obtaining 
Board of Public Works approval for the removal of such trees.

Notes: Street lighting may be required satisfactory to the Bureau of Street 
Lighting (213) 847-1551.

Relocate traffic signs, equipment, and parking meters to the satisfaction of 
the Department of Transportation (213) 972-8485.

Department of Transportation may have additional requirements for 
dedication and improvements.

3. Roof drainage and surface run-off from the project shall be collected and 
treated at the site and directed to the streets via drain systems constructed 
under the sidewalk and through the curb drains or connections to the catch 
basins.

4. Sewers exist in the Alley. CCTV the existing sanitary sewer house 
connection per sewer permit to be issued by West Los Angeles Engineering 
District Office for the verification of the current condition of the line. 
Replacement of sanitary sewer house connection satisfactory to the City 
Engineer may be required. All Sewerage Facilities Charges and Bonded 
Sewer Fees are to be paid prior to obtaining a building permit.

5. An investigation by the Bureau of Engineering West Los Angeles District 
Office Sewer Counter may be necessary to determine the capacity of the 
existing public sewers to accommodate the proposed development. Submit 
a request to the West Los Angeles District Office of the Bureau of 
Engineering (310) 575-8384.



Submit shoring and lateral support plans to the Bureau of Engineering West 
Los Angeles District Office Excavation Counter for review and approval prior 
to excavating adjacent to the right-of-way (310) 575-8388.

6.

That necessary arrangements be made with the State Department of 
Transportation for any necessary permits with respect to any construction 
and drainage discharge within or adjacent to Venice Boulevard.

7.

Obtain a revocable permit from the West Los Angeles District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering for any structures to remain in the dedicated right- 
of-way (310) 575-8384.

8.

Submit a parking area and driveway plan to the West Los Angeles District 
Office of the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Transportation 
for review and approval.

9.

Any questions regarding this report may be directed to Sean Mizan of my staff 
at (213) 202-3486.

cc: Pamela Day
West Los Angeles District Office
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PLANNING CASE REFERRAL FORM (PCRF)

City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering (BOE) / Department of City Planning (DCP)

Reference Number: 201600015

Part I. To be Completed by Applicant DCP
Case
Number

Applicant Pamela Day address 12575 Venice blvd, ste 200 
los angeles, CA 90066
pamela@crimsonholdings.comPhone 3104050905 email

Owner Crimson EHOF 12444 
Venice Partnership, LP

address 12575 Venice blvd, ste 200 
los angeles, CA 90066

Project Address 12444 Venice Blvd, LA 
90066
West LA

APN 4235013027

Engineering District

Project description (attach ZIMAS map with highlighted parcel(s)) 
Lots 8,9, and 10 of Block A, ROSEBORO VILLA TRACT.

Is there a tract or parcel map being filed in conjunction with this: 
If yes,Tract Map No.

[ ] Yes [ X ] No
Parcel
Map
No.

Has the Tract/Parcel report been prepared and submitted to DCP [ ] Yes [ X ] No 
by BOE
If yes, please refer to the Tract or Parcel map conditions, if not, then

! Is any part of this project on a comer lot? [ X ] Yes [ ] No

Engineering Case Referral Form(PCRF) 
Do,, in^ncw a u- Dri

Dept, of Public Works BOE
nox,oIrv^,- ,ont / U/rJtlor. Div Do.t, \1,.mLr' 1

mailto:pamela@crimsonholdings.com


Reference Number: 201600015

Part II. To be Completed by BOE Staff
What is/are the street classification(s) for the adjacent streets (list all)?
Venice Blvd - Boulevard II Wasatch Ave - Local Street Alley (southerly of property) - Alley

Does the project front an intersection of two major or secondary 
highways?
If yes, additional dedication may be required for dual left-tum pockets. If no, how far is the project 
from the nearest major/secondary intersection? Additional dedication may be required if within the 
standard flare section. Dedication and improvements are to be consistent with Standard Street 
Dimensions. See Standard Plan S-470-0.

[ ] Yes [ X ] No

Apparent width of existing half right of way (street centerline to property Venice Blvd - 67.5'
Wasatch Ave - 30' 
Alley (southerly of 
property) - 15'ft
Venice Blvd - 55' 
Wasatch Ave - 30' 
Alley (southerly of 
property) - 10'ft 
Venice Blvd - 46' 
Wasatch Ave - 20' 
Alley (southerly of 
property) - 1 O' ft
Venice Blvd - 40' 
Wasatch Ave - 18' 
Alley (southerly of 
property) - 1 O' ft

line):

Standard dimension for half right of way (from S-470-0), (street 
centerline to property line):

Apparent width of existing half roadway (street centerline to curb face):

Standard street dimension for half roadway (street centerline to curb 
face):

[ X ] Yes [ ] Nof Is the lot connected to the sewer?

Distance from subject lot to nearest main line sewer ft

Is the subject lot(s) within the hillside ordinance boundary? [ ] Yes [ X ] No

Preliminary Required Improvements:

Planning Case Referral Form Recommendation: 
Dedication Required:
Street Widening Required:
Other Improvements Required:

[ ] Yes [ X ] No 
[ ] Yes [ X ] No 
[ X ] Yes [ ] No

Engineering Case Referral Forrn(PCRF)
Do,, -imnnin u- Dri,,oto

Dept, of Public Works BOE
,a«l / Wvittoi Dn,,o \I,



If yes, please list preliminary required improvements: Venice Blvd - 
Dedication not required. 
Widen or reconstruct 
existing sidewalk with 
the removal of the 
landscape area and 
construction of full 
width concrete sidewalk 
abutting the property 
line. Wasatch Ave - 
Dedication not required. 
Alley (southerly of 
property) - Dedication 
not required. - All 
street/alley frontages: 
Repair or replace any 
broken or off-grade 
sidewalk, curb, gutter, 
and asphalt concrete 
pavement along the 
property street frontage. 
Close all unused 
driveways. Install tree 
wells and street trees in 
the new sidewalk and 
trees in the parkway to 
the satisfaction of the 
Urban Forestry 
Division of the Bureau 
of Street Services. - 
Roof and site drainage 
must be discharged 
onto the street via curb 
drains. Drainage not 
allowed to be 
discharged into Public 
Alley right-of-way. - 
CCTV the existing 
sanitary sewer 
connection per S-permit 
issued by the WLA 
Engineering District 
Office for verification 
of the current condition 
of the line. Replacement 
of the sanitary sewer 
connection to the 
satisfaction of the city

Dept, of Public Works ' BOPEngineering Case Referral Form(PCRF)
7/oonnm u- Dri-,ota Ptv .oA.,fc Do.to MnmUor A



may be required. New 
lateral construction, if 
needed, will require a 
bonded sewer 
contractor. All of these 
improvements shall be 
constructed to the 
satisfaction of the City 
Engineer.

Engineering Case Referral Form(PCRF) 
e>a„ i onnm n u • rtox-.n,

Dept, of Public Works / BOE
/ U/r-i h.™ D mr D-wro N,]. <



Reference Number: 201600015

NOTE: The information on this PCRF is only a "preliminary recommendation" by BOE, which 
provides the applicant with a general understanding of what may be required by BOE. If the 
PCRF Recommendations for Dedication or Street Widening is marked "Yes", a formal 
investigation and engineering report will be required. The engineering report will be provided 
after submittal of all documentation and payment of fees. Measurements and statements contained 
herein may be adjusted in the engineering report.

Street Trees: If the PCRF Recommendation for Street Widening is marked "Yes", Street tree 
removals may be required. All street tree removals must be approved by the Board of Public 
Works. Applicant shall contact the Urban Forestry Division at (213) 847-3077 before proceeding 
with the Master Fand Use Application.

In all cases, the Applicant will be required to close any unused driveways; remove and reconstruct 
broken, off-grade, or bad order concrete curb, gutter, driveways or sidewalk,; and install/replace 
public improvements, such as driveway aprons and access ramps, to meet ADA requirements.

Applicants with PCRF Recommendation of "Yes" for Dedication or Street Widening are advised 
to submit the following documents and pay the BOE investigation fee.

1. BOE investigation fee.
2. Two (2) copies of the Planning Master Fand Use Application.
3. Two (2) copies of the project site plan.
4. Two (2) copies of the radius map.
5. Picture of the existing building, sidewalk, curb, and gutter.

Due to the possible implications that dedications and improvements may have on the development 
of a project, applicants that do not pay the BOE investigation fee for the preparation of a detailed 
engineering report may have their application placed on hold until such information is provided. 
Questions and concerns regarding the engineering report may be presented at the hearing.

Prepared by: Hugo Rico Date: 01/20/2016

Engineering Case Referral Form(PCRF) 
Do,, •7/'>onnm u- n«woi.

Dept, of Public Works BOE
/ U/rii Dowo \l



7. DWP - Letter dated February 28, 2017
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POWER SYSTEM
ENGINEERING
DIVISION

■3

\i\
METROPOLITAN SERVICE PLANNING

2633 Artesian Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles CA 90031 (213)367-6000 FAX. (213) 367-6089

f V' Antoine S. Raad 
District Engineer

A NO.

NEW BUSINESS & CUSTOMER 
SUPPORT SUBSECTION

February 28, 2017

Ms. Pamela Day
12575 Venice Blvd, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Dear Ms. Day:

12444 Venice Blvd.

This is in response to your letter dated February 20th, 2017 regarding electric service for the 
proposed project at the above address.

Electric service is available and will be provided in accordance with the Department of Water and 
Power Rules and Regulations. The estimated power requirement for this proposed project is part of 
the total load growth forecast for the City and has been taken into account in the planned growth of 
the power system.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please call Ms. Monique Jimenez at (213) 367
6121.

Sincerely,

ANTOINE S. RAAD
District Engineer
Metro West Service Planning



8. HCID - Letter dated February 1, 2016
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f Los Angeles
HOUSING + COMMUNITY

Investment Department
Eric Garcetti, Mayor 

Rushmore D. Cervantes, General Manager

February 1, 2016DATE:

Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice Partnership, LP, a Delaware limited partnership, OwnerTO:

Robert Manford, Environmental Affairs Officer jjlM'fvl 
Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department

FROM:

AB 2222 Determination for
12444 - 12492 Venice Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90066

SUBJECT:

Based on the Affordable Unit Determination Application submitted by Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice Partnership, 
LP a Delaware limited partnership (Owner), the Los Angeles Housing + Community Investment Department 
(HCIDLA) has determined that no units are subject to replacement under California Government Code §65915, as 
amended by AB 2222.

Information about the existing property for the five years prior to the date of the application is required in order to 
make a determination. HCIDLA received the Affordable Unit Determination Application on or about January 13, 
2016, so HCIDLA must collect data from January 2001 through January 2016.

Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice Partnership, LP acquired the property on August 08, 2014. The property is 
currently commonly known as 12444 - 12492 Venice Blvd., and consists of three parcels that include Lots 8, 9, 
and 10, all of which are tied. Google Earth images do not reflect any changes throughout the 5 year historical 
view. Certificate of Occupancy No. WLA96167/73 issued by Department of Building & Safety on April 26, 1974 
is for address 12444 Venice Blvd. Certificate of Occupancy No. WLA72569-87 dated Novemberl4, 1988 is for 
address 12440 - 12450 Venice Blvd. Certificate of Occupancy No. 91WL98323 dated March 5, 1992 for address 
12460 Venice Blvd. Los Angeles County Assessor Parcel Information database (LUPAMS) as well as Code, 
Compliance and Rent Information System (CRIS) indicate the use code of “1500 - Shopping Center 
(Neighborhood)” for the property.

Per the Owner, it intends to demolish the existing property and construct a seventy-seven (77) unit mixed use 
building with two (2) levels of parking and approximately 2,100 SF of retail at grade. The Owner has not applied 
for a Demolition Permit for the existing project, and Building Permit Application for the new projects.

HCIDLA has determined that there were no residential units on the property within the last five years. AB 2222 
does not apply to commercial structures, so no AB 2222 replacement affordable units are required.

Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department File
Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice Partnership, LP, Owner
Kit Awakuni, Case Management Section, City Planning Department

cc:

RM:MAC:SW

An Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Employer



9. LADBS - Zoning - Email Dated September 8, 2016
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ui LA Lakisha Hull <iakisha.hull@lacity.org>
:GEECS

Minimum floor to ceiling heights
Eric Huang <eric.huang@lacity.org>
To: Lakisha Hull <lakisha.hull@lacity.org>

Thu, Sep 8, 2016 at 8:58 AM

Hi Lakisha,

The code only specify the minimum floor to ceiling height. The minimum floor to floor height depends on the design on the 
building. It may have mechanical equipment, fire sprinkler pipe or other design elements, therefore the floor to floor height 
can be different. If there are none of these design elements, then the floor to floor height have to comply with the 
minimum ceiling height per my last email.

On Thu, Sep 8, 2016 at 8:19 AM, Lakisha Hull <lakisha.hull@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello Eric,

Thank you for your quick response. As a follow-up question, what is the minimum floor to floor heights?

On Thu, Sep 8, 2016 at 7:29 AM, Eric Huang <eric.huang@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello Lakisha,

For this mixed-use project of a six-story building with 77 dwelling units, the require minimum ceiling height for 
commercial and residential with occupiable spaces, habitable spaces and corridors is 7 feet 6 inches. Bathrooms, 
toilet rooms, kitchens, storage rooms and laundry rooms shall not be less than 7 feet.

The clear height in garage shall have an unobstructed headroom clearance of not less than 7 feet. And all entrances 
to and vertical clearances within parking structures shall have a minimum vertical clearances of 8 feet 2 inches 
where required for accessibility to parking spaces for persons with physical disabilities.

I hope this answers your questions and let me know if I can help you with any other questions.

-Eric

On Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 3:12 PM, Ara Sargsyan <ara.sargsyan@lacity.org> wrote:
Eric

Please help Lakisha with her request

Thanks,

Ara Sargsyan, P.E., C.B.O., LEED® AP 
Chief
Development Services Case Management

Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1030 
Los Angeles CA 90012

Phone: (213) 482-6864 
Direct: (213)482-6706 
Fax: (213) 482-6874

www.ladbs.org

https://mail.goog Ie.com/nnail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=cic99416946&vew=pt&search=inbox&msg=1570a86601c25ccd&dsqt=1&siml=1570a86601c25ccd 1/3
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Minimum floor toceilinp Mghts9/8/2016

On Thu, Aug 25, 2016 at 8:21 AM, Lakisha Hull <lakisha.hull@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good morning Ara,

I am currently reviewing a mixed-use development project on Venice Boulevard. The proposed project is a six- 
story building with 77 dwelling units and ground floor retail. The proposed construction is Type III. Can you 
provide building code sections or information on what minimum 'floor to ceiling heights' or floor to floor heights' 
are allowed for commercial and residential?

Any help you can provide is greatly appreciated!

Lakisha Hull, AICP, City Planner 
Department of City Planning 
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213)978-1319
200 N. Spring St., Room 721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

(:§ 1
im*

Eric Huang
Zoning Subdivision Section 
LADBS - Development Services Case Management 
201 N Figueroa St. 10th Floor Room 1030 

: Los Angeles, CA 90012
i Phone: 213-482-6876
i E-mail: eric.huang@lacity.org

Lakisha Hull, AICP, City Planner 
Department of City Planning 
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213)978-1319
200 N. Spring St., Room 721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

Vrfc

Eric Huang

https://mail.goog le.conVmail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=dc99416946&Vew=pt&search=inbox&msg=1570a86601c25ccd&dsqt=1&siml=1570a86601c25ccd 2/3
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Zoning Subdivision Section
LADBS - Development Services Case Management
201 N Figueroa St. 10th Floor Room 1030
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: 213-482-6876
E-mail: eric.huang@lacity.org

https ://mail.google.conVmail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=dc99416946&vew=pt&search=inlx)x&msg=1570a86601c25ccd&dsqt=1&siml=1570a86601c25ccd 3/3
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DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A 
EXHIBIT G

EXHIBIT G

SUPPLEMENTAL MAPS AND DATA

1. ZIMAS Map

General Plan Framework Element - Metro Land Use Map2.

Community Plan Update - Area 46 and Land Use Matrix3.

Demographics - Community Plan Housing Profile, Census 2000 Housing 
Profile, 2012-2040 Housing and Population Projections

4.

5. Mobility Plan - Transit-Enhanced Network and Bicycle-Enhanced Network 
Map

Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan - Projects List, Potential 
Projects, Livable Boulevard Streetscape Plan

6.

7. Transit Data - Routes, Transit Line Timetables, Ridership Numbers for 
Metro Rapid Bus, Big Blue Bus, Culver City Bus

SCAG - RTP High Quality Transit Areas Map, Population Map, 
Correspondence

8.

Housing Element - Inventory of Sites for Housing9.

10. Related Cases - Table, Map, Images
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General Plan Framework Element - Metro Land Use Map2.



