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APPEAL APPLICATION

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 IZI City Council □ Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number: VTT-74TB9-1A________________________________________________

Project Address: I860, 186Q, North Western Avenue: 5440, 5446, 5448 West Franklin Avenue 

Final Date to Appeal: 03/12/2018___________________________________________________

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner

El 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

A fl ft AH Mf&< o/oAppellant’s name (print): Alexandra Kondracke

Company: Concerned Citizens of Los Feliz

Mailing Address: 4524 Russell Ave

City: LA________________________

Telephone: (323) 839-9155_______

Zip: 90027State: CA

E-mail: Kondracke@qmail.co I •! ]

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

□ Other: Joint appeal with George Abrahams and the organization Save Hollywood□ Self

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

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): David Bell 

Company: Law Offices of David Bell 

Mailing Address: 4317 Kingswell

City: _LA_________________

Telephone: (213)814-9127

State: CA Zip: 90027

E-mail: dlawrencebell@gmail.com
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4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

12 Entire □ 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: ___________

□ Yes [2 No

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
'"’N __

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

Appellant Signature: / c Date: 03/10/2018
v

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

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
Base Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): Date:

-Lv/o^
Deemed Comptel

X
Receipt No: te by (Project Planner): Date:

'B"5etermination authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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March 10, 2018

George Abrahams 
Save Hollywood 
3150 Durand Dr.
Los Angeles, California 90068

Alex Kondracke
Concerned Citizens of Los Feliz
4524 Russell
Los Angeles, CA 90028

Los Angeles City Council, Planning and 
Land Use Management Committee 
c/o Los Angeles City Clerk 
200 N. Spring St., Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: CASE No.: YTTNo. 74169-1 A: CEOA Case No.: ENV-2016-1955-MND;
Project Addresses: 1860, 1868 N. Western Ave., 5440, 5446, 5448 Franklin Ave.

Chair Jose Huizar, and Honorable Committee members:

This appeal concerns the City Planning Commission’s February 8, 2018 approval of a Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map for the “Western and Franklin Project,” which if sustained would irrevocably alter the future of 
land use development in Los Feliz.

It’s important to consider the recent history of Los Feliz when reviewing this case. Seventeen years 
ago, our community joined with the Los Angeles City Council in drafting a Plan for the future of our 
neighborhood. This Plan, known as the “Vermont/Western Transit Orientated District Specific Plan,” 
outlined a series of goals that we as stakeholders could all agree were critical to the future of this historic 
community. Among those goals was the regulation of future development with an eye toward transportation, 
public facilities, aesthetics, open space, the economic and social well-being of the residents, and preservation 
of the existing residential neighborhoods through limitations on future construction.

On February 8, the City Planning Commission approved a proposed development that would gut this 
Plan. This proposal, dubbed the “Western and Franklin Project,” (hereafter “Project”) is a 87-unit mixed-use 
building that would rise to a height of 60 feet and would be located at the southeast intersection of Franklin 
and Western Avenues. As proposed, the Project not only ignores and undermines the compromises and 
incentives inherent within our Specific Plan, but it would establish a clear roadpath for others to follow with 
similar, out-of-scale development.

The Project as initially approved by the Advisory Agency confirmed by the Commission has no 
relationship to either the intent or purpose of the Specific Plan, or the findings inherent to the California 
Subdivision Map Act. Instead, the City has granted full rights to a project with severe and precedent setting 
deviations from both the requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC”) and the Specific Plan 
(also known as “SNAP,” or Station Neighborhood Area Plan). The Advisory Agency abused its discretion by 
rubber-stamping its approval of this Project.
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The proposed Project is inconsistent with the Goals, Policies and Objectives of the Specific Plan

The proposed development would consist of an 87-unit, five-story mixed-use building located in both 
SNAP Subarea A (“Neighborhood Conversion”) and Subarea B (“Mixed-Use Boulevards”). Per the 
underlying zoning of R3 and C4, only 55 units are permitted. With a 35% density bonus, a maximum of 75 
units would be allowed.

Yet the applicant received a Conditional Use Permit to further increase density by 57.5%. The City 
has chosen to undertake a program of “compounding density” via the density bonus (affordable housing) 
laws by making the provision of added affordable housing units over and above the number allowed under 
the City’s SB1818 implementing ordinance a “conditional use,” when in reality it is a backdoor spot zoning 
variance.

Under the limitations of the Specific Plan, the height of the proposed building would be restricted to 33 
feet, due to transitional height limitations intended to preserve both community scale and historic 
viewsheds. Yet the applicant proposes a building rising 60 feet to the roof perimeter, with further roof 
projections. Nothing in Los Feliz approaches this height.