INTRODUCTION
The General Plan Framework is a long range, citywide, comprehensive growth strategy. It is a special element of the general plan which looks to the future as required by law and 
replaces Concept Los Angeles and the Citywide Plan (adopted in 1974). Because it looks at the city as a whole, the Framework provides a citywide context within which local planning 
takes place. Both the benefits and challenges of growth are shared.
The Framework sets forth a conceptual relationship between land use and transportation on a citywide basis and defines new land use categories which better describe the character 
and function of the city as it has evolved over time. The new categories - Neighborhood District, Community Center, Regional Center, Downtown Center and Mixed Use Boulevards - 
are broadly described (with ranges of intensity/density, heights and lists of typical uses) and generally shown on this long range land use diagram. The definitions reflect a range of 
land use possibilities found in the city's already diverse urban, suburban and rural land use patterns - patterns which have evolved overtime at different rates and in different locations. 
Their generalized locations reflect a conceptual relationship between land use and transportation.
Because it is citywide, the Framework cannot anticipate every detail. Therefore, the community plans must be looked to for final determinations as to boundaries, land use categories, 
intensities and heights that fall within the ranges described by the Framework.
The Citywide General Plan Framework Element neither overrides nor supersedes the Community plans, it guides the city's long range growth and development policy, establishing 
citywide standards, goals, policies and objectives for citywide elements and community plans. The Framework is flexible, suggesting a range of uses within its land use definitions. 
Precise determinations are made in the Community Plans.

2El Segundo! Bl

Rosecrans Av

Redondo Beach l_BI_

AlondraBl

= LEGEND
Districts, Centers & Mixed Use Boulevards

CD» (TioJ Neighborhood District
A focal point for surrounding residential neighborhoods and containing a diversity of land uses such as restaurants, retail outlets, 
grocery stores, child care facilities, small professional offices, community meeting rooms, pharmacies, religious facilities and other 
similar services. The clustering of uses minimizes automobile trip-making and encourages walking to and from adjacent neighborhoods. 
Pedestrian-oriented areas are encouraged, and the district may be served by a local shuttle service. Generally, Neighborhood Districts 
are at a floor area ratio of 1.5:1 or less and characterized by 1- or 2-story buildings.

Community Center
A focal point for surrounding residential neighborhoods and containing a diversity of uses such as small offices and overnight 
accommodations, cultural and entertainment facilities, schools and libraries, in addition to neighborhood oriented services. Community 
Centers range from floor area ratios of 1.5:1 to 3.0:1. Generally, the height of different types of Community Centers will also range 
from 2- to 6-story buildings, e.g., some will be 2-story Centers, some 4- or 6-story Centers depending on the character of the 
surrounding area. Community Centers are served by small shuttles, local buses in addition to automobiles and/or may be located 
along rail transit stops.

Regional Center
A focal point of regional commerce, identity and activity and containing a diversity of uses such as corporate and professional 
offices, residential, retail commercial mails, government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and cultural facilities 
and supporting services. Generally, different types of Regional Centers will fail within the range of floor area ratios from 1.5:1 to 
6.0:1. Some will only be commercially oriented; others will contain a mix of residential and commercial uses. Generally, Regional 
Centers are characterized by 6- to 20-stories (or higher). Regional Centers are usually major transportation hubs.

Downtown Center
An international center for finance and trade that serves the population of the five county metropolitan region. Downtown is the 
largest government center in the region and the location for major cultural and entertainment facilities, hotels, professional offices, 
corporate headquarters, financial institutions, high-rise residential towers, regional transportation facilities and the Convention 
Center, The Downtown Center is generally characterized by a floor area ratio up to 13:1 and high rise buildings.

Mixed Use Boulevard
These connect the city's neighborhood districts and community, regional and Downtown centers. Mixed Use development is 
encouraged along these boulevards, with the scale, density and height of development compatible with the surrounding areas. 
Generally, different types of Mixed Use Boulevards will fall within a range of floor area ratios from 1.5:1 up to 4.0:1 and be generally 
characterized by 1- to 2-story commercial structures, up to 3- to 6-story mixed use buildings between centers and higher buildings 
within centers. Mixed Use Boulevards are served by a variety of transportation facilities.
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Relationship To Community Plans
Adoption of the Framework neither overrides nor mandates changes to the Community Plans. The Community Plans reflect appropriate levels of development at the time of the Framework's 
adoption. As community plans are updated utilizing future population forecasts and employment goals, the Framework is to be used as a guide - its generalized recommendations to be more 
precisely determined for the individual needs and opportunities of each community plan area. During that process, nothing suggests that a community plan must be amended to the higher 
intensities or heights within the ranges described in the Framework. The final determination about what is appropriate locally will be made through the community plans - and that determination 
may fall anywhere within the ranges described.
As the city evolves over time, it is expected that areas not now recommended as Neighborhood Districts, Community and Regional Centers, and Mixed Use Boulevards may be in the future 
appropriately so designated; and areas now so designated may not be appropriate. Therefore, the Framework long range diagram may be amended to reflect the final determinations made 
through the Community Plan update process should those determinations be different from the adopted Framework.
Examples of the application of Framework definitions:
1. A Regional Center located in a low- to mid-rise suburban area characterized by large vacant lots may have a lower intensity; while an urban area, where most lots are smaller and built 
upon at higher intensities may have higher overall intensities. While the uses of these two types of Regional Centers will generally be the same {eg., large office buildings, major entertainment 
facilities, extensive retail, including large shopping malls, overnight accommodations, sen/ed by major transportation and close to housing), the development characteristics will differ and be 
determined through the Community Plan process, taking into account the surrounding area.
2. A Community Center in one part of the city may be identified for a low intensity, e.g., floor area ratio of 1.5:1 and a height of 3 stories; while in another part of the City, a Community Center 
may start with a low intensity, eg., floor area ratio of 1.5:1, but permit a bonus density' (eg., permit an additional floor area ratio of 0.5:1) and higher building heights whenever new development 
also includes housing.
These kinds of more precise determinations are made through the Community Plans. The General Plan Framework provides the range within which the determinations are made.

0

III,
9th St: Relationship To Specific Plans

The city has a number of adopted specific plans which set detailed development regulations for local areas and include various types of regulatory limitations. Examples of these limitations 
include "trip caps," Design Review Boards, density/intensity limits, maximum heights, landscape, lot coverage, etc. The General Plan Framework is consistent with and does not supersede 
nor override these local requirements.

_si Footnotes
1. The General Plan Framework is comprised of the generalized Long Range Land Use Diagram, policies and programs. For a comprehensive understanding of the Framework's recommendations, 
both maps and text should be consulted.
2. Special Study Area. Future changes in use require approval by appropriate decision makers through appropriate studies and procedures. Changes may result in a community plan amendment, 
specific plan, development agreement, change of zone; and may include further restrictions, if necessary.
3. As decisions are made to fund or withdraw funding from transit stations, adjacent land uses will be re-evaluated.
4. Compact areas identified for future growth are known as Districts, Centers and Mixed Use Boulevards. They are also defined by their function within the community, citywide and regional 
context and take into consideration adjacent property in adjoining cities when appropriate. They offer a range of development potential because some are developed to their maximum, while 
others are not.
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Community Plan Update - Area 46 and Land Use Matrix3.



APPENDIX b
1

P ALMS-MAR VISTA-DEL REY COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE II
CHANGE MATRIX

CURRENT PLAN AND ZONING PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONING
EXISTING

LAND USE/COMMENT
APPROX
ACRESAREA CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONE PROPOSED

ZONE
CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTEDESIGNATION DESIGNATION

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, Cl, C2, P C2-1, R4-1, CR-1 General Commercial Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 Pedestrian Oriented 
District/Possible 
Mixed Use 
Boulevard

No change From Durango Avenue 
along Venice & Washington Blvds. 
up to Mentone Ave except a small 
island north of Canfield Ave.(Subarea 
2) & south of Venice, & the north 
side of Washington Blvd. between 
Mentone & Overland Avenues. A 
Mixed-Use combination of multi
family residential and commercial 
may be recommended with a FAR of 
1.5:1 based on future study on Venice 
Blvd. west of Bagley Ave., and on 
Washington Blvd. between Hughes & 
Overland Avenues. Pedestrian 
Oriented District. Legend Change 
only.

29.481.

C2-1 General Commercial Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 Historical
Monument No. 182, 
9009-9031 Venice 
Blvd. Ivy 
Substation, built 
1907. Architect 
unknown (Mission 
Revival style Power 
Station). Designated 
2/01/78.

A small triangular parcel between 
Venice and Culver Boulevards, north 
of Canfield Ave. at the Culver City 
boundary. The parcel is open space 
with a historical monument leased to 
Culver City for 50 years and 
maintained and utilized for cultural 
uses. Symbol and legend change 
only.

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P No change2. .36

| Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment
to*

* Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol
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CURRENT PLAN AND ZONING PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONING
EXISTING

LAND USE/COMMENT
APPROX
ACRESAREA CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONE CORRESPONDING LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED

ZONEDESIGNATION DESIGNATION ZONES

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P3. C2-1 General Commercial Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 Possible Mixed Use 
Boulevard/Possible 
Pedestrian Oriented 
District

No change From north of Venice Blvd. along 
Motor Ave. up to Palms Blvd. Mix 
of commercial & residential. Mixed 
use may be proposed with a FAR of 
1.5:1 based on future study. Possible 
Pedestrian Oriented District.. Legend 
change only.

15.5

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P4. C2-I General Commercial Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 No change SW & SE comer of Hughes Blvd and 
Exposition Blvd. Bob’s Market & 
Kentucky Fried Chicken. Legend 
change only.

.5

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, Cl, C2, P C2-15. General Commercial Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 No change SW comer of Clarington & National 
Blvd. Auto repair shop. Legend 
change only.

.46

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P C2-16. General Commercial Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 No change SE comer of Jasmine Ave and 
National Blvd. Small office building 
(Co. name-Unilab). Legend change 
only.

.38

Fire stationHighway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P C2-1 General Commercial* 7. Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 No change No change SW comer of National Blvd. and 
Vinton Ave. Fire Station No. 43. 
Legend change only.

.24

CR, C1,C2, P C2-1 Neighborhood
Commercial

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

Cl, Cl.5, C2, C48. Neighborhood 
District/ Pedestrian 
Oriented District

No change NW comer of National Blvd and 
Rose Avenue. Hu’s Chinese 
restaurant, liquor market, beauty 
salon & dry cleaners. This parcel is 
part of the Neighborhood District 
proposed in Subarea 44. Pedestrian- 
oriented District. Proposed FAR of 
1.5:1 or less. Legend change only.

.38

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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CURRENT PLAN AND ZONING PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONING
EXISTING

LAND USE/COMMENT
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ACRESAREA CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONE CORRESPONDING
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LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED

ZONEDESIGNATION DESIGNATION

9. Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2,P C2-1, C2-1VL General Commercial C1.5, C2, CR, C4 No change NW, SE & SW comers of National 
Place and Overland Avenue. NW 
comer is zoned C2-1 (former Bldg. 
News Bldg). SE & SW comers are 
zoned C2-1 VL & improved with an 
ARCO mini-mart & gas station and 
Blockbuster. Legend change only.

1.19

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P10. C2-1VL Neighborhood
Commercial

Cl, Cl.5, C2, C4 No change SW comer of National Blvd. & 
National Place/Westwood Blvd. 
Trader Joe’s. Legend change only.

1.13

* 11. Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, Cl, C2, P C2-1 General Commercial Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 No change From south of Rose Avenue along 
Overland Avenue up to Venice Blvd. 
except for two residentially 
designated parcels & Community 
commercial designated properties 
south of Regent St., east on Overland 
Ave. up to Venice Blvd. Legend 
change only.

17.08

C2-1 General Commercial12. Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P Cl.5, C2,CR, C4 Possible Mixed Use 
Boulevard

No change West of the Mfg. designated parcel 
along north of Venice Blvd. up to 
Military Ave. Mixed Use may be 
recommended with a FAR of 1.5:1 
based on future study. Legend 
change only.

5.53

C2-1 General Commercial Cl.5, C2, CR, C413. Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P No change From Bentley Ave. westerly along 
Venice Blvd. up to west of Sawtelle 
Blvd. Legend change only.

2.55

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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CURRENT PLAN AND ZONING PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONING
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APPROX
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SYMBOL/NOTE
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LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED

ZONE
EXISTING ZONE

DESIGNATIONDESIGNATION

SE comer of Gateway Blvd. & 
Exposition Blvd.& westerly along the 
south side of Pico Blvd. up to the 
community/city boundary with City 
of Santa Monica. Legend change 
only.

General Commercial No change 9.7Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, Cl, C2, P C2-1VL Cl.5, C2, CR, C414.

All four comers of Gateway Blvd. 
and Barrington Avenue. A two story 
mini-mall on SE, 7 Eleven on SW, 
Auto repair shop on NE, Gateway 
cleaners, Futon bed stores on NW. 
Legend change only.

2.97CR, C1,C2, P Neighborhood
Commercial

Cl, Cl.5, C2, C4 No changeHighway Oriented 
Commercial

C2-1VL15.

General Commercial NE & SE comer of National Blvd. & 
Bundy Drive. Improved with gas 
stations. Legend change only.

1.46CR, C1,C2, P C2-1, [Q] C2-1VL Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 No change16. Highway Oriented 
Commercial

Neighborhood
Commercial

NE, SE, SW comer of Palms Blvd. 
and Centinela. Former Mrs Gooch, 
gas station, convenience market and 
small retail stores. Legend change 
only.

[Q] Cl-l-VL, 
[Q] C2-1-VL, 
[Q] Cl-l-VL, 
[Q] Cl-l-VL.

Cl, Cl.5, C2, C4 No Change 1.92CR, C1,PLimited
Commercial

17.

Neighborhood
Commercial

Cl, C1.5, C2, C4 No change SW comer of Beethoven St. & Palms 
Blvd. A small convenience market. 
Legend change only.

Cl-1 .12CR, C1,P18. Limited
Commercial

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

* Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol
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CURRENT PLAN AND ZONING PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONING
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ZONES
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SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONE CORRESPONDING
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LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED
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OS Low Residential(T) RS-119. Open Space RE9, RS, R1.RD6 No change South of Milton St. & Marina Del 
Rey Junior High between Mascagni 
St. & Westlawn Ave & adjoining 
north of Ballona Creek. Per CPC 90- 
0614ZC&PPR 90-0614 ZC 
approved for 5 single-family 
dwellings. Site is currently 
unimproved. Plan amendment and 
zone change. Map correction.

1.05

Neighborhood
Commercial

R3, R3(PV) R4-1 Cl, C1.5, C2, C4* 20. Medium
Residential

[T][Q]C2-1 NW comer of Centinela & Pacific 
Avenues. Per CPC 87-853ZC/GPA. 
Plan amendment and zone change. 
Map correction.

.29

CORRECTION INCLUDED ON LATEST
COMMUNITY

PLAN MAP

General CommercialCR, C1,C2, P C2-1 Cl.5, C2, CR, C4Highway Oriented 
Commercial

No change SE & SW comer of Venice Blvd. & 
McLaughlin Ave. Legend change 
only.

21. .80

Neighborhood
Commercial

Cl-1 Cl, Cl.5, C2, C4CR, C1,C2, P No change22. Highway Oriented 
Commercial

NE, NW & SW of McLaughlin Ave 
& Washington Place. NE improved 
with retail & office uses, NW with 
restaurant, & SE with a liquor store, 
retail & office uses. Legend change 
only.

.86

Cl-1 Neighborhood
Commercial

Cl, C1.5, C2, C4CR, C1,P No changeLimited
Commercial

All four comers of Washington PI. & 
Inglewood. Legend change only.

23. .99

Neighborhood
Commercial

C2-1 Cl, C1.5, C2, C4CR, C1.C2, P No changeHighway Oriented 
Commercial

NE & SE comer of Grandview Blvd. 
& Washington PI. on boundary with 
Culver City. Legend change only.

* 24. .96

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED
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25. Limited
Commercial

CR, Cl, P C2-1 Neighborhood
Commercial

Cl, Cl.5, C2, C4 No change NW comer of Centinela Ave. & City 
boundary above Washington PI. 
Legend change only.

.44

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

26. CR, Cl, C2, P C2-1 General Commercial Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 No change NE comer of Wade St. & City 
boundary north of Washington PI. 
Legend change only.

.73

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

27. CR, C1,C2, P C2-1 General Commercial C1.5, C2, CR, C4 No change All four comers of Venice Blvd. & 
Beethoven St. Restaurants, retail uses, 
Westside for Independent Living, 
Medical office, Roman Health club. 
Legend change only.

2.79

28. Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P C2-1 General Commercial C1.5, C2, CR, C4 No change Commercial Strip along Community 
boundary with Culver City north of 
Beach Ave adjoining the Glencoe 
Maxella Plan. Legend change only.

1.89

29. Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P C2-1 General Commercial C1.5, C2, CR, C4 No change SW & SE of Centinela Blvd. and City 
boundary south of Washington Blvd. 
Legend change only.

.87

^ Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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CURRENT PLAN AND ZONING PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONING
EXISTING
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ACRESAREA CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
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LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED

ZONEDESIGNATION DESIGNATION

Limited
Commercial

CR, C1,P Rl-1 Low Residential RE9, RS, Rl, RD6 No change NW & NE comer of McConnell Ave 
(non-continuous on Culver Blvd due 
to the median) & Culver Blvd. NW 
is improved with single-family 
dwellings and NE is improved with a 
two story, four unit apartment 
building and a single family dwelling 
at the rear fronting McConnell Ave. 
The entire surrounding area is zoned 
Rl-1 and is improved with single
family dwellings and the commercial 
designation is not appropriate. Plan 

- amendment.