The applicant also seeks to tie seven separate lots totaling 38,565 sq. ft. to construct one massive 
building totaling 97,334 sq. ft. (including a 5,546 sq. ft. liquor market). However, the Specific Plan allows a 
combination of only two lots totaling 10,000 sq. ft., again with the purpose of limiting massing and bulk that 
would otherwise undermine the neighborhood’s historic street context.

Under the Specific Plan, the allowed Floor Area Ratio in Subarea A is 1:1. The City has approved the 
applicant’s request to almost triple this limitation. For Subarea B, the FAR is 2:1. The City has approved 
the applicant’s request for a 40% increase. By approving such requests, the City has failed to follow and 
otherwise comply with its own zoning rules.

When analyzing this case, it is important to remember that community plans like the SNAP represent 
the hard-fought compromise of competing interests. In this way, specific plans are like contracts upon 
which those competing interests rely when making decisions concerning their property in relation to other 
stakeholders in the community. While one stakeholder may desire increased density or height, another may 
be passionately committed to preserving the existing character of her neighborhood. Accordingly, when a 
developer and the City collaborate to single out one project for special privileges at the expense of others, 
they undermine the balance embodied in the Plan. This is why the law requires detailed and specific 
findings to support exceptions to specific plans.

As noted by the California Supreme Court, “A zoning scheme, after all, is similar in some respects to a 
contract; each party foregoes rights to use its land as it wishes in return for the assurance that the 
neighboring property will be similarly restricted, the rationale being that such mutual restriction can 
enhance total community welfare. If the interest of those parties in preventing unjustified variance awards 
for neighboring land is not sufficiently protected, the consequence will be the subversion of the critical 
reciprocity, upon which zoning regulation rests.” Topanga Association for a Scenic Community v. County 
of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506, 517
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LAMC § 11.5.7(F)(1)(a) further defines this rigid standard: “An exception from a specific plan shall 
not be used to grant a special privilege, nor to grant relief from self-imposed hardships.” Case authority is 
the same. The Supreme Court has held that “self-imposed burdens cannot legally justify the granting of a 
variance.” Broadway. Laguna. Vallejo Association v. Board of Permit Appeals of City and County of San 
Francisco (1967) 66 Cal.2d at 774, 778.

Yet here, the applicant has created his own burdens by seeking to build a project far too large for his lot. 
The applicant acquired an option on the property fully aware of the applicable zoning laws and limitations of the 
site, and has claimed no special circumstances unique to his property. Instead, he asks you to grant him special 
privileges that would breach the agreement and compromises embodied in the Plan.

The Project’s Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) claims that the proposed Project would not 
conflict with applicable land use plans because “a project must only be in ‘harmony’ with the applicable 
land use plan to be consistent with that plan.” Not only is this claim superfluous, but the proposed Project 
conflicts with the clear intent of the SNAP, whose stated purposes are to “Guide all development, including 
use, location, height and density, to assure compatibility of uses,” and to “Preserve the quality of existing 
residential neighborhoods by limiting new residential development which would exceed the prevailing 
density of such neighborhoods, and establish standards for new construction in such neighborhoods to 
conform to the existing neighborhood character.”

The MND is therefore divorced from reality, and provides no meaningful insight into the Planning and Land 
Use impacts of the Project. It must be vacated, and the applicant and the City Planning Department should be 
required to provide realistic analysis upon which the stakeholders and decision-makers can base a reasoned 
consideration of the Project and its impacts on our community. Similarly, the “findings” in this case to support 
the grant of numerous deviations to the Specific Plan must be rejected.

THE PROPOSED MAP IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC 
PLANS, AND THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION IS NOT 
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS

The proposed Project has received extensive entitlements under the Density Bonus Ordinance, but also 
relied upon Off-Menu incentives to accommodate its ground floor retail, a purpose counter to State law. 
Density bonus incentives may not be abused to further the retail profitability of a project.

The Project site is comprised almost equally of lots in Subareas A and B. Although Subarea B has a 
maximum 50-foot height for mixed-use projects, transitional height restrictions actually limit the proposed 
building to a height of 33 feet. This height would be consistent with the scale of the surrounding community. 
The applicant, however, required the additional height to accommodate the displacement of dwelling units by 
the ground floor liquor store, for the Commission also granted a Conditional Use Beverage permit for a full 
line of alcohol for off-site consumption, despite the Project’s proximity to a sensitive use of a Catholic 
school for girls.

Applicants are allowed to seek off-menu waivers only to the extent that they are necessary to ensure the low- 
income housing portion of a project. How then can the City contend that the off-menu waivers and two on-menu 
incentives are necessary solely to ensure the feasibility of the low-income units, when in fact the height increase i: 
driven by the additional space necessary to accommodate the commercial component?
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The Project’s Pro Forma was not reviewed by the Advisory Agency or Commission, in violation of 
LAMC § 12.22.A.25(g)(3)(i)(a). As noted by appraiser Armen Makasjian in a February 7, 2017 letter 
submitted to the Commission (see Exhibit 1), the Pro Forma acknowledges an 8.07 % profitability for the 
base scenario of a by-right project, or double the typical development return rate of 3-5%. The profit margin 
sought by the applicant for the Project is 22.4 %. As stated by Mr. Makasjian in his letter, the Project’s 
application for off-menu incentives, on-menu incentives, a Tentative Tract Map, a Conditional Use Permit, 
and Conditional Use Beverage permit are all driven by investment criteria. This was confirmed by the 
applicant’s representative at the Commission hearing, who acknowledged that the developer did not own the 
site and would not purchase it unless the entitlements were approved.

The purpose of the California Subdivision Map Act of 1974 is not to provide a speculator with a handy 
manner in which to mine for land use entitlements. Its purpose instead is to vest a city with the power to 
regulate and control the design and improvement of land subdivisions in conformance with the requirements 
of Government Code Sections 66410 - 66499.58. The primary goals of the Map Act are to encourage 
orderly subdivision development with proper consideration to its relationship with the adjoining community; 
to ensure that areas dedicated for public purposes will be properly improved; and to protect the public from 
fraud and exploitation. None of that is achieved here.

As approved by the Commission, the Project is inconsistent with the stated objectives of the General 
Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, and the Vermont/Westem Transit Oriented District Specific Plan. 
Community Plans and Specific Plans are mandated by the State and must be considered within the planning 
hierarchy as such. To deviate so grossly from these plans as is proposed for the Project will cause 
environmental impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods that are significant, permanent, and without 
mitigation. None of this was properly considered by either the Advisory Agency or the Commission when 
approving the Project. Instead, the decision letter uses ad hoc and circular reasoning, i.e. the Project is 
consistent with the General Plan and Community Plans since the City Planning Commission has granted 
entitlements to eviscerate those plans.

THE SITE IS NOT PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 
DEVELOPMENT

The proposed Project is located within both Subarea A and Subarea B of the SNAP. The regulations set 
forth in the Specific Plan take precedence over those in the Municipal Code wherever the Specific Plan 
contains provisions which require or permit greater or lesser setbacks, street dedications, open space, 
densities, heights, uses or parking or other controls on development. The underlying zone classifications of 
the Project site are R3-1 and C4-1D. When the SNAP was adopted, it established a density gradation for the 
Subareas based on the proximity to Red Line Stations. The SNAP is designed with Subarea C as the most 
intensive and Subarea B less intensive. Subarea A is the least intensive.

The underlying zoning of the parcels in Subarea A allow 29 dwelling units. Subarea B restricts density to 
R3 uses, and allows 26 dwelling units. The site is therefore suitable for a density of 55 units. With a maximum 
allowed 35% density bonus as permitted under LAMC § 12.22.A.25, an additional 19 dwelling units would be 
permitted. Therefore, the site is suitable for 74 units under the Density Bonus Ordinance, and the California 
Subdivision Map Act requires the Advisory Agency to adhere to this figure.
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The applicant, however, received approval to construct 87 dwelling units, or a 58% increase over the 
allowed base density. The proposed project’s density is incompatible with adjacent properties and the 
surrounding neighborhood, particularly the R-l Zone immediately north of the site. As previously noted, the 
building’s mass and height is also inconsistent with the regulations governing the SNAP.

The Project is described with a maximum height of 60 feet, located on seven lots fronting Franklin Ave. 
totaling 186 feet, and on Western Ave. totaling 172 feet. The historic, detached single-family homes directly 
to the north of the Project site are on 8,100 sq. ft. lots and average approx. 2,000 sq. ft. in size and one to two 
stories in height. To the south are a one-story appliance store and a two-story apartment. To the west is a 
one-story flower shop and drug store.

The Project is therefore grossly out of scale. It is 20 times denser and three times taller than homes to 
the north, and two to three times taller than apartment buildings to the south and east.