.84

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P C4-1, PI-1 General Commercial*31. Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 No change SE comer of Lincoln & Marina 
Freeway. A triangular parcel 
adjoining community commercial & 
the Daniel Freeman Hospital. Legend 
change only.

2.10

Highway Oriented 
Commercial

(Q) C2-1 General CommercialCR, Cl, C2, P C1.5, C2, CR, C432. No change SE comer of Culver Blvd & 
McConnel Ave. A small mini-mall. 
Legend change only.

.91

C2-1 General CommercialHighway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P C1.5.C2, CR, C4 Add Power 
Distribution Station 
symbol.

33. No change SW comer of Centinela Blvd & 
Culver Blvd. Portion of DWP 
Distribution Station, No. 95, and a 
small, new apartment building. The 
DWP facility extends into the 
adjoining Multiple-family residential 
along Culver Blvd.for a total acreage 
of 1.13 acres. Symbol and legend 
change.

.33

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONINGCURRENT PLAN AND ZONING
APPROX
ACRES

EXISTING
LAND USE/COMMENTAREA PROPOSED

ZONE
CORRESPONDING

ZONES
CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONE LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTEDESIGNATIONDESIGNATION

SE corner of Braddock Drive & 
Centinela Blvd. A small mini-mall. 
Legend change only.

.25No changeHighway Oriented 
Commercial

General Commercial Cl.5, C2, CR, C434. CR, C1.C2, P C2-1

SE comer of Lucile St. & Centinela. 
Marina Farms Produce Store. Legend 
change only.

.31No changeNeighborhood
Commercial

C1.C1.5, C2, C4Limited
Commercial

Cl-135. CR, C1,P

North of Jefferson Blvd. adjoining 
LA County area single-family homes. 
Improved with multi-story multiple- 
residential. Legend change only.

1.99No changeC2-1 General Commercial C1.5, C2, CR, C4Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P36.

North of Jefferson Blvd, east of 
Centinela, south of Juniette St, up to 
east of Inglewood Blvd. Legend 
change only.

4.23General Commercial C1.5, C2, CR, C4 No changeHighway Oriented 
Commercial

C2-1CR, C1,C2, P37.

General Commercial No change All 4 comers of Inglewood Blvd. & 
Culver Blvd. Uses include a private 
elementary school, laundromat, 
restaurants, retail, & a gas station. 
Legend change only.

2.22C2-1 C1.5, C2, CR, C4Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P38.

General Commercial C1.5, C2, CR, C4 No change SE & SW comer of Slauson & Culver 
Blvds. Legend change only.

.76C2-1Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1,C2, P39.

General CommercialC2-1 Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 No change Two small strips on City boundary 
south of Washington Blvd. west & 
east of Berryman Ave. Legend 
change only.

.20Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, C1.C2, P40.

....... ::..
Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

* Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol
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Highway Oriented 
Commercial

CR, Cl, C2, P C2-1 General Commercial41. Cl.5, C2, CR, C4 No change East & West of Sepulveda Blvd. 
between City boundary with Culver 
City. Legend change only.

8.05

♦41 High Medium 
Residential

R4 [T][Q]R4-1L Commercial
Manufacturing

CM, CM (GM)-2D- Specific Plan 
boundary'

CM (GM)- 
2D-CA

NE comer of Glencoe Ave. & 
Maxella Ave at 13355 Maxella Ave. 
Two parcels, currently unimproved, 
were designated under CPC No. 89
0250 (PPR) from Light Industrial to 
High Medium Residential and zone 
change from M2-1 to [T][Q]R4-1L. 
Under Ordinance No. 166215, 
development of the property was 
limited to 96 condominium units at 
R3 density. Under ZA 93-0935 
(ZV)(YV) the property was granted a 
variance to permit a density of up to 
123 dwelling units. The property 
adjoins the Glencoe-Maxella Specific 
Plan area which is improved with 
industrial and commercial uses. The 
Plan also allows residential uses. The 
parcels are being incorporated into 
the Glencoe-Maxella Specific Plan 
which allows more flexibility for any 
future use on the site and is consistent 
with abutting properties. Plan 
amendment and zone change.

2.23
CA

Add CM (GM) 2D- 
CA to the
corresponding zones 
in Community Plan 
legend

| Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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SYMBOL/NOTE
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Neighborhood & 
Office

CR, Cl, Cl(PV), C4, 
C2, P

43. C2-1VL Neighborhood
Commercial

Cl, Cl.5, C2, C4 Neighborhood 
District/ Pedestrian 
Oriented District

No change All four comers of National Blvd & 
Barrington Ave. Designated as a 
Neighborhood District at a FAR of 
1.5:1 or less. POD. Improved with 
Real estate office, New Orleans 
restaurant, Pharmacy, Mrs Gooch, 
Blockbuster & retail uses. Legend 
change only.

4.43

Neighborhood & 
Office

44. CR, Cl, Cl(PV), C4, 
C2, P

C2-1 Neighborhood
Commercial

Cl, Cl.5, C2, C4 Neighborhood 
District/Pedestrian 
Oriented District

No change Motor Ave between Palms & 
National Blvds including two parcels 
south of National Blvd. & Rose Ave. 
up to Keystone Ave. (Neighborhood 
District includes subarea 8). 
Restaurants, beauty salons, & offices. 
Designated as a Neighborhood 
District with FAR of 1.5:1 or less. 
POD. Legend change only.

7.76

CR, Cl, Cl(PV), C4, 
C2, P

C2-1VL Neighborhood
Commercial

45. Neighborhood & 
Office

Cl, Cl.5, C2, C4 No change All four comers of Palms Blvd. & 
Sepulveda Blvd. Shopping centre, 
minimall, Burger King, gas station, 
grocery store & office bldg. Legend 
change only.

11.95

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED

ZONEDESIGNATION DESIGNATION

46. Neighborhood & 
Office

CR, Cl, Cl(PV), C4, 
C2, P

C2-1, [Q] C2-1VL Community
Commercial

CR, Cl.5, C2, C4 Community Center/ 
Possible Mixed Use/ 
Pedestrian-oriented 
District

No change East of Inglewood Blvd. along the 
north & south side of Venice Blvd. 
up to Stewart Ave. on the NW.
Public library, a large shopping 
centre on the NE comer of Centinela 
& Venice, & small scale retail & 
restaurant uses. Designated as a 
Community Centre. Possible POD & 
Mixed Use proposed with a FAR of 
1.5:1 based on future study.Legend 
change only.

18.56

47. Neighborhood & 
Office

CR, Cl, Cl(PV), C4, 
C2, P

C2-1 Neighborhood
Commercial

C1.C1.5, C2, C4 No change East & west side of Centinela Blvd. 
between Culver Blvd. & Short Ave. 
Small, older retail stores. Legend 
change only.

3.16

C2-1 Neighborhood
Commercial

48. Neighborhood & 
Office

CR, Cl, Cl(PV), C4, 
C2, P

Cl, Cl.5, C2, C4 No change NE comer of Inglewood Blvd. & 
Braddock Dr. (north of Mar Vista 
gardens). A large shopping centre 
with main anchor of True Value 
Market. Legend change only.

4.54

s
Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONINGCURRENT PLAN AND ZONING
APPROX
ACRES

EXISTING
LAND USE/COMMENTPROPOSED

ZONE
AREA CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONECORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE DESIGNATIONDESIGNATION

SE comer of Motor Ave. & National 
Blvd. The parcel is unsuitable for 
industrial uses. Existing uses on-site 
include a Beauty Salon, convenience 
market, upholstery store, carpet 
cleaning, newstand, a police sub
station and a recently constructed 
religious institution. At the rear of 
the parcel on the comer of National 
Blvd. and an alley adjoining 
multiple-family residential is an 
8,000 sq.ft, auto body repair shop. 
Uses across the street on Motor Ave. 
include restaurant, retail/commercial 
uses. An Elementary school is 
located a block away. Plan 
amendment and zone change.

1.97C2-1Neighborhood
Commercial

Cl, Cl.5, C2, C4Limited Industrial MR1, Ml, P Ml-1

West of Overland Ave, immediately 
north of Rose Ave. Changed by 
AB283 but not reflected on map. 
Plan amendment and zone change. 
Map correction.

1.25No changeMedium R3, R3(PV)R3-1High Medium R4, R4(PV)50.

No change On both sides of Sawtelle Blvd. 
between Ballona Creek & the San 
Diego Freeway. Area improved with 
single-family dwellings. Changed by 
AB283. Plan amendment and zone 
change. Map correction.

7.0R2, RD5, RD4, RD3, 
RD2, RD 1.5

Low MediumRD2-1RE9, RS, Rl, RD6Low Residential51.

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

* Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol
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LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED
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* 52. Limited Industrial MR1, Ml, P (Q) R4-1 High Medium R4, R4(PV) No change Apt/Condo building, on Grandview 
Blvd. north of Washington Place. 
Noted as area of conflict by AB283 
and changed to residential but was 
not reflected on the map. Plan 
amendment. Map correction.

3.88

CORRECTION 
INCLUDED ON

LATEST
COMMUNITY

PLAN MAP

53 Limited Industrial MR1, Ml, P R4-1 High Medium R4, R4(PV) No change One story single-family dwelling 
located adjacent to the apt/condo 
bldg.in Subarea 52. A small 
industrial parcel abutting residential 
on both sides and located across from 
an elementary school is in conflict 
with surrounding uses and it’s 
residential zoning. Plan amendment.

.39

Proposed
Neighborhood
Park

54. Low Residential RE9, RS, Rl, RD6 Delete symbol East of Wade St. & north of Venice 
Blvd. Area is developed with single
family residences & does not appear 
feasible for a park. Symbol change.

Proposed 
Community Park

Low Residential RE9, RS, R1,RD655. Delete symbol West of Centinela Blvd & north of 
Walsh. Area developed with single
family residences & does not appear 
feasible for a park. Symbol change.

RE9, RS, Rl, RD6 Proposed
Neighborhood
Park

56. Low Residential Delete symbol West of Inglewood Blvd. & north of 
Lucile St. Area developed with 
single-family residences & does not 
appear feasible for a park. Symbol 
change.

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96



14
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CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
CORRESPONDING
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LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONE

DESIGNATIONDESIGNATION

There is no Fire Station on-site and 
there is no proposal to construct it. 
The existing Police Station on the SE 
comer of Culver Blvd. & Centinela 
Ave. is being designated PF. Plan 
amendment, zone change and symbol 
change.

4.76Delete Fire Station 
symbol.

PF-l-XLPolice Station, 
Fire Station

Public FacilityRE9, RS, R1,RD6 Rl-1 PFLow Residential5?

4.84The map identifies two proposed 
parks. One symbol is a mapping 
error. The second symbol should 
show an existing park (Glen Alla 
park) on Glencoe Ave. Plan 
amendment and zone change initiated 
through General Plan/Zoning 
Consistency Program; Open Space II. 
Symbol change only.

Delete Proposed 
Park Symbols; add 
existing
Neighborhood Park 
symbol

OS-l-XLMR1-1 Open Space OSMR1, Ml, P Proposed 
Neighborhood 
Park on two 
adjacent 
properties

Limited Industrial* 58.

GLEN ALLA 
PARK IS 
INCLUDED ON 
LATEST 
COMMUNITY

PLAN MAP. A 
PROPOSED PARK 
SYMBOL HAS NOT 
BEEN
CORRECTED

Existing Dept: of Recreation & Park, 
Woodbine Park at 3409 Vinton 
Avenue located between Vinton and 
Motor Ave. Plan amendment, zone 
change and symbol change.

.90Delete Proposed 
Community Park 
Symbol. Add 
existing
Neighborhood park 
symbol.

OS-l-XLOpen Space OSProposed 
Community Park

R3, R3(PV)Medium
Residential

Add existing 
Neighborhood Park 
symbol.

Existing Park (Culver/Slauson, 
adjoining Ballona Creek and Slauson 
Ave, across from the Mar Vista 
Gardens) which is not shown on the 
map. Plan amendment and zone 
change initiated through General 
Plan/Zoning Consistency Program; 
Open Space II. Symbol change only.

3.05Open Space OS-l-XLOS-l-XLRE9, RS, Rl, RD6;Low Residential;
Medium
Residential

60.
R3

CORRECTION 
INCLUDED ON 
LATEST

COMMUNITY 
PLAN MAP

SMS1 Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

* Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol



15

CURRENT PLAN AND ZONING PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONING
EXISTING

LAND USE/COMMENT
APPROX
ACRESAREA CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONE CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED

ZONEDESIGNATION DESIGNATION

61. Low Residential RE9, RS, Rl, RD6 Proposed
Neighborhood
Park

Delete Symbol South of Brookhaven Ave., north of 
Clarkson, (close to National Blvd) 
and east of Coolidge. Area 
developed with single-family homes 
& appears infeasible for a park. 
Symbol change only.

* 62. Low Residential RE9, RS, Rl, RD6 Proposed
Neighborhood
Park/Public
Elementary
School

LATEST 
COMMUNITY 
PLAN MAP 
SHOWS A 
PUBLIC

ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL 
INSTEAD OF A 
PROPOSED 
NEIGHBOR
HOOD PARK

Delete Symbols North of Rose Avenue & east of 
Veteran Avenue. Area developed 
with single-family homes. Symbol 
change only.

*63. RE9, RS, R1,RD6 No changeLow Residential R-l No change RS-1 Portions of single-family area 
between Pacific Ave. (south of 
Venice Blvd.) and Washington Blvd. 
on both sides of East Blvd. and 
Marcasel Ave Does not include 
properties fronting on McLaughlin 
and Inglewood Avenues. The new 
zone is more consistent with the 
prevailing lot size and low density 
residential character of the area.
Zone Change.

60

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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CURRENT PLAN AND ZONING PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONING
APPROX
ACRES

EXISTING
LAND USE/COMMENTAREA CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONE CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED

ZONEDESIGNATION DESIGNATION

*C4 Divided Major 
Highway

Modified Major 
Highway/Scenic 
Highway

Modified Major 
Highway/Scenic 
Highway

Venice Blvd. would be widened 
between Sawtelle Blvd and Hughes 
Ave. for approximately 1.43 miles to 
modified Major Highway standards 
by widening the 108-foot roadway 
width to 114 feet to provide eight 
travel lanes and two bike and parking 
lanes within the existing 134 ROW. 
The improvement is part of the West 
Los Angeles Transportation 
Improvement and Mitigation 
Program. Venice Blvd. was 
designated a Scenic Highway (not 
shown on the Community Plan Map) 
in the Scenic Highways Plan (adopted 
1978) between Crenshaw Blvd. and 
its terminus on the west. Plan 
Amendment, Map correction and 
Legend Change.

65* Collector Street Local Street Local street between 
Centinela Avenue 
and Beethoven 
Street.

Proposed designation change of Rose 
Ave. between Centinela Ave. and 
Beethoven Street from Collector 
street to Local street which would 
allow the installation of traffic 
calming features to reduce/slow 
traffic on the street which cannot be 
permitted on a Collector Street. Plan 
Amendment.

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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CURRENT PLAN AND ZONING PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONING
EXISTING

LAND USE/COMMENT
APPROX
ACRESAREA CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONE CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED

ZONEDESIGNATION DESIGNATION

Collector Street Local Street Local street between 
Culver Blvd. & 
Ballona Creek

Slauson Avenue is an inappropriate 
designation as a Collector Street, 
since it is non-continuous at Ballona 
Creek (adjoining the Community and 
City boundary with Culver City) and 
is used only by residents living on the 
street. Plan Amendment.

Public Elementary 
School

* 67. Medium
Residential

R3, R3(PV) R3-1 No change No change Delete Public 
Elementary' school 
symbol; Add Private 
Elementary school 
symbol

No change Located on east side of Centinela 
Blvd., north of Venice Boulevard. 
Property improved with a religious 
institution with an attached 
Elementary school. The adopted 
Community Plan (1976) showed it as 
a private school. Plan map published 
after the AB283 Zoning Consistency 
Program shows it as public. Appears 
to be a mapping error. Symbol 
change.

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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PRELIMINARY PLAN AND ZONINGCURRENT PLAN AND ZONING
EXISTING

LAND USE/COMMENT
APPROX
ACRESAREA CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
EXISTING ZONE CORRESPONDING

ZONES
LEGEND

SYMBOL/NOTE
PROPOSED

ZONEDESIGNATION DESIGNATION

The existing map shows a SPRR 
Railroad right-of-way along Culver 
Boulevard. Los Angeles 
Metropolitan Transit Authority 
(MTA) has currently, no plans to 
build a rail line here. The City of Los 
Angeles has adopted an updated 
bicycle master plan which shows a 
Class 1 bike path along Culver Blvd. 
Map Correction.

*68. Railroad Right-of- 
way

Bikeway Delete Railroad 
designation along 
Culver Boulevard; 
Add Bikeway 
designation

a:palms matrix. 
11/26/96

Shaded Area indicates Zone Change and/or Plan Amendment

Non-shaded Area indicates change to Plan Map Legend/Symbol * Recommendation has changed from Public Hearing held 9/24/96
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Demographics - Community Plan Housing Profile, Census 2000 Housing Profile, 
2012-2040 Housing and Population Projections

4.



Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Local Area Profile: Populati... http://planning.lacity.org/DRU/Locl/LocPfl.cfin?geo=cp&loc=Plm

CITY of LOS ANGELES
LOCAL POPULATION and HOUSING PROFILE

Palms - Mar Vista - del Rey Community Plan Area

Latest Census Profile... More Local Statistics...
9.015 square mile study area (approx.)

General Population Data

taooxi__—
CENSUS 1990 CENSUS 2000 2009(est.) 150X0_

TOTAL POPULATION 

Annual Growth Rate 

Population Density (/sqmi)

122,295

1.1173%

13,566

103,747 110,044
0.5910%

12,207

12X03_
n/a 0 Resident 

13 Croup

90X0_
11,508 exxo__

XOXl_
Resident Population 1 

Residents' Share of Population

121,708

99.52%
103,220
99.49%

109,578
99.58%

Population in Group Quarters 2 

Groups' Share of Population

587527 466
0.51% 0.42% 0.48%

Housing Units

CENSUS 1990 CENSUS 2000 2009 (est.)
aoxo__—

TOTAL HOUSING UNITS 

Annual Growth Rate 

Housing Density (/sqmi)

Single-family Housing Units 3 

Annual Growth Rate

Multiple-family Housing Units 4 

Annual Growth Rate

53,987

0.799%

5,989

48,806 50,055
0.253%

5,552 ill50COD_
n/a «xKn_

5,414
□ Sgl-fmly

□ Mpl-fmly

□ Oth Hsg

3X03_
-20000

14,657

0.420%
13,965 14,085

0.086% 100X1—n/a o_i
39,290

0.944%
34,425 35,935

0.430%

li

n/a

Nonsingle-family Housing Units 4 

Annual Growth Rate

39,330

0.944%
34,841 35,970

0.319%n/a

Housing Occupants (Resident Population) §

CENSUS 1990 CENSUS 2000 2009 (est.)

180000__ __
TOTAL RESIDENTS 

Annual Growth Rate 

Residential Population Density

121,708

1.111%
13,500

103,220 109,578
0.600%

12,155

150000__
n/a 12X03_ ,

11,450 □ Sgl-fmly 

0 Mpl-fmly

□ Oth Hsg

90X0.
6CHC0.

Single-family Unit Occupants 3 

Annual Growth Rate

38,596

0.827%
36,646 35,691

-0.264%
30000__’

n/a

‘1Multiple-family Unit Occupants 4 

Annual Growth Rate

83,031

1.246%
65,692 73,819

1.173%n/a

Nonsingle-family Unit Occupants 4 

Annual Growth Rate

83,110

1.246%

73,887
1.048%

66,574
n/a

is
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http://planning.lacity.org/DRU/Locl/LocPfl.dm? geo=cp&loc=PlmLos Angeles Department of City Planning, Local Area Profile: Populati...

CITY of LOS ANGELES 
LOCAL STATISTICAL PROFILE

Palms - Mar Vista - del Rey Community Plan Area (cont'd)

Housing Occupancy §

CENSUS 1990 CENSUS 2000 2009 (est.) »)»_---
S3X»:i_53,987

1.28%

ALL OCCUPIED UNITS 

Vacancy Rate

48,806
6.02%

50,055
2.57%

I40m
□ Sgl-fmly

□ Mpl-fmly

□ Oth Hsg

14,625

0.22%
Occupied Single-family Units 

Vacancy Rate

13,555
3.02%

13,779
2.22%

2am_
100X1__

38,630

1.71%

Occupied Multiple-family Units 

Vacancy Rate

31,929
7.82%

34,954
2.81%

38,670

1.71%

Occupied Nonsingle-family Units 

Vacancy Rate

34,990
2.80%

32,314
7.82%

Notes 1

1. Resident Population consists of those who live in housing units in the same area covered by Total Population. It is equal to "Total Population in 
Households".

2. Group Quarters Population includes persons in student dormitories, military barracks, prisons and healthcare institutions. Group Quarters and 
Resident Populations sum to Total Populaf on.

3. Single-family Housing Units (SfHUs) only include detached dwellings.
4. Multiple-family Housing Units (MfHUs)include apartment buildings (both for rent and condominiums), duplexes, artist-in-residence lofts, and attached 

single-family housing units.
5. Nonsingle-femily Housing Units (NsHUs)add mobile homes, boats, and other living quarters to MfHUs. Its sum with SfHUs yield all living quarters for 

residents of the census tract. This value is consistent with the definitions used by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the 
California Department of Finance (DoF).

6. The persons who occupy a housing unit are defined as a HOUSEHOLD. Households may consist of one person, one or more families, ora group of 
unrelated persons.

* All aggregate statistical estimates are subject to round-off error.

Use the "back" button of your browser to return to the footnoted text.

These pages are best printed by MICROSOFT INTERNET EXPLORER on LETTER size paper in PORTRAIT orientation.
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Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Census 2000 Profile http://planning.lacity.org/DRU/C2K/C2KPfl.cfm?geo=cp&loc=Plrn&y...

CITY of LOS ANGELES
CENSUS 2000 STATISTICAL PROFILE

Palms - Mar Vista - del Rey Community Plan Area

] Population/Housing Statistics... j More Local Statistics...
9.02 square mile study area (approx.)

GENERAL POPULATION INFO1
POPULATION Total Group Qtrs Voting AgeResident Native-Born Naturalized Noncitizen

110,044

100.00
12,207

109,576

99.57

12,155

468 89,862

81.66

9,968

69,081

62.78

7,663

14,983

13.62

1,662

Population 

Population Share (%) 

Popltn Density (/sqmi)

25,980

23.61

2,882

0.43

52

RACE/ETHNICITY: Hispanic or Latino 2

!4081354
RACIAL IDENTITY

White
Lege

12.95% □
Persons % Population

14,247

2.32% □2,557Multiracial

14.48% □15,934Other Races

70.25% □77,306 \0
Nonhispanic and Nonlatino3 0.02

RACE/ETHNICITY: Nonhispanic and Nonlatino z-
0.422830921758

RACIAL IDENTITY LegePersons %Population
□17,574

7,382

33,777

46,530

3,778

1,003

15.97%

6.71%

30.69%

42.28%

Asian

Black

Hispanic or Latino

White

Multiracial

□
□
□

(□3.43%

0.91% □Other Races3 n n«7n7i

16.
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Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Census 2000 Profile http://planning.lacity.org/DRU/C2K/C2KPfl. cfm?geo=cp&loc=Plm&y...

CITY of LOS ANGELES
CENSUS 2000 STATISTICAL PROFILE

Palms - Mar Vista - del Rey Community Plan Area (cont'd)

AGE GROUPS by GENDER 4

TOTAL MALES

0 to 5 years old

TOTAL FEMALES

0 to 5 years old
54,791
3,262

49.8% 55,253
3,137

50.2%
3.0% 2.9%

3,091 2.8% 2,889 2.6%5 to 9 years old 5 to 9 years old

2.3% 2,4822,542 2.3%10 to 14 years old 10 to 14 years old

2,657 2,4182.4% 2.2%15 to 19 years old 15 to 19 years old

5,268 4.8% 4,978 4.5%20 to 24 years old 20 to 24 years old

6,947 6.3% 6,694 6.1%25 to 29 years old 25 to 29 years old

6,499 5.9% 5,742 5.2%30 to 34 years old 30 to 34 years old

4.9%5,367 4,894 4.4%35 to 39 years old 35 to 39 years old

4,266 3.9% 4,185 3.8%40 to 44 years old 40 to 44 years old

3,522 3.2% 3,674 3.3%45 to 49 years old 45 to 49 years old

2,997 2.7% 3,273 3.0%50 to 54 years old 50 to 54 years old

2,142 2,5111.9% 2.3%55 to 59 years old 55 to 59 years old

1,610 1.5% 1,957 1.8%60 to 64 years old 60 to 64 years old

1,324 1,6641.2% 1.5%65 to 69 years old 65 to 69 years old

1,166 1.1% 1.4%1,55470 to 74 years old 70 to 74 years old

1,028 0.9% 1,426 1.3%old 75 to 79 years old75 to 79 years

682 0.6% 965 0.9%80 to 84 years old 80 to 84 years old

420 0.4% 810 0.7%85 years and over 85 years and over

MALES (scales right to left) FEMALES (scales left to right)

aau_
If’\f

|f2000_ eon_
1llll I I-

t40M—

1
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Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Census 2000 Profile http://planning.lacity.org/DRU/C2K/C2KPfl.cfin?geo=cp&loc=Plm&y...

CITY of LOS ANGELES
CENSUS 2000 STATISTICAL PROFILE

Palms - Mar Vista - del Rey Community Plan Area (cont'd)

HOUSING by OCCUPANCY a
OCCUPANCY Share of TotalDwelling Units

Vacant Housing Units 

Owner Occupied 

Renter Occupied

1,284 2.56%

29.43%14,733

68.01%34,045

Wi
48,779 97.44%

All Occupied Housing Units
50,063 100.00%

All Dwellings 0244311

HOUSEHOLDS by SIZE a
HOUSEHOLD TYPE Share of Total LeqendDwelling Units

Single-person Households 

Two-person Households 

Three-person Households 

Four-person Households 

Five-person Households 

Six-person Households 

Seven or More-person Hshlds 

All Households

18,241

15,676

6,688
4,446

1,987

37.40%

32.14%

13.71%

9.12%

4.07%

1.87%

1.70%

100.00% 6910

829

48,779

HEADS OF HOUSEHOLD a
HOUSEHOLD HEAD rHousehold Count Share of Total

Married Couple 17,119 35.10%

9.81%Single Female w/ Family 

Single Male w/ Family 

Nonfamily Household

4,787

4.24%2,070

24,802 50.85%

100.00%48,779
All Households

FAMILY STRUCTURE a2
FAMILY TYPE )Share of TotalFamily Count

32.91%Married Couple w/ Children 

Single Female w/ Children 

Single Male w/Children 

Family w/o children

7,890

2,745 11.45%

882 3.68%

51.96%12,459

23,977 100.00%
All Families

>6
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http://planning.lacityorg/DRU/C2K/C2KPfl.cfm?geo=cp&loc=Plm&y...Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Census 2000 Profile

CITY of LOS ANGELES
CENSUS 2000 STATISTICAL PROFILE

Palms - Mar Vista - del Rey Community Plan Area (cont’d)

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE 5
HOUSEHOLD TYPES Average SizePersons Leaendi_

Families 73,409 3.

II
2_

Owner Households 35,054 2. 1_

““IRenter Households 74,523 2 I
Faniiias

109,576 2.All Households

NOTES:

1. Universe: Total persons. Group quarters population includes persons in student dormitories, military barracks, and institutions.
2. Beginning with the 2000 Census of Population and Housing, persons are allowed to check more than one race category. The selecton of categories 

and the option to choose more than one is strictly a matter of personal choice and personal preference.
The available choices include:

American Indian or Alaskan Native,
Asian,
Black or African American,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander,
White, and 
Other Race.

As in the two previous censuses, persons are further self defined as HISPANIC OR LATINO or NOT HISPANIC NOR LATINO. It is important to note 
that these are ethnic groupings, distinct from the racial groupings listed above.

3. For the purposes of this table, "Other Race" combines the U S Bureau of the Census' "Other Race" category and any race comprising less than 2% of 
the total population of its geographic statistical area.

4. Universe: Total persons. Extracted bya combination of two census tables-males byage and females byage-with a total of 38 age groupings for each 
gender.

5. Universe: Total housing units are used to calculate occupancy and vacancy rates.
6. Universe: Occupied housing units.

HOUSEHOLDS reflect the number of occupied units or persons in those units.
A HOUSEHOLD may consist of one person, one or more families, ora group of unrelated persons.

7. For the purposes of this table, "children" are persons 18 years or younger who are related to the head of household.

* All aggregate statistical estimates are subject to round-off error.
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45%

2000 DATA
40%

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

l1)POPULATION-2000 percent

Total persons; April 1st, 2000

persons in households 

persons in group quarters

Growth in Population April 2000 to October 2008

(includes group quarters) 

population growth

Persons per square mile (October 2008) 

RACE/ETHNICITY-2000

Asian

Black, non-Hispanic

Hispanic/Latino (SEE NOTES BELOW)

Native American 

Pacific Islander 

White non-Hispanic 

other race

mixed race (SEE NOTES BELOW)

110,046

109,578

468 0.4%
(2) percent

change122,363 

12,317 10.1%

13,571
(3) rank

percent

3 17,576

7,380

33,761

16.0%

4 6.7%

2 30.7%

7 323 0.3%

8 230 0.2%

1 46,546 42.3%

6 450 0.4%

5 3,778 3.4%

HISPANIC OR LATINO and mixed race categories.

RACE-For the first time, the year 2000 Census of Population and Housing 

permitted persons to check more than one category to define their race. 

The selection of categories and the option to choose more than one is 

strictly a matter of personal choice and personal preference.

The choices are:

American Indian or Alaska Native 

Asian

Black or African American

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander

White

Other race

ETHNICITY- As in the two previous censuses, persons are also further self 

defined as being HISPANIC OR LATINO or NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO. 

It is important to note that this is a separate ETHNIC grouping as 

opposed to the RACIAL categories listed above.

9.0square mile study area (approximate)

(1)GENDER AND AGE-2000 percent

Total Males 54,792

3,262

3,089

3,991

2,900

17,021

18,298

1,610

2,491

2,131

55,254

3,137

2,888

3,807

2,649

15,856

18,538

1,958

3,218

3,202

49.8%

6.0%

5.6%

7.3%

Under 5 years old 

5 to 9 years old 

10 to 17 years old 

18 to 21 years old 

22 to 34 years old 

35 to 59 years old 

60 to 64 years old 

65 to 74 years old 

75 or older

Total Females

Under 5 years old 

5 to 9 years old 

10 to 17 years old 

18 to 21 years old 

22 to 34 years old 

35 to 59 years old 

60 to 64 years old 

65 to 74 years old 

75 or older

5.3%

31.1%

33.4%

2.9%

4.5%

3.9%

50.2%

5.7%

5.2%

6.9%

4.8%

28.7%

33.6%

3.5%

5.8%

5.8%
(4)Age; Total Population 

Study Area Median Age 

Citywide Median Age

34.3

32.0

10 YEAR CHANGE (1990 TO 2000)... READ LEFT TO RIGHT ONLY 

RACE/ETHNICITY 

Asian/Pacific Islander (combined in 1990)
Black, non-Hispanic

Hispanic/Latino (see notes to the left below)
Native American 

White non-Hispanic 

other race

**
(5) number percent

3,296

1,368

7,366

18.5%

18.5%

21.8%

-16.1%

-20.6%

40.7%

-52

-9,602

183

3.4%ABOVE PERCENTAGES ARE OVERESTIMATED (+J BY THIS VALUE >>>>

BASED ON ADDITION OF MULTI-RACIAL CATEGORY IN 2000 CENSUS

GENDER

Total males 

Total females

AGE

Under 5 years old 

5 to 9 years old 

10 to 17 years old 

school age (5 to 17 years old) 

18 to 21 years old 

22 to 34 years old 

35 to 59 years old 

60 to 64 years old 

65 to 74 years old 

75 or older 

HOUSING 

Total units 

Occupied units

Owner occupied 

Renter occupied

3,375

2,964

6.6%

5.7%

170 3.5%

21.6%

20.2%

17.5%

-5.6%

-18.6%

1,062

993

2,055

-332

-1,094

5,628 95.7%

-4.5%

-17.4%

20.4%

-266

-1,024

1,202

1,298

2,943

2.7%

6.4%

73 0.2%

2,870 9.2%
(1) Universe: Total Persons. Group Quarters populations include persons in institutions, in nursing homes or residential hospitals, in college dormitories, in military barracks, etc. 

Source of information; Population Estimate and Housing Inventory as of October 1st. Demographics Research Unit.
Universe: Total persons. Eight categories in the year 2000; six categories in 1990. See the notes at lower left.
Median Age of All Persons; Allocated distributed weighted function as calculated for the study area. The study area number is an approximation, it is not a true median value. 

Universe: Total persons. Extracted from a combination of two sex by age census tables with a total of 38 age groupings each for males and for females.

(2) 'A
(3)
(4) m(5) PLANNIW
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20%
10%
0%

CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

Married couple with related children under age 18 

Single female with related children under age 18 

Single male with related children under age 18 

No related children in the family under age 18

40%
CHILDREN IN FAMILIES - 200030%

7,890

2,744

32.9%

11.4%

3.7%

52.0%

882

12,462

73&
2

Persons per household

Persons in owner occupied units 

Persons per owner occupied unit 

Persons in renter occupied units 

Persons per renter occupied unit

2000 HOUSEHOLD SIZE and FAMILY SIZE

Persons per renter unit 

Persons per owner unit 

HOUSEHOLDS

2.25

32.0%35,070

2.38

68.0%74,508

2.19

FAMILIES 3.06
Total families

Persons in families

Persons per family

23,978

73,403

3.06

POPULATION 2000,1) percent HOUSING-2000 & 2008 percent

april 1st, 2000 (includes group quarters)

CITIZENSHIP 2000(1)

native born

foreign born - naturalized 

foreign born - non citizen

LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME-2000

English only 

Spanish

linguistic isolation 

other Indo-European 

linguistic isolation

Asian

linguistic isolation 

other language 

linguistic isolation

110,046 Total dwelling units (April 1, 2000)

Total dwelling units (October 1, 2008)

Change in dwelling units 

Multiple Family Dwellings (October 1, 2008)

Total units (includes duplex, threeplex, mobile homes) 

Average dwelling unit size 

Occupied units and vacancy rate 

Single Family Dwellings (October 1, 2008) 

Total units

Average dwelling unit size

50,070

53,303

3,233

percent

62.8%

13.6%

23.6%

percent

55.2%

20.8%

31.6%

9.1%

14.7%

11.8% DWELLING UNITS PER GROSS ACRE 

31.0%

3.1% TENURE-2000 

18.4%

69,087

14,981

25,976

6.5%

38,670
(2) (5)

679

2.6%26,969

10,168

3,209

4,430

37,656

(2.a)
14,633

1,521

14,336

(5)

2.0%649 Occupied units and vacancy rate
(6)

5,746

1,779

1,506

October 1, 2008 9.2
(7)

2.6%

97.4%

30.2%

69.8%

277 Vacant units

Occupied units

Owner occupied 

Renter occupied

PERSONS IN HOUSEHOLDS-2000 

HOUSEHOLDS

1,284

48,786

14,740

34,046

109,578

LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME

other Indo- 
European

h

48,786

18,245

15,681

6,689

4,446

1,986

37.4%

32.1%

13.7%

9.1%

4.1%

1.9%

Single person household 

Two person households 

Three person households 

Four person households 

Five person households 

Six person households 

Seven+ person households

other 5 6 7+Spanish 43r

i
2

English only 910

1.7%829

(3)RESIDENT EMPLOYMENT-2000 percent

males employed 

males unemployed 

females employed 

females unemployed

total unemployed

labor force

31,417

2,206

27,103

1,814

4,020

62,541

6.6%

6.3%

6.4%

females
unemployed

{
males employed

males
unemployed

change

from 2000
(4)RESIDENT EMPLOYMENT-2008

labor force 

total employed

unemployment rate

71,266

65,307

8.4%

14.0%

11.6%

1.9%

0) Universe: Persons. Group Quarters populations include persons in institutions, in nursing homes or residential hospitals, in college dormitories, in military barracks, etc. 

Universe: All persons 5 years of age or older in households. Does not include group quarters populations.
No person age 14 or older can communicate "very well" while using the English language. See the attached notes for a complete explanation. 

a; Universe: Persons 16 years or older.
Source of data; State of California Employment Development Department (EDD). Employment statistics as of year end.
Gross acreage includes streets, parkways, sidewalks, open space, and all other common useage land.

m

(2)
(2 a)

(3) b; Combination chart. This is a measure of all employed and unemployed persons in the study area by sex. !*(4)
PLANNING(5)
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES - DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
PALMS-MAR VISTA-DEL REY
(COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA) page 3

(1)POPULATION 2000 percent INCOME RANGES FOR INCOME EARNING HOUSEHOLDS

less than $10,000 

$10,000 to $19,999 

$20,000 to $29,999 

$30,000 to $39,999 

$40,000 to $49,999 

$50,000 to $74,999 

$75,000 to $99,999 

$100,000 or more

percent

april 1st, 2000 (includes group quarters) 

EDUCATION 2000

less than High School education 

High School (no diploma)

High School graduate (incl equivalency) 

some college (no degree)

AA degree 

Bachelors degree 

Post graduate degree 

professional degree or certification 

POVERTY-2000 DISTRIBUTION by AGE

PERCENT POVERTY WITHIN THE STUDY AREA 

all persons: in poverty 

children in poverty (less than 12 years old) 

youth in poverty (12 to 17 years of age) 

all other persons in poverty 

POVERTY-2000 within each AGE GROUP(4)

110,046 4,712

5,446

6,699

6,220

5,186

9,092

4,692

6,890

9.6%

11.1%

13.7%

12.7%

10.6%

18.6%

9.6%

14.1%

$58,311

(2)

6,990

6,626

11,888

15,949

4,904

20,058

6,716

4,653

9.0%

8.5%

15.3%

20.5%

6.3%

25.8%

8.6%

6.0% VALUE OF OWNER OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS

less than $100,000 

$100,000 to $199,999 

$200,000 to $299,999 

$300,000 to $399,999 

$400,000 to $499,999 

$500,000 to $749,999 

$750,000 to $999,999 

$1,000,000 or more

AVERAGE INCOME

(3)
percent 567 3.8%

13.5%

28.0%

29.3%

14.5%

9.6%

0.9%

0.2%

$333,396

2,008

4,152

4,347

2,148

1,426

17,718

3,255

1,464

13,000

16.2%

18.4%

8.3%

73.4%

percent 140

36PERCENT POVERTY WITHIN THE STUDY AREA PER POPULATION AGE GROUP

all persons: in poverty 

children in poverty (less than 12 years old) 

youth in poverty (12 to 17 years of age) 

all other persons in poverty

17,718

3,255

1,464

13,000

16.2%

23.4% MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION (TO WORK) 

25.0%

14.5%

AVERAGE VALUE

drive alone 

carpool/vanpool 

public transportation 

other means

41,757

6,219

3,980

6,379

2,790

68.3%

10.2%

6.5%
POVERTY BY AGE

10.4%

4.6%

61,124

25.0% work at home23.4%
WORKERS 16 YEARS AND OLDER

COMMON USAGE LANGUAGES (RANK ORDERED)

english only 

spanish 

chinese

114.5% 54,353

27,630

3,205

2,981

1,853

1,542

1,466

52.2%

26.5%

3.1%

2.9%

2
3
4 Japanese

korean

tagalog

arabic

5 1.8%

6 1.5%
children in poverty (less 

than 12 years old)
youth in poverty (12 to 17 

years of age)
all other persons in 

poverty
7 1.4%

AVERAGE ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME

$58,724$58,311
$60,000SOURCE OF INCOME-2000 study area citywide

total household income by specific source of income 

total household earnings

wage or salary 

self employment 

wealth (property ownership, etc) 

social security 

supplemental income 

public assistance (see above) 

retirement

$50,000
$58,311

$54,142

$30,409

$11,721

$11,708

$6,815

$4,316

$19,044

$8,577

$48,019

$57,678

$26,069

$58,724

$55,041

$35,452

$17,166

$10,830

$6,967

$4,771

$18,338

$9,026

$42,189

$46,452

$20,671

$40,000

$30,000

$20,000

$10,000

$-other (child support, unemployment comp, etc)

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME 

PER CAPITA INCOME

(5) PALMS-MAR VISTA-DEL CITYWIDE
REY

(1) Universe: Persons. Group Quarters populations include persons in institutions, in nursing homes, in college dormitories, or in military barracks.

Universe: Persons 25 years of age or older.
Universe: Persons for whom poverty status is determined. (3) This is a measure of total poverty. (4) This is a measure of poverty within each specific age group. 
Total persons; Allocated distributed weighted function as calculated for the study area. The study area number is an approximation, it is not a true median value. %(2)

(3/4)
(5)

mPLANNING
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES - DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
PALMS-MAR VISTA-DEL REY 

(COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA) page 4
(1) (3) (4)ALLOCATED SPECIFIC LAND USES (2007) GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE 

60,110,602 
48,526,302

22,261,652 

899,113 

658,540 

1,009,410 

23,687,589

NET ACREAGE 

6,930 
4,487

3,699

PARCELS

23,198
21,886

18,757

TOTAL; ALL LAND PARCELS

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL(2) 94.3%

85.7%

2.7%

80.7%

45.9%

64.8%

82.4%single family detached 

duplex; residential double 

triplex; any combination 

fourplex; any combination 

apartment or condominium 

modular home 

mobile home/mobile home park 

rooming house

586 1.9% 75 1.7%

298 1.4% 1.4% 40 0.9%

333 1.5% 2.1%

48.8%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

10.1%

0.1%

2.8%

0.3%

0.8%

48 1.1%

1,912 8.7%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

3.6%

0.3%

625 13.9%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

13.4%

10.7%

4.4%

0.1%

0.6%

0.9%

0 0 0

0 0 0

2 9,999

6,088,272

37,502

1,353,763

140,636

364,819

913,306

2,315,389

37,367

360,701

128,429

51,534

45,211

219,329

105,570

13,405

1,309

5,250,397

164,195

2,849,309

770,283

1,421,346

6,343

7,679

31,242

0

TOTAL COMMERCIAL 835 926

open land

retail/retail mixed use/outlet store 

department store 

supermarket 

shopping center 

office building 

hotel/motel 

professional building 

food service 

bank/S&L/credit union 

service (appliances, etc.) 

auto service (fuel,service,car wash) 

parking 

kennel

nursery; greenhouse

61 481

303 1.4% 196

2 0.0%

0.1%

0.2%

0.7%

0.0%

0.1%

0.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.3%

0.5%

6

11 26

34 1.9% 40

149 4.8%

0.1%

0.7%

0.3%

0.1%

0.1%

0.5%

0.2%

85 1.9%

9 1 0.0%

0.2%

0.5%

0.1%

0.1%

0.4%

0.7%

30 11

37 21

7 3

7 3

76 19

106 31

2 0.0%

0.0%

1.2%

0.2%

0.9%

0.1%

0.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.3%

0.2%

0.6%

0.0%

0.0%

8.7%

0.3%

5.9%

1 0.0%

0.0%

8.1%

3.8%

2.5%

5.1%

3 0

TOTAL INDUSTRIAL 290 565

open land/parking 

light manufacturing 

heavy manufacturing 

warehousing/distribution/storage 

food processing 

entertainment industry 

lumber yard 

mining

51 171

187 112

16 1.6% 231

30 2.9%

0.0%

0.0%

0.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.1%

1.2%

0.1%

0.2%

49 1.1%

2 0 0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

1.0%

0.6%

13.2%

3 0

1 2

0 0 0

FARMING 

RECREATIONAL 

INSTITUTIONAL 

MISCELLANEOUS OPEN LAND 

PUBLIC OWNERSHIP (GOVERNMENT)

0 0 0

6 64,830

751,382

47,980

132,822

2

69 67

48 38

133 912

2007 EMPLOYMENT BASE; ALL JOBS IN THE STUDY AREA (5)

farming, animal raising 

mining, utilities 

construction 

food products 

wood products 

metal products 

wholesale trade 

retail trade 

transportation, warehousing 

delivery services, storage

information industries 

finance, insurance 

real estate 

professional 

management 

administration 

education, health care 

entertainment, accommodation 

services 

public administration 

not specified

2,784 6.3%

STUDY AREA 54 0.1% 809 1.8%

1 0.0%

6.8%

0.7%

1,157

5,058

2.6%

11.5%

0.0%

2.3%

10.9%

7.6%

4.0%

21.5%

TOTAL JOBS

43,919 2,968

RATIO OF 309 14
(5a)

465 1.1% 997JOBS TO HOUSING

0.82 TO 1
RATIO OF

2,001

1,741

4,979

4.6%

4.0%

11.3%

4,774

3,352

1,760

9,461

JOBS TO RESIDENTS

0.36 TO 1 465 1.1%

300 0.7% 470 1.1%
(1) Source of Data: Los Angles County Assessor; Land Use Planning And Management Subsystem (LUPAMS)

Residential Parcels: Multiple Family includes all attached dwellings and mobile homes. Single Family dwelling units are detached only. Rooming House not included in percentage calculations. 
Square feet. Gross square footage includes walls, lobbies, landing areas, washroom facilities, elevator shafts.
Land parcels. Does not include streets, some government owned land, and some large government owned open spaces (attributres may or may not be recorded by the County Assessor).

Source of Data; ABI (American Business Index) report of jobs through late 2007. (5a) The relationship between study area jobs and housing is commonly known as the Jobs:Housing Balance Ratio.

(2)

Hi
jt.

(3)

<1(4)
(5)
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PALMS-MAR VISTA-DEL REY 
COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA

\

PERSONS PER SQUARE MILE

(AS OF APRIL 2000)

□ 20,000 OR MORE (NEW YORK CITY)
□ 15,000 TO 20,000 (SAN FRANCISCO)
□ 10,000 TO 15,000 (BOSTON,CHICAGO)
□ 5,000 TO 10,000 (LOS ANGELES)
□ LESS THAN 5,000 (HOUSTON,SAN DIEGO;

BY CENSUS TRACT
SOURCE; U.5. CENSUS OF POPULATION AND HOUSING

\
\

\\ /

\

IMAGE CREATED 70(12008 byj DEMOGRAPHICS RESEARCH UN 
CITYWIDE DIVISION,
CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT, (213)978-1349

f)f
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CENSUS 2010 CITY OF LOS ANGELES - DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

(1) (3)
POPULATION-2010

Total persons; April 1st, 2010

persons in households 

persons in group quarters

Persons per square mile

GENDER AND AGE-2010 

Total Males

percent percent

1,889,064

128,658

118,246

200,817

123,518

427,296

644,087

78,380

94,452

73,608

1,903,557

122,439

113,280

191,083

120,114

402,450

636,766

88,789

114,607

114,029

50%3,792,621

3,708,020

84,601

8,092

Under 5 years old 

5 to 9 years old 

10 to 17 years old 

18 to 21 years old 

22 to 34 years old 

35 to 59 years old 

60 to 64 years old 

65 to 74 years old 

75 or older

98% 7%

2% 6%

11%

7%

Growth in Population

April 1st, 2000 

population growth

23%Percent

Change

2.6%

3,694,820

97,801

34%

4%

5%

(2)
RACE/ETHNICITY-2010 4%percent

50%Total FemalesRace

White

Black or African American 

American Indian and Alaska Native 

Asian

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 

Some Other Race 

Two or More Races:

Under 5 years old 

5 to 9 years old 

10 to 17 years old 

18 to 21 years old 

22 to 34 years old 

35 to 59 years old 

60 to 64 years old 

65 to 74 years old 

75 or older

1,888,158

365,118

28,215

426.959 

5,577

902.959 

175,635

49.8%

9.6%

0.7%

11.3%

0.1%

23.8%

4.6%

6%

6%

10%

6%

21%

33%

5%

6%

Hispanic or Latino Origin by Race 

Not Hispanic or Latino:

White

Black or African American 

American Indian and Alaska Native 

Asian

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 

Some Other Race 

Two or More Races:

Hispanic or Latino:

White

Black or African American 

American Indian and Alaska Native 

Asian

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 

Some Other Race 

Two or More Races:

6%

1,953,799

1,086,908

347,380

6,589

420,212

4,300

12,057

76,353

1,838,822

801,250

17,738

21,626

6,747

1,277

890,902

99,282

52%

2010 POPULATION PYRAMID -- CITY OF LOS ANGELES
55.6%

17.8%

0.3%

21.5%

0.2%

0.6%

3.9%

85+

80-84

75-79
Female% Ma e%

70-74

A65-69
G48%

60-64 E
43.6%

55-59 C1.0%
O

50-541.2% H
O0.4%

0.1%

48.4%

5.4%

45-49
R

40-44 T

35-39

30-34

25-2910 YEAR CHANGE (2000 TO 2010) 

GENDER 20-24number percent

Total males 

Total females

AGE

Under 5 years old

5 to 9 years old

10 to 17 years old

School age (5 to 17 years old)

18 to 21 years old

22 to 34 years old

35 to 59 years old

60 to 64 years old

65 to 74 years old

75 or older

HOUSING

Total units 

Occupied units

Owner occupied 

Renter occupied

47,259

50,542

2.6%

2.7%

15-19

10-14

05-09

-34,879

-66,311

-5,598

-71,909

17,305

-27,669

123,878

51,506

21,948

17,619

-12.2%

-22.3%

-1.4%

-10.3%

7.6%

-3.2%

10.7%

44.5%

11.7%

10.4%

00-04

4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 45 5

PERCENT

HISPANIC OR LATINO and mixed race categories.

RACE-For the first time, since the year 2000 Census of Population and Housing permitted 

persons to check more than one category to define their race. The selection of categories 

and the option to choose more than one is strictly a matter of personal choice and 

personal preference. The choices are: White, Black or African American, American Indian 

and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander, Some Other Race, and Two 

or More Races.

76,289

42,756

11,981

30,775

5.7%

3.4%

2.4%

3.9%

ETHNICITY- As in the two previous censuses, persons are also further self defined as 

being HISPANIC OR LATINO or NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO. It is important to note that this 

is a separate ETHNIC grouping as opposed to the RACIAL categories listed above.