Note the below chart outlining the permitted zoning and the requested entitlements:

Project Permitted Requested
33 feet (per transitional 
height restrictions)

60 feet to roofline, w/ roof projectionsHeight

55 dwelling units 87 dwelling unitsDensity

Density
Bonus
increase

35% 57.5%

1:1 in Subarea A, 2:1 in 
Subarea B

2.78:1 over entire siteFloor Area 
Ratio

Two allowed Seven requestedLots
permitted to 
be joined

Maximum 10,000 sq. ft. in 
commercial zone of 
Subarea A

38,565 sq. ft. over entire siteSize of lots 
permitted to 
be joined

The Vermont/Westem Specific Plan was adopted by the City Council on January 23, 2001 (Ordinance 
173,749) and effective on March 1, 2001. Utilizing the principals of the Framework Element, the SNAP 
established a density gradation for its various Subareas based on the proximity to Red Line Stations. The SNAP 
is designed with Subarea C as most intensive (allowing an R4 density) and Subarea B less intensive (allowing an 
R3 Density). Subarea A is the lease intensive.

The proposed Project is located within Subareas A and B of the SNAP. Subarea B permits a maximum 
height of 50 feet and maximum FAR of 2:1 for mixed use projects. Subarea A has transitional height restrictions 
that limit the Project to a height of 33 feet.
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The use of various Subareas, allowing for different densities within the SNAP, ensure that existing 
neighborhood character is preserved and that the appropriate amount of density is placed in a location that has 
been deemed to be desirable and consistent with the various planning policies. The additional residential units 
proposed by the Project create a building envelop which does not respect the neighborhood’s character of low 
intensity development. The proposed Project is not consistent with SNAP’s goals, objectives and policies as it 
proposes a high density project in a location that has been planned to have a medium density of R3 or less.

Housing Element

The City’s Housing Element for 2013-2021 was adopted by City Council on December 3, 2013. The Project 
is not consistent with the following objectives, policies and programs:

Goal 1: Housing Projection and Preservation

Objective 1.1 Produce an adequate supply of rental and ownership housing in order to meet current and 
project needs.

Policy 1.1.2: Expand affordable rental housing for all income groups that need assistance.

Goal 2: Safe, Livable, and Sustainable Neighborhoods

Objective 2.4 Promote livable neighborhoods with a mix of housing types, quality design and a scale and 
character that respects unique residential neighborhoods in the City.

Policies: 2.4.1 Promote preservation of neighborhood character in balance with facilitating new development.

These goals, objectives and policies exist to ensure that growth is directed toward centers and transit. 
Strategically directing long-range growth is consistent with the approach established by the Framework Element c 
the General Plan. The use of various subareas, allowing for different densities within the SNAP, ensure that 
existing neighborhood character is preserved and that the appropriate amount of density is placed in a location tha 
has been deemed to be desirable and consistent with the various planning policies.

The additional units proposed by the Project, which would be primarily market rate, create a building envelop 
which does not respect the neighborhood’s character. The proposed Project is not consistent with these goals, 
objectives and policies as it proposes a high density project in a location that has been planned to have a more 
modest density of R3 or less, creating an incompatible development.

The Framework Element

The Framework Element for the General Plan was adopted by the City Council on December 11, 1996, and 
re-adopted on August 8, 2001. The Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for the entire 
City, including the Project site. The Framework Element establishes general policies for the City based on 
project population growth. Land use, housing, urban form and neighborhood design, open space, economic 
development, transportation, infrastructure, and public services are all addressed in the context of 
accommodating future City-wide population increases. The City’s various land use categories are defined based 
on appropriate corresponding development standards including density, height and use.
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Objective 3.7: Provide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods and 
allow for growth in areas where there is sufficient public infrastructure and services and the residents’ 
quality of life can be maintained or improved.

Policy 3.7.1 Accommodate the development of multi-family residential units in areas designated in the 
community plans in accordance with Table 3-1 and Zoning Ordinance densities indicated in Table 3-3, 
with the density permitted for each parcel to be identified in the community plans.