Prepared: 01/02/2013
Printed:11/5/2015DEMOGRAPHICS RESEARCH UNIT DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING



CENSUS2010 CITY OF LOS ANGELES - DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

(8)
HOUSING AND TENURE-2010 

Total dwelling units 

Vacant units 

Occupied units 

Owner occupied 

Renter occupied 

24% DWELLING UNITS PER GROSS ACRE

POPULATION 2010

April 1st, 2010

percent

3,792,621 1,413,995

95,827

1,318,168

503,863

814,305

6.8%renter

CITIZENSHIP 2010(4) 93.2%percent owner

native born

foreign born - naturalized 

foreign born - non citizen

LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME-2010

English only 

Spanish

linguistic isolation

other Indo-European

linguistic isolation

Asian

linguistic isolation

other language

linguistic isolation

2,300,349

591,550

900,677

61% 38%

16% 62%

4.7
(5)

percent

(9)
45% HOUSEHOLDS BY PRESENCE OF PEOPLE UNDER AGE 18 - 2010604,608

463,376

159,137

115,683

30,257

131,782

48,998

23,187

3,785

35% Households with 1 or more people under 18 years 

34%

446,995

277,289

46,908

118,939

3,859

871,173

34%

(6)
Husband-wife family with people under age 18 

Male - no wife present with children under 18 

Female - no husband present with children under 18 

Nonfamily with children under age 18

Households with no people under 18 years

62%

9% 10%

26% 27%

10% 1%

37% 66%

Households and Children
16%

70%

60% 62%

50%
LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME

40%

30%
27%20%

10%
10% 1%

0%
Husband-wife family 

with people under age 18
Male - no wife present 

with children under 18 present with children under
Female - no husband Nonfamily with children 

under age 18
18

1nguage
(10)

PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD 2.81

Persons in owner occupied units 

Persons per owner occupied unit 

Persons in renter occupied units 

Persons per renter occupied unit

TOTAL FAMILIES

Families per household 

Persons in families 

Persons per family

1,535,444 41%

3.05

2,172,576 59%

2.67
(11)

807,326

0.61

2,850,155

3.53
(7)

HOUSEHOLD TYPE-2010 percent

Family Households

Husband-wife

Male householder, no wife present 

Female householder, no husband present

NonFamily Households

Householder living alone 

Householder not living alone

807,326

522,345

88,059

196,922

510,842

373,529

137,313

2010 HOUSEHOLD SIZE and FAMILY SIZE

40%

7%

15%

28%

10%

Family Households

Female
householder, no 
husband present

(12)
PERSONS IN HOUSEHOLDS 2010 3,708,020

373,529 

356,194 

200,443 

174,043 

101,385 

52,087 

60,487

1- person household

2- person households

3- person households

4- person households

5- person households

6- person households

7- or-more-person households

76
1

*■

Husband-wife

3

Male
householder, no 

wife present
2

Prepared: 01/02/2013
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CENSUS2010 CITY OF LOS ANGELES - CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

POPULATION 2010

April 1st, 2010 UNITS IN STRUCTURE - 2010(16)

single housing units 

multiple housing units 

mobile and other units

3,792,621 percent

$555,345

$848,268

$10,383

39%

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT 2010(13) percent 60%

total enrolled in school 

nursery school, preschool 

kindergarten 

grade 1 to grade 4 

grade 5 to grade 8 

grade 9 to grade 12 

college, undergraduate years 

graduate or professional school 

total not enrolled in school

1,051,616

61,387

51,477

189,946

197,717

227,456

263,990

59,643

2,588,049

28% 1%

2%

(17)
1% EMPLOYMENT- 2010

males employed 

males unemployed 

males not in labor force 

females employed 

females unemplyed 

females not in labor force

percent

26.1%5% 990,692

98,611

388,708

815.245 

84,148

622.245

5% 9.0%

10.2%

21.5%

9.4%

16.4%

6%

7%

2%

68%

POVERTY-2010 by AGE GROUP(14) percent

■ males employed

■ females employed
Income in the past 12 months below poverty level:

all persons: in poverty 

children in poverty (less than 12 years old) 

youth in poverty (12 to 17 years of age) 

senior in poverty (65 years and older) 

all other persons in poverty

Income in the past 12 months at or above poverty level:

all persons:

(18)
YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT - 2010

Built 2005 or later 

Built 2000 to 2004 

Built 1990 to 1999 

Built 1980 to 1989 

Built 1970 to 1979 

Built 1960 to 1969 

Built 1950 to 1959 

Built 1940 to 1949

26,814

44,375

77,667

146,129

199,150

205,931

263,177

162,992

287,760

1.9%

3.1%

5.5%

10.3%

14.1%

14.6%

18.6%

11.5%

20.4%

Income Below Poverty Level 

------------ by AGE GROUP

I

12%

10%

8%
Built 1939 or earlier

6%

■

4% 0.25

2%
m0.2

0%
youth in poverty 

poverty (less than (12 to 17 years of 
12 years old)

children in all other persons 
in poverty

senior in poverty 
(65 years and 

older)
0.15

age)

I0.1 II(1
POVERTY-2010 by EDUCATION ATTAINMENT

Income in the past 12 months below poverty:

Less than high school graduate

High school graduate (includes equivalency)

Some college, associate's degree 

Bachelor's degree or higher 

Income in the past 12 months at/above poverty:

Less than high school graduate

High school graduate (includes equivalency)

Some college, associate's degree 

Bachelor's degree or higher

percent

0.05

0
2005 or 2000 to 1990 to 

2004
1980 to 1970 to 

1989 1979
1960 to 1950 to 1940 to 1939 or

earlierlater 1999 1969 1959 1949

Note: Definition, See Summary File Appendix.
(1) Universe: Total persons. Summary File (SF) 1.
(2) Universe: Total persons. SF 1.
(3) Universe: Total persons. SF 1.
(4) American Community Survey (ACS)2006-2010 5-year Average.
(5) Universe: All persons 5 years of age or older in households, Does not include group quarters 
population. ACS 06-10. B16002
(6) No persons age 14 or older can communicate "very well" in the English language. ACS06-10.
(7) Universe: Households. SF 1.
(8) Universe: Housing Units. SF 1.
(9) Universe: Households. SF 1 P18.
(10) Universe: Households. SF 1. P20.
(11) Universe: Families. SF 1. P35.
(12) Universe: Occupied housing units. SF 1. H13.
(13) ACS 06-10. B14001
(14) ACS 06-10. B17001
(15) ACS 06-10. B17003
(16) ACS 06-10. B25024
(17) ACS 06-10. B23001
(18) ACS 06-10. B25034 
INFORMATION INCLUDED IN THIS REPORT COMES FROM SF1 AND ACS (2006-2010) AT BLOCK 
AND CENSUS TRACT LEVEL. SOME MINOR ADJUSTMENTS MUST BE MADE TO MATCH BOTH 
DATASETS.

Income Below Poverty Level 

by EDUCATION ATTAINMENT

1

5%
5%
4%
4%
3%

ft

Mm m

<4*3%
!2%

2% w
1%
1%
0%

Less than high 
school graduate

High school 
graduate (includes 

equivalency)

Some college, 
associate's degree

Bachelor's degree 
or higher

Prepared: 01/02/2013
Printed:11/5/2015DEMOGRAPHICS RESEARCH UNIT DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING



This Demographics Statistics report provides population and housing estimate, and building 
permit activities for October 01, 2015 by Citywide, Area Planning Commission, and Community 
Planning Area.



by Area Planning Commission

(as of October 2015)

DEMOGRAPHIC STATISTICS - 2015 POPULATION & HOUSING ESTIMATE

748,437757,175
723,639

752,038 744,641696,983
719,457

682,012

435,278 404,907
428,411

401,928

198,960

197,904

I
Worth Valley South Valley Central South HarborWest East

■ 2015 Estimated Total Population 2014EstimatedTotal Population

314,857
296,654

307,376
295,415

219,991
211,747

201,577
219,234

210,918
198,341

131,669

130,915

67,956

67,614

Worth Valley South Valley Central South HarborWest East

■ 2015 Estimated Total Housing Units 2014Estimated Total Housing Units

Source: Department of City Planning, DRU, Population/Housing Estimate 10/01/2015



by Community Planning Area

(as of October 2015)

DEMOGRAPHIC STATISTICS - 2015 POPULATION & HOUSING ESTIMATE

108,589

108,310
2015 Estimated Total 

Population
Arleta - Pacoima

25,774

25,678
Bel Air - Beverly Crest 2014Estimated Total 

Population
85,016

84,441
Boyle Heights

59,034

58,928
Brentwood - Pacific Palisades

183,406

182,533
Canoga Park ■ Winnetka - Woodland Hills - West...

| 51,025 

44,375
Central City

24,377

23,314
Central City North

102,323

100,820
Chatsworth - Porter Ranch

75,051

74,770

63,755

63,484

Encino - Tarzana

Granada Hills - Knollwood

41,238

40,825
Harbor Gateway

210,511

207,644
Hollywood

I 1,811
1,849

LAX

145,329

144,767

143,445

142,561

Mission Hills - Panorama City - North Hills

North Hollywood - Valley Village

245,723

244,382
Northeast Los Angeles

66,999

66,700
Northridge

115,886

114,723
Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey

| 1,663 

1,643
Port of Los Angeles

110,392

109,943
Reseda - West Van Nuys

78,647

78,442

| 81,157 

80,779

74,168

73,105

San Pedro

Sherman Oaks - Studio City - Toluca Lake -...

Silver Lake - Echo Park - Elysian Valley

279,068

277,683

290,946

289,026

South Los Angeles

Southeast Los Angeles

90,715

90,345
Sun Valley- La Tuna Canyon

63,463

63,146
Sunland - Tujunga - Lake View Terrace - Shadow...

82,467

81,885
Sylmar

163,723

161,452
Van Nuys - North Sherman Oaks

39,968

39,818
Venice

178,422

177,932
West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert

77,955 

77,271

59,446

55,266

West Los Angeles

Westchester - Playa del Rey

117,610

116,296
Westlake

55,404

54,878
Westwood

77,411

76,994
Wilmington - Harbor City

293,461

290,383
Wi Ish ire

Source: Department of City Planning, DRU, Population/Housing Estimate 10/01/2015



by Community Planning Area

(as of October 2015)

DEMOGRAPHIC STATISTICS - 2015 POPULATION & HOUSING ESTIMATE

2015EstimatedTotal 

Housing Units

2014EstimatedTotal 

Housing Units

23,604

23,586
Arleta - Pacoima

9,119

9,107
Bel Air - Beverly Crest

23,382

23,260

27,400

27,450

Boyle Heights

Brentwood - Pacific Palisades

67,084

66,949
Canoga Park - Winnetka - Woodland Hills - West.

| 30,440 

26,010
Central City

■ 7,557 

7,113
Central City North

I 35,473 

35,020

31,784

31,747

Chatsworth - Porter Ranch

Encino - Tarzana

20,866
20,834

Granada Hills - Knollwood

12,510

12,404
Harbor Gateway

106,466

105,212
Hollywood

682
LAX

704

39,939

39,878
Mission Hills - Panorama City - North Hills

57,564

57,314
North Hollywood - Valley Village

78,081

77,804
Northeast Los Angeles

23,874

23,846
Northridge

53,752

53,239
Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey

397
Port of Los Angeles

397

36,289

36,228

31,831

31,819

Reseda - West Van Nuys

San Pedro

42,400

42,307
Sherman Oaks - Studio City - Toluca Lake

30,206

29,851
Silver Lake - Echo Park - Elysian Valley

82,968

82,735
South Los Angeles

70,355

69,885
Southeast Los Angeles

24,229

24,184

22,115

22,037

21,646

21,533

Sun Valley - La Tuna Canyon

Sunland - Tujunga - Lake View Terrace - Shadow.

Sylmar

61,534

60,870
Van Nuys - North Sherman Oaks

21,713

21,727
Venice

66,669

66,614
West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert

39,043

38,738
West Los Angeles

27,753

25,346
Westchester - Playa del Rey

41,867

41,501
Westlake

22,115

22,030

23,219

22,994

Westwood

Wilmington - Harbor City

128,528

127,540
Wilshire

Source: Department of City Planning, DRU, Population/Housing Estimate 10/01/2015



5,003,770

199,067 429,589

29,566

-IM
60,084

I
-99,576

312,235

8,003 |

I
-12,536

428,801

373,582
I

I
-15,711

184,944

66,702 31,380

438,776 

| 47,247

-68,019

34,021

18,590

I
-4,344

Retail Space Office Space Industrial Space

Central LA Harbor North Valley South LA South ValleyEast LA West LA

DEMOGRAPHIC STATISTICS - BUILDING ACTIVITY 

By Area Planning Commission

Retail, Office, and Industrial Space 
And Single and Multi Family Units

8,118

3,967

1,438

790 SSI24S364 526592 310 36721027 98

-68 -8 -136-15 -64 -110-57-287 -486 -220 -352 -297 -419 -566

SF* MF* SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF

Central LA Flarbor North Valley South LA South ValleyEast LA West LA

New ■ Demolition*SF- Single Family,; MF - Multi Family

Source: Department of Building & Safety, PCIS in Square Feet 7/1/2014 to 9/30/2015
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DEMOGRAPHIC STATISTICS - BUILDING PERMIT ACTIVITY
By Community Planning Area

Office Space (Square Feet)

Arleta - Pacoima 19,073

Bel Air - Beverly Crest 3,400

Boyle Heights -16,542

Brentwood - Pacific Palisades 192

| 146,751Canoga ogrk- Winnetka - Woodland Hills

Central Ci!y 2,111,023

Centre! Gay North 500,7330

Chatsworth - Porter Ranchi 230,650

Encino - Tarzana 191,642

Granada Hills - Knollwood 0

Harbor G^ewae 15,728

Hollywood 2,228,362

LAX 0

6
Mission Hills - Pano-am- City - No-th Hills 67,040

North Hollywood - Valley Village -24,738

Northeast: Los Angers 416,624

Northndge 15,049

Palms - Mar Mista - DA Rey 1,644

Port oo tos Angel-g 12,073

Reseda e Wdat Van Nuys Office-120

San Pedro 345,9,5760902

Shermen Oans - Studio City - Toluco Uake 5,792

Silver Lake - Eeho Park - Elysian Valley 29,507

ISouth Los Angel is 70,299

ISoutheaht -os Angel-g 53,447

ISun Valley - l_a Tuoa Caoyon 34,786

Sunland - Tujunga - l_ake View Terraee 3,115

ISylmar 69,063

IVan Nuys - North SheSman Oaks 109,474

Venice 9,257

IWest Adams - Baldwrn Hills - Leimert 61,198

West less Angel -1,767

Wes^cei^sitfer - Playa ^i^I Rey 308,400

Westlake 158,746

Westwood -8,891

Wilmington - Hartior City 2,720

Wilshire 34,909

Square Feet

Source: Department of Building & Safety, PCIS id Square Feet 0/0/2004 to 9/30/2005



DEMOGRAPHIC STATISTICS - BUILDING PERMIT ACTIVITY
By Community Planning Area

Retail Space (Square Feet)

Arleta - Pacoima 3,450

Bel Ai r - Beverly Crest 0

Boyle Heights 0

Brentwood - Pacific Palisades 11,866

Canoga Park - Winnetka - Wood land Hills 413,175

Central City 102,678

Central Ci-y North -68,086

6Chatsworth - Porter Ranch 211,584

Encino - Tarzana -2,961

Granada Hills - Knollwood 0

Harbor Gateway 17,200

30,805Hollywood

LAX 0

Mission Hills - PaPo-ama City - North Hill2 7-3880,067

North Hollywood - Valley Villog;— 160,

25,211Northeaet Los Angdles

NoNrtohrrtihdrgide 0

Palms - M ar Vista - Del Rey -15,000

Port of ool Angdles 0

Reseda - West Van Nuys -34,526
■ Retail

San Pedeo 1,390

ShSrman Oak— - Studio City - Tolucu Lako -2,9115

Silver Lako - Echo Park - Elysian Vol loy 4,355

Soutu Los Angdles 69,085

SostLeart Los Angd!es -136

Sus Valloy - La Tuna Canyon 0

Sutland - Tujunga - Lako View Tereace 0

Sylmar -2,986

Van Nuys - North Sherman Oaks 0

Venice 8,703

West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert -2,250

West Los Angeles -3,200

Westchester - Playa del Rey 5,634

Westlake- 6,352

Westwood 0

Wilmington - Harbor City 0

Wilshire -11,665

Square Feet

Source: Department of Building & Safety, PCIS id Square Feet 0/0/2004 to 9/30/2005



DEMOGRAPHIC STATISTICS - BUILDING PERMIT ACTIVITY
By Community Planning Area

Industrial Space (Square Feet)

IArtera - f^acHima -31,230

Bel Air e Beverly Ceest 0

Bole Heights -697

Brentwood ^ CcdiOc L^^li^a^^is 0

Canoga dark- Wmnetka - Wom-lacd Hills -175,754

I-CPeonCrtetrneaCrlterCRnaialtrnyCa 8,017

Centrcl City North 366,470

ChatswortC - corter Fe^n^li 4,099

Eneino - Tarzana 0

Granada Hills -1- I\oc«rR 0

Harboa Gatcwac 0

17
°oIIoworR -36,904

ILAX -24,999

Misses Hills; - Pano-ama City - North Hills -63,646

IIMohth l-iollywood - Valley ViNagd 9,985

06

clortheasr Los 0ngeIsrs -22,011

Northridge 0

Palms - Ma- -Lis1La - IED—1 Rey 171

^rt os L.os Angeles 0

RestscJ;el - Wes\ Van Nu-s 0

t-ie-o Pddoo 496 ■ I re^ustrial

Sherman OaO- t Studio City - Toluca coke 0

Silver eake - Echo ca-h - ^lr^^l^s\ Valley -68,885

South -ou Xhn^:;r;la^ -:1,736

uoSunotugShatoehu-aetLsahatsektLaeoLssotsAiLeoAnwsgnegTAlenlrsgeresa 123,898

Sun .alley e La Tuna Cannon 2,400

Sunland ^ Tujunga - Soke View Terraco 0

SoIt'iot 275,688

IVan -uuys - NortC Sherman OaO -36,003

eVAeernimnVgcieecalenni -240
400Vaest AdAms r EB^lcJ^io Hills - seimer- 12,420

W-eBseaWtsltLdeoLwssotisnALoAnHWsgnielgAleslens-ltsgelLease 2,333

IWeseWtscthecsehtsectshetresr-tP-elPraWl-yaaPyeWlasdatydeLlaseotRldsweReAoyel onyR 7,211

Wes-lake -4,5540

Westwood -1,216

Wilming-on i Harbor City 0

V-ffil!s^'ii s'e; 0

Si—uare Feet

SoLrre: Deparrmeor of Building & Safero, PCIS id Square Fee- 0/0/2004 -o 9/30/2005



DEMOGRAPHIC STATISTICS - BUILDING PERMIT ACTIVITY 

By Community Planning Area 

Single Family

|!0Arleta - Pacoima -4

Bel Air - Beverly Crest -42 44

^ I 2Boyle Heights

Brentwood - Pacific Palisades 151 133

Canoga Park - Winnetka - Woodland Hills -9 15

Central City 1

Central City North 0

Chatsworth - Porter Ranch -4 83

Encino - Tarzana 58 68

1 II 5Granada Hills - Knollwood

tHarbor Gateway 16

Hollywood -154 229

ILAX 0

Mission Hills - Panorama City - North Hills -23 15

North Hollywood - Valley Village 62 81

Northeast Los Angeles -27 106

Northridge -2 32

Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey 63 38

Port of Los Angeles 0 0

Reseda - West Van Nuys 15 26

6|4San Pedro

Sherman Oaks - Studio City - Toluca Lake -148 125

Silver Lake - Echo Park - Elysian Valley 26 140

South Los Angeles -54 24

Southeast Los Angeles -143 50

Sun Valley- La Tuna Canyon -16 16

Sunland - Tujunga - Lake View Terrace -10 36

tSylmar 12

Van Nuys - North Sherman Oaks -60 211

Venice -16 56

West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert 23 24

West Los Angeles -79 57

Westchester - Playa del Rey -17 27

9 | 2Westlake

Westwood -17 12 New
■ Demolitionl|7Wilmington - Harbor City

Wilshire 123 132

Source: Deparrmeor of Building & Safero, PCIS id Square Fee- 0/0/2004 -o 9/30/2005



DEMOGRAPHIC STATISTICS - BUILDING PERMIT ACTIVITY
By Community Planning Area

Multi Family

Arleta - Pacoima 2L0

Bel Air - Beverly Crest 0 10

Boyle Heights -7131

IBrentwood - Pacific Palisades -95 88

Canoga Park - Winnetka - Woodland Hills -l 141

Central City -15 461

Central City North 20 4,520

0 387Chatsworth - Porter Ranch

Encino - Tarzana -54 102

Granada Hills - Knollwood -229

0 81Harbor Gateway

IHollywood -218 1,476

LAX -16 0

Mission Hills - Panorama City - North Hills -50 134

-75 320

-26 199

North Hollywood - Valley Village

Northeast Los Angeles

-Northridge 956

■Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey -82 629

Port of Los Angeles 0 0

Reseda - West Van Nuys -6 46

San Pedro -15 13

ISherman Oaks - Studio City - Toluca Lake 88 216

-35 262

-42 267

-18 493

Silver Lake - Echo Park - Elysian Valley

South Los Angeles

Southeast Los Angeles

Sun Valley - La Tuna Canyon -3 50

Sunland - Tujunga - Lake View Terrace -3 32

Sylmar -l 92

Van Nuys - North Sherman Oaks -73 613

IVenice -76 65

West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert 76 121

■West Los Angeles 530-183

Westchester - Playa del Rey -48 2,482

27 442Westlake

66 163Westwood

0 216Wilmington - Harbor City
New

■ DemolitionIWilshire -206 1,219

Source: Deparrmeor of Building & Safero, PCIS id Square Fee- 0/0/2004 -o 9/30/2005
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5. Mobility Plan - Transit-Enhanced Network and Bicycle-Enhanced Network Map
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6. Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan - Projects List, Potential Projects, Livable Boulevard Streetscape Plan
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7. Transit Data - Routes, Transit Line Timetables, Ridership Numbers for Metro Rapid Bus, Big 
Blue Bus, Culver City Bus
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EXHIBIT G

The following pages provide information on transit service to the subject site, including bus 
routes, time tables, and ridership numbers for Metro Rapid Buses, Big Blue Bus, and Culver 
City Bus.
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Safety Tip
Quiet please: Please do not talk to the 

driver while the bus is in motion unless it 

is an emergency. Talking is a distraction, 

and your operator needs to focus on the 

road. Feel free to call customer service 

at 310-451-5444 to ask questions during 

business hours.
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EFFECTIVE DATE: AUGUST 21,2016

MARINA DEL REY TO 
WILSHIRE BLVD/BUNDY DR

(m
)

X"
 o

 
o 

o 
cn

 c
n 

cn

o
 r-* r-* osi osi ©

 co co co©
 in 

in r*> rvr*> r*> r*> r*> co;© in
>4 cm iniM

 in 
m

 in cm;©
 cm ©

 cm ©
icm in

•• 
•• 

•• 
•• 

•• 
•• •• 

•• 
•• ••

n
n

o
o

 N
jsj © © o

 sox̂
 r*>

^
 ̂^

 ̂
 ̂ 

^
 ̂

 ̂ 
^

W
ils

hi
re

 
&
 B

un
dy

LO C
M

iO C
O O

 C
Oo 

o 
o 

oi
co

 o o
ro

 roo 
o 

O
O

 o
 o

I 20t
h 

&
 Pi

co
(S

M
C M

ai
n 

Ca
m

pu
s)

O
ly

m
pi

c &

?

26
th

 (2
6t
h S

t/
Be

rg
am

ot

St
at
io
n)

O
 O

 O
 00

:0
0 s

Jx
JO

U
l

co
 o

 c
o 

cn
<>

> c
o 

ro
iro

 s]
sj

m
 o

iu
i o

 x*
*

sj
 ^

iO
> 

O
' u

i u
i co co ro ro

 
©

!is
so

 ©
 (o

co
co

 co
 c

o c
o 

ro
 ro

 ro

LO CM LO CM O
:C0 ©

 COro
 ro

o
o

co co ooioo O
' cm r*> r^ir* r*> r*> r*> 

p* p* p* inm
 o

N
j CM LO CM LO

iCM LO CO ©
 O

iO
 O

O
O

 O
iO

 ©
 CO ©

 O
iO

 >4
•• 

•• 
•• 

•• 
•• 

•• 
•• 

•• 
•• 

•«: •• 
•• 

cm cm co co N
j sj in in 'O sox

 ̂p-

0 0
 0 

0 0
0:
00

 M
M

O
U

1
co

 o
 c

o 
cn

ro

O
O

O
 LO LO LO ©

 CO C0:C0 CO CO *4 >4 ^
 sj sj sj C0:C0 00

©
 CM

:© cm ©
 cm ©

icm ©
 cm ©

 cm
i©

 cm 
•• 

•• 
•• 

••: •• 
•• 

•• 
•• 

••: •• 
•• 

cm cm co coi^ M
inin 'O

'©
 p*.

X*
* o

 c
oi

cn
 ro

 x*
*

O
' C

O
 0

0 
00

 0
0

V
en

ic
e &

 
Be

et
ho

ve
n

C
O

©
LO 'O

 'O
 E*-* C-loO O

' O
' o

 o

ro
 ro

O
 O

 O
 LO r-.;C

M C
*' C

M C
M P'lP* [sO

IA
 ©

 ©
 ©

 ©
 ©

 ©
:©

 ©
 ©

 ©
 ©

:©
 ©

sr cm
C

M C
M C

O C0i^ sj ©
 ©

 'O
 'O [S

Li
nc

ol
n 

&
 M

in
da

na
o

nJ
iC

M LO C
O O

 C0:O
 C

O
C
O

?
LO O

 O
 C- r-*:00 00 O

' o
 o

ro
 ro

W
EE

K
D

A
Y 

D
U

R
A

N
TE

 LA
 S

EM
A

N
A



◊ Trip ends on Saltair Ave. at Wilshire Blvd. one minute later 
than time indicated./ Viaje termina en Saltair Ave. y Wilshire 
Blvd. un minuto antes de la hora indicada.

> Trip begins on Saltair Ave. at Wilshire Blvd. two minutes 
earlier than time indicated./Viaje inicia en Saltair Ave. y 
Wilshire Blvd. dos minutos antes de la hora indicada.

Route 16 does not operate on weekends or the following 
holidays:/La Ruta 16 no opera los fines de semana ni en los 
siguientes dias festivos:
New Year’s Day 
Labor Day

Memorial Day 
Thanksgiving Day

Independence Day 
Christmas Day

ALL PM TIMES IN BOLD
ROUTE

16
EFFECTIVE DATE: AUGUST 21,2016

WILSHIRE BLVD/BUNDY DR 
TO MARINA DEL REY
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BUNDY DR & 
CENTINELA AVE

14
Paul Revere Middle School
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**% BRENTWOOD
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Santa Monica BlvdLOS GQ
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OlympicD

Bundy Station-Expo Line PicoSanta MonicaMunicipalAirport
C

<3

Ocean Park Blvd
Airport Ave

not to scaleSanta Monica , 
College Bundy Campus

MAR
Timepoint/Punto de Tiempo

— — Select Trips Only/
Viajes Designados

Metro Rail Station/
Estacion de Metro Rail

VISTAPalms Blvd

Venice Blvd
O CULVER

CITYWashington
Westview School

Culver
LAPD Pacific DivisionCD

CD

CD
CD

Marina Fwy
£3 Westfield Culver City Shopping CenterJefferson
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Runway at Playa Vista
CD CD 

________ CD CD Bluff Creek

PLAYA VISTA
The Promenade at Howard Hughes Center
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Good Bus Karma
Go with the flow, enter through 

the front door, exit through the 

rear to keep the bus on time. Allow 

passengers using wheelchairs to 

board and exit first.

ALL PM TIMES IN BOLD
ROUTE
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◊ Trip continues to Paul Revere Middle School arriving
at 7:36am./Viaje continua a Paul Revere Middle School 
Uegando a las 7:36am.
Select trips serve Paul Revere Middle School./Viajes
designados sirven Paul Revere Middle School.

t Trip begins at 2:11pm from Paul Revere Middle School./
Viaje comienza a las 2:11pm de Paul Revere Middle School.

> Trip begins at 3:15pm from Paul Revere Middle School./
Viaje comienza a las 3:15pm de Paul Revere Middle School.

ALL PM TIMES IN BOLD
ROUTE

14
EFFECTIVE DATE: AUGUST 21,2016

BRENTWOOD TO 
PLAYA VISTA
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Metro Ridership Page 1 of 1

Interactive Estimated Ridership StatsM
Fiscal Year 

Calendar Year
Year: 2014 v Period: January ] Submit Backv

Line 33Lines

35
38 v

Estimated
Ridership

Total Estimated 
Ridership

Total Passenger 
Miles

Day Average Passenger 
Miles

Day
Count

40
Type

Weekday 13,106 59,364 22 288,332 1,306,008

Saturday 9,295 46,156 4 37,180 184,624

Sunday 6,378 32,758 5 31,890 163,790

Total 31 357,402 1,654,422

Average Estimated Ridership for Line 33

15.000

10.000

5.000-

i I llli .Ml0
2013/02 2013/04 2013/06 2013/08 2013/10 2013/12

Weekday I I Saturday [ Sunday

Period Estimated Weekday Ridership Estimated Saturday Ridership Estimated Sunday Ridership
2013/01 12,777 9,036 6,632
2013/02 13,488 9,401 6,978
2013/03 13,575 9,918 7,695
2013/04 13,652 9,657 7,044
2013/05 13,701 9,687 7,376
2013/06 12,968 10,204 7,460
2013/07 12,716 9,890 7,585
2013/08 13,299 10,102 7,935
2013/09 13,498 9,779 7,299
2013/10 13,435 9,440 6,736
2013/11 12,625 9,218 6,628
2013/12 12,668 8,750 6,537
2014/01 13,106 9,295 6,378

For questions please contact: Service Performance Analysis

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx 2/16/2017

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx


Metro Ridership Page 1 of 1

Interactive Estimated Ridership StatsM
Fiscal Year 

Calendar Year
Year: 2015 v Period: January ] Submit Backv

Line 33Lines

35
38 v

Estimated
Ridership

Total Estimated 
Ridership

Total Passenger 
Miles

Day Average Passenger 
Miles

Day
Count

40
Type

Weekday 11,084 49,544 21 232,764 1,040,424

Saturday 8,335 40,930 5 41,675 204,650

Sunday 5,836 31,114 5 29,180 155,570

Total 31 303,619 1,400,644

Average Estimated Ridership for Line 33

15.000

10.000

5.000

-li H .Hi0
2014/02 2014/04 2014/06 2014/08 2014/10 2014/12

Weekday I I Saturday I I Sunday

Period Estimated Weekday Ridership Estimated Saturday Ridership Estimated Sunday Ridership
2014/01 13,106 9,295 6,378
2014/02 13,444 9,823 6,841
2014/03 13,931 9,524 7,330
2014/04 13,782 9,840 7,145
2014/05 14,023 9,775 7,335
2014/06 12,566 9,325 6,936
2014/07 12,427 9,442 7,530
2014/08 13,076 9,740 7,365
2014/09 12,958 9,036 6,874
2014/10 12,986 9,284 6,958
2014/11 12,382 8,513 6,145
2014/12 10,961 8,621 5,955
2015/01 11,084 8,335 5,836

For questions please contact: Service Performance Analysis

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx 2/16/2017

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx


Metro Ridership Page 1 of 1

Interactive Estimated Ridership StatsM
Fiscal Year 

Calendar Year
Year: 2016 v Period: January ] Submit Backv

Line 33Lines

35
38 v

Estimated
Ridership

Total Estimated 
Ridership

Total Passenger 
Miles

Day Average Passenger 
Miles

Day
Count

40
Type

Weekday 10,170 45,364 20 203,400 907,280

Saturday 7,607 36,970 5 38,035 184,850

Sunday 5,535 28,872 6 33,210 173,232

Total 31 274,645 1,265,362

Average Estimated Ridership for Line 33

15.000

10.000

5.000 -

illk0
2015/02 2015/04 2015/06 201508 2015/10 2015/12

Weekday I I Saturday [ Sunday

Period Estimated Weekday Ridership Estimated Saturday Ridership Estimated Sunday Ridership
2015/01 11,084 8,335 5,836
2015/02 11,789 8,691 6,544
2015/03 11,938 9,631 6,684
2015/04 11,490 8,974 6,644
2015/05 11,498 8,874 6,637
2015/06 11,014 8,899 6,757
2015/07 10,849 8,602 6,988
2015/08 11,392 9,590 7,190
2015/09 11,747 8,889 6,829
2015/10 11,546 8,797 6,509
2015/11 10,679 7,933 5,740
2015/12 10,220 7,633 5,398
2016/01 10,170 7,607 5,535

For questions please contact: Service Performance Analysis

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx 2/16/2017

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx


Metro Ridership Page 1 of 1

Interactive Estimated Ridership StatsM
Fiscal Year 

Calendar Year
Year: 2014 v Period: Annual ] Submit Backv

Line 733Lines

734 
740 v

Estimated
Ridership

Total Estimated 
Ridership

Total Passenger 
Miles

Day Average Passenger 
Miles

Day
Count

741
Type

Weekday 12,011 78,338 255 3,062,714 19,976,172

Saturday 10,629 72,710 52 552,730 3,780,937

Sunday 9,231 63,774 58 535,421 3,698,890

Total 365 4,150,865 27,455,999

Average Estimated Ridership for Line 733

15.000

10.000-

5.000-

*0 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Weekday I I Saturday I I Sunday

Period Estimated Weekday Ridership Estimated Saturday Ridership Estimated Sunday Ridership
2010 12,184 9,077 7,586
2011 12,979 10,505 8,681
2012 12,563 11,548 9,900
2013 12,426 11,266 9,518
2014 12,011 10,629 9,231

For questions please contact: Service Performance Analysis

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx 2/16/2017

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx


Metro Ridership Page 1 of 1

Interactive Estimated Ridership StatsM
Fiscal Year 

Calendar Year
Year: 2015 v Period: Annual ] Submit Backv

Line 733Lines

734 
740 v

Estimated
Ridership

Total Estimated 
Ridership

Total Passenger 
Miles

Day Average Passenger 
Miles

Day
Count

741
Type

Weekday 12,230 78,820 256 3,130,831 20,177,832

Saturday 9,924 68,706 51 506,142 3,504,013

Sunday 8,608 61,906 58 499,266 3,590,554

Total 365 4,136,239 27,272,399

Average Estimated Ridership for Green Line

60.000

40.000-

20.000

■0 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Weekday I I Saturday I I Sunday

Period Estimated Weekday Ridership Estimated Saturday Ridership Estimated Sunday Ridership
2010 12,184 9,077 7,586
2011 12,979 10,505 8,681
2012 12,563 11,548 9,900
2013 12,426 11,266 9,518
2014 12,011 10,629 9,231
2015 12,230 9,924 8,608

For questions please contact: Service Performance Analysis

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx 2/16/2017

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx


Metro Ridership Page 1 of 1

Interactive Estimated Ridership StatsM
Fiscal Year 

Calendar Year
Year: 2016 v Period: Annual ] Submit Backv

Line 733Lines
For August and September 2016: LA Rams, USC and FYF events are not part of the data sampled734 

740 v
741

Estimated
Ridership

Total Estimated 
Ridership

Total Passenger 
Miles

Day Average Passenger 
Miles

Day
CountType

Weekday 10,532 65,556 255 2,685,734 16,716,766

Saturday 8,207 54,366 53 434,992 2,881,373

Sunday 7,203 49,732 58 417,746 2,884,474

Total 366 3,538,472 22,482,613

Average Estimated Ridership for Line 733

15.000

10.000

115.000

- 1 I i0 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Weekday I I Saturday I I Sunday

Period Estimated_Weekday Ridership Estimated_Saturday Ridership Estimated_Sunday_Ridership
2011 12,979 10,505 8,681
2012 12,563 11,548 9,900
2013 12,426 11,266 9,518
2014 12,011 10,629 9,231
2015 12,230 9,924 8,608
2016 10,532 8,207 7,203

For questions please contact: Service Performance Analysis

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx 2/16/2017

http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/IndexAllBus.aspx


Santa Monica Big Blue Bus - Ridership for Bus Lines 14 and 16 
BoardDate Route ID Route Name

2/1/2014 0:00 14 BUNDY DR - CENTINELA AVE 73053

3/1/2014 0:00 14 BUNDY DR - CENTINELA AVE 85645

4/1/2014 0:00 14 BUNDY DR - CENTINELA AVE 79068

5/1/2014 0:00 14 BUNDY DR - CENTINELA AVE 79051

6/1/2014 0:00 14 BUNDY DR - CENTINELA AVE 75329

7/1/2014 0:00 14 BUNDY DR - CENTINELA AVE 77313

8/1/2014 0:00 14 BUNDY DR - CENTINELA AVE 52891

8/1/2014 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 18492

9/1/2014 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 85309

10/1/2014 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 85743

11/1/2014 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 67557

12/1/2014 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 66136

1/1/2015 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 71532

2014 Ridership 917119

2/1/2015 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 68202

3/1/2015 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 78544

4/1/2015 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 73992

5/1/2015 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 70534

6/1/2015 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 66837

7/1/2015 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 66933

8/1/2015 0:00 Bundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 14231

8/1/2015 0:00 BUNDY DR / CENTINELA AVE14 37239

9/1/2015 0:00 Bundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 62904

10/1/2015 0:00 Bundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 65289

11/1/2015 0:00 Bundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 56032

1/1/2016 0:00 Bundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 49918

2015 Ridership 710655

2/1/2016 0:00 2/1/2016 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 54942 16 1404

3/1/2016 0:00 3/1/2016 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 60283 16 6188

4/1/2016 0:00 4/1/2016 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 54545 16 5827

5/1/2016 0:00 5/1/2016 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 58280 16 7582

6/1/2016 0:00 6/1/2016 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 54770 16 6980

7/1/2016 0:00 7/1/2016 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 52707 16 6683

8/1/2016 0:00 8/1/2016 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 54674 16 7443

9/1/2016 0:00 9/1/2016 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 63642 16 9839

10/1/2016 0:00 10/1/2016 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 60993 16 9759

11/1/2016 0:00 11/1/2016 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 56333 16 8517

12/1/2016 0:00 12/1/2016 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 48837 16 6099

1/1/2017 0:00 1/1/2017 0:00 Wilshire Bl/Bundy Dr-Marina del ReyBundy Dr & Centinela Ave14 50441 16 6838

2016 Ridership 2016 Ridership670447 83159

Source: https://data.smgov.net/Transportation/BBB-Ridership-by-Route/jc9c-ciix 

42782

https://data.smgov.net/Transportation/BBB-Ridership-by-Route/jc9c-ciix


2/22/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail - Culver City Bus Annual Ridership

■
LAi Lakisha Hull <lakisha.hull@lacity.org>^ CEECS

Culver City Bus Annual Ridership

Chang, Diana <diana.chang@culuarcity.org> 
To: Lakisha Hull <lakisha.hull@lacity.org>

Tue, Feb 21, 2017 at 1:54 PM

Hi Lakisha,

Please see the ridership information below:

Line 2 Line 5

2014 115,154 12,851

2015 127,829 9,198

2016 99,283 19,172

Total 342,266 41,221

And thank you for the information on the TOD.

Diana

From: Lakisha Hull [mailto:lakisha.hull@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2017 9:21 AM 
To: Chang, Diana <diana.chang@culvercity.org> 
Subject: Re: Culver City Bus Annual Ridership

Hello Diana,

I apologize, the location is near Centinela and Venice Blui

On Tue, Feb 21, 2017 at 9:05 AM, Chang, Diana <diana.chang@culuarcity.org> wrote:

https ://rr0il.gcx3gle.cc>rn/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ilc=dc9941694M\<i«v=nt&sp^rrh=inhnv*.rYK:n=i^«9oKO7e:.i-7K~-io(>^,,_ *— a o«:—i.

mailto:lakisha.hull@lacity.org
mailto:diana.chang@culuarcity.org
mailto:lakisha.hull@lacity.org
mailto:lakisha.hull@lacity.org
mailto:diana.chang@culvercity.org
mailto:diana.chang@culuarcity.org


City of Los Angeles Mail - Culver City Bus Annual Ridership2/22/2017

Good morning, Lakisha.

We don't publish ridership reports for individual routes, but we can definitely provide the information to you.

Would you be able to tell me why you picked our lines 2 and 5? I can understand the proximity of Line 5 to the 
project, but Line 2 is far away from the TOD and it seems Lines 1, 4, and 7 are closer.

Thanks,

Diana

From: Lakisha Hull [mailto:lakisha.hull@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2017 8:44 AM 
To: Chang, Diana <diana.chang@culvercity.org> 
Subject: Re: Culver City Bus Annual Ridership

Good morning Diana

I am working on a staff report for a transit-oriented development project that is located near Venice Blvd and La 
Cienega Blvd. My team is researching transit ridership information provided by Culver City, Metro and the Big Blue 
Bus. For instance, I was able to retrieve annual ridership information for various bus lines on Metro's website 
(http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/lndex.aspx).

At your earliest convenience, please provide ridership reports for Culver City Bus Lines 2 and 5 (between the years of 
2014 and 2016). Thank you!

On Mon, Feb 20, 2017 at 9:36 AM, Chang, Diana <diana.chang@culvercity.org> wrote:

Good morning, Lakisha.

We would be happy to provide the annual ridership numbers for our Lines 2 and 5. Could you please let us 
know the purpose of the ridership information?

Thanks,

CffiatvO' C^/ian^

Diana Chang

Senior Management Analyst/Transportation Banner

https ://mai I .g oog le.com/mai l/u/0/?ui=2&i k= dc99416946&V ew= pt&search= i nbox&msg=15a62ab876a7be12&dsq t= 1 &s i ml=15a62ab876a7be12 2/4

mailto:lakisha.hull@lacity.org
mailto:diana.chang@culvercity.org
http://isotp.metro.net/MetroRidership/lndex.aspx
mailto:diana.chang@culvercity.org


8. SCAG - RTP High Quality Transit Areas Map, Population Map, Correspondence
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Note: The information presented here is based on 2016 RTP/SCS. For detailed information of HQTA, please refer to SCAG's RTP/SCS.

HQTAand Bus Rapid Transit 
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Population Growth, 2012 - 2040 (Persons per Square Mile)
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1,001 - 2,500

(Source: SCAG P:\Tom_Vo\Data_Map_Request\LA_City\Lekisha_Hull\mxd\Centinela_Venice_lntersection_HQTA_POPgrowth.mxd | Date: 2/22/2017
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9. Housing Element - Inventory of Sites for Housing
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Identified sites indicate additional residential 
capacity under current zoning, based on DCP 
analysis for the 2013-2021 Housing Element 
update. Sites should not be interpreted as 
locations in which the City of Los Angeles 
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10. Related Cases - Table, Map, Images



Relevant Cases

Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan 

Approved Density Bonus and/Or Site Plan Review Cases

SUMMARY OF CASES:

Case No. StoriesAddress Zoning Height Type
C2- CPC-2008-

2452-ZV-
DB-SPR

6 Stories 
with a

1. 9901 W. Washington 87 feet Mixed-Use, 
132 units, 
11 Aff.

1/RAS4-1Blvd.
mezzanine
level Units

[Q]C2-
1VL-CDO

CPC-2014-
335-DB-
SPR-CDO

5 Stories2. 11628 W. Pico Blvd. 56 feet 71 Units

C2- CPC-2009-
456-ZC-
ZV-ZAA-
DB-SPR

6 Stories3. 10601 Washington Blvd. 85 feet 135 Units, 
20 Aff. 
Units

1/RAS4-1

4140 Glencoe Avenue CM(GM)-
2D-CA

5 Stories4. DIR-2012-
1589-DB-

66 feet Mixed-Use, 
67 Units,
6 Aff. UnitsSPR

C2-15. 3644,3650,3652,3658 
Overland Avenue

DIR-2014-
4832-DB-

92 feet 6 stories 92 Units,
8 Aff. Units

SPR
3822 S. Dunn Drive6. R5P-1 DIR-2015-

2638-DB-
85 feet 7 stories 86 Units, 

7 Aff.
SPR

11811 Culver Blvd 4 Stories7. R3-1 DIR-2013-
2768-DB

56 feet 27 Units, 
3 Aff.

C2-1 5 Stories8. 12575 Venice Blvd DIR-2016-
54-DB

56 feet 52 Units,
5 Aff
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5. 3644,3650,3652,3658 Overland Avenue
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6. 3822 S. Dunn Drive
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7. 11811 Culver Blvd
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8. 12575 Venice Blvd
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Glass and StMl Kalin* (TYP)

1' Insulated Clear Glass (TYP)

— Anondlzed Aluminum Window System (TYP)

— White Stucco With Paint Finish CTTTJ

ELEVATION ALONG VENICE



DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A 
EXHIBIT H

EXHIBIT H

CITY CHARTER SECTION 245

MOTION AND ACTION



motion PLANNING & LAND USE MANAGEMENT

On behalf of Crimson EHOF 12444 Venice Blvd Invest, LP, Pamela Day filed planning case number DIR-2016- 
304-DB-SPR to build a 62,652 square-foot mixed-use development consisting of 2,100 square feet of retail space, 77 
residential units, and one level of at grade parking along with one subterranean parking level. The project is proposed to 
be six stories tall with an additional mezzanine level, reaching a maximum building height of 83 feet. The project is 
located in the community of Mar Vista, within the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan area.

At over 60,000 square feet, effectively seven stories, and 83 feet tall, the proposed project is dramatically taller 
and larger than other buildings in the surrounding neighborhood, and would be one of the tallest on Venice Boulevard 
between the Pacific Ocean and Downtown Los Angeles. The project includes architectural features and parking 
arrangements that increase the project height and enlarge its massing. Moreover, it locates parking above ground, which 
subjects the surrounding properties to the noise and light disturbances associated with a grade-level parking lot.

At its meeting on April 20, 2017, the City Planning Connnission (CPC) considered the appeals of planning case 
DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR. As part of its findings, the CPC found that the proposed project was in conformance with 
L.A.M.C. Section 16.05 - Site Plan Review.

Site Plan Review requires that the CPC find, “that [a] project consists of an arrangement of buildings and 
structures (including height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that is or will be compatible with existing and future development on 
adjacent properties and neighboring properties[.]” Additionally, Site Plan Review authorizes the CPC to “condition and/or 
modify the project, or select an alternative project [...] to mitigate significant adverse effects of the development project 
on the environment and surrounding areas.” The purpose of the Site Plan Review is to “promote public safety and the 
general welfare by ensuring that development projects are properly related to their sites, surrounding properties, traffic 
circulation, sewers, other infrastructure and environmental setting; and to control or mitigate the development of projects 
which are likely to have a significant adverse effect on [...] surrounding properties by reason of inadequate site planning 
or improvements.”

Despite the concerns raised by many CD 11 residents regarding the project's size and scale, CPC found the project 
appropriate under Site Plan Review. However, as discussed above, the project would be one of the tallest on Venice 
Boulevard, includes significant architectural features and parking arrangements that increase the height and massing, and 
orients parking in a manner that is incompatible with the pedestrian flow of the neighborhood. Thus, by approving the 
project, CPC improperly found that the proposed project was compatible with the adjacent and neighboring properties. 
Additionally, CPC failed to condition the proposed project to mitigate impacts on the surrounding properties and 
community.

I THEREFORE MOVE that pursuant to Section 245 of the Los Angeles City Charter, the City Council assert 
jurisdiction over the April 20, 2017 City Planning Commission action in the matter of Case No. DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR- 
1A (Letter of Determination date: May 10, 2017) for the property located at 12440-12492 Venice Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, CA 90066.

I FURTHER MOVE that upon assertion of jurisdiction, this matter be referred to the Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee for further review.

PRESENTED BY:
MIKE BONIN
Councilmember, 11th District

cu> < 1SECONDED BY:

MAY 1 2 2017



File No. 17-0537

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT (PLUM) COMMITTEE REPORT relative to a 
Density Bonus Compliance Review and Site Plan Review for the property located at 
12440-12492 Venice Boulevard.

Recommendations for Council action:

1. VETO the action taken by the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC) on 
April 20, 2017 in denying the appeals and sustaining the Director of Planning's 
determination to approve a Density Bonus Compliance Review utilizing one On- 
Menu Density Bonus Affordable Housing Incentive, reserving at least 11 percent, or 
seven dwelling units of the 57 base dwelling units permitted on the site, for Very Low 
Income household occupancy for a period of 55 years, and a Site Plan Review for 
the construction of a six-story 83-foot high with a mezzanine level, mixed-use 
development totaling 62,552 square feet, with 2,100 square feet of retail space, and 
77 residential units, reserving 11 percent of units as described above, including one 
at grade level of parking and one subterranean parking level, with a maximum 
building height of 83 feet, for the properties located at 12440 -12492 Venice 
Boulevard.

2. REMAND this matter back to the LACPC.

(On May 19, 2017, Council adopted Motion [Bonin - Ryu], pursuant to Charter 
Section 245, asserting jurisdiction over the April 20, 2017 action of the LACPC.)

Applicant: Pamela Day, Crimson EHOF

Case No. DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A

CEQA No. ENV-2016-2229-MND

Fiscal Impact Statement: Neither the Chief Legislative Analyst nor the City Administrative 
Officer has completed a financial analysis of this report.

Community Impact Statement: None submitted.

TIME LIMIT FILE - JUNE 9, 2017

(LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION - JUNE 9, 2017)

Summary:
At a regular meeting held on May 30, 2017, the PLUM Committee considered appeals and 
the Director of Planning's determination approving a Density Bonus Compliance Review 
and Site Plan Review for the properties located at 12440-12492 Venice Boulevard. A 
representative from Council District 11 provided comments on the project, with 
recommendations to remand the matter back to the LACPC. After an opportunity for public 
comment, the Committee recommended to veto the determination by the LACPC relative 
to the Density Bonus Compliance Review and Site Plan Review, and remand the matter 
back to the LACPC. This matter is now submitted to the Council for consideration.



Respectfully Submitted,

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

MEMBER: VOTE:

HUIZAR 

HARRIS-DAWSON YES 

CEDILLO 

ENGLANDER YES 

PRICE

YES

ABSENT

YES

ZHC
17-0537_rpt_plum_5-30-17

-NOT OFFICIAL UNTIL COUNCIL ACTS-



City of Los Angeles
CALIFORNIAHOLLY L. WOLCOTT 

CITY CLERK
OFFICE OF THE 

CITY CLERK

SHANNON D. HOPPES 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Council and Public Services Division
200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 395 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
GENERAL INFORMATION - (213) 978-1133 
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When making inquiries relative to 
this matter, please refer to the 
Council File No.: 17-0537

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR BRIAN E. WALTERS 

DIVISION CHIEF

CLERK.LACITY.ORG

OFFICIAL ACTION OF THE LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL

June 13, 2017

Council File No.: 17-0537

June 07, 2017Council Meeting Date:

25Agenda Item No.: 

Agenda Description: PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 
relative to a Density Bonus Compliance Review and Site Plan Review for the 
property located at 12440-12492 Venice Boulevard.

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT - 
ADOPTED

Council Action:

ABSENT BOB BLUMENFIELD
MIKE BONIN
JOE BUSCAINO
GILBERT A. CEDILLO
MITCHELL ENGLANDER
MARQUEECE HARRIS-DAWSON
JOSE HUIZAR
PAUL KORETZ
PAUL KREKORIAN
NURY MARTINEZ
MITCH O'FARRELL
CURREN D. PRICE
DAVID RYU
HERB WESSON

Council Vote:
YES
YES
YES
ABSENT
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

HOLLY L. WOLCOTT 
CITY CLERK

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

http://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/index.cfm?fa=ccfi.viewrecord&cfnumber=17-0537
http://clerk.lacity.org
http://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/index.cfm?fa=ccfi.viewrecord&cfnumber=17-0537