Table 3-3

Land Use Corresponding Zones Density Per Net Acre
Designation

RD3. RD4, RZ2.5, RZ3, 
RZ4, RU

Low 10-17
Medium I
RD

RW1, RD1.5, RD2 18-29Low
Medium II
Medium R3 30-55

R4, [Q]R4 56-109High
Medium

R5JQJR5High 110-218

The Project as proposed is not in conformance with Table 3-3, which provides guidance for appropriate 
densities in different zoning classifications. The Project is located within Subareas A and B, which permit a 
maximum density of R3. The proposed density of 87 dwelling units calculates to 100 dwelling units per acre. 
The site is therefore not suitable for the proposed density.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS WILL LIKELY 
CREATE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND AFFECT PUBLIC HEALTH

The MND incorrectly states that there are potentially Less Than Significant Impacts with relation to 
Geology and Soils, including the rupture of a known earthquake fault. The MND relies on the November 6, 
2014 Feffer Geological Consulting Report to reach this conclusion. Yet the site is acknowledged as being 
located directly on the Hollywood Fault, and the analysis is deficient. There are unanalyzed geotechnical 
issues that were not addressed:

1 - The Cone Penetration Tests (“CPT”) used by the applicant’s consultant to determine the presence of 
faults on the site is, as noted in the Report, inferior to the established methodology of trenching. A CPT 
in essence generates a series of “squiggley” lines based on a generic set of earth material relationships 
that apply to material resisting cone penetration, but is not consistently or directly correlative with 
specific beds in an alluvial sequence. A trench or series of closely spaced bucket auger borings are 
needed to see those materials. Recovered "continuous" boring samples range from poor to fair, but no 
way do they offer an opportunity to “see” faults;
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2 — In CPT-12, the analysis was conducted slightly less than 50 feet (45’-46’?) from the property 
line, so the 50 foot setback from the active fault trace is not established;

3 — Between CPT-11 and -12, the correlated units rise 4’ to 8'. There is nothing to prove that the contact 
lines slant upward rather than extend at the same slope and are offset by left lateral movement;

4 — It is stated in the report that strike-slip faults can show apparent dip slip movement; in the 
case of CPT-11 and -12 as noted above, this could be happening;

5 - The Report offers no correlation of the boring data with the CPTs;

6 — There is an unexplained anomaly at 30-35 feet deep in the CPTs that seems to fit a change in 
the boring materials at that depth.

According to the February 14, 2014 California Geological Survey Fault Evaluation Report FER 253, there is 
evidence of significant surface rupture fault movement immediately north of the project site. The highlighted 
portions noted below indicate the activity on the two fault traces.
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As noted in the Fault Evaluation Report, “Segment 3 overlaps Segment 2 at its west end and Segment 4 at its 
east end (Figure 13). It appears to function as a transition in the step-over between those two segments. The 
western end is suggested by a slight steepening of the fan gradient below Beachwood Drive and Franklin Avenue 
(S3a), and an incision to deposition transition just to the east (S3b). The main alluvial fan of Brush Canyon 
conceals the trace for a short distance and then the approximate fault location is indicated by the abrupt slopes just 
north of Franklin Avenue (S3c, S3e). This prominent scarp is also marked by the initiation of fan deposition from 
the Fern Dell drainage (S3d) as well as a break in the fan gradients. Geomorphic expression of this fault segment 
dies out about 0.5 km west of Vermont Avenue. 55
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Figure 14 - Geomorphic features along Segment 4. Brown triangles locate prominent saddles along the Los Feliz 
Boulevard fault strand. Base map from 1926 Burbank and 1928 Glendale 6' quadrangles.

As further noted in the Fault Evaluation Report, “Segment 4.overlaps Segment 3 at its western end and there 
are geomorphic indications of at least two parallel faults in this segment (Figure 14). This segment is grossly 
indicated by an east-northeast trending trough that has been breached by erosion. Los Feliz Boulevard follows this 
trough.

i
There are several additional detailed observations that provide better location control and interpretive 

confidence for this fault. At locality S4e there is an apparent left-lateral offset of the Fern Dell drainage that is on 
the order of 130 m. A small, steep and inferentially young fan had, prior to modem development, started to build 
below the cut-off segment of this drainage that lies upstream.

a

?!

None of this is properly acknowledged in the MND. The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) 
requires a “good faith effort at full disclosure.” Withholding critical, potentially life-threatening information 
from the public about possible impacts on health is improper. The MND and the Advisory Agency’s Decision 
Letter fail to properly discuss these issues.

The Commission received two letters from Geologist Kenneth Wilson on deficiencies within the Feffer 
report (see Exhibit 2). In calling for an environmental impact report, Mr. Wilson states:

It is our professional opinion that without a proper analysis of the proximity of the project 
to potential active fault lines, the construction of this project, and the occurrence of a maximum 
probable earthquake could result in several feet of combined lateral and vertical ground 
displacement through the subject property. Such earthquakes have tilted or toppled multistory 
buildings around the world. Having worked on hundreds of environmental impact reports and 
related documents over the years, it is our professional opinion that this magnitude of ground 
movement could result in very significant impacts to the physical environment.

LL
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“For example, the impacts of significant ground movements at the Franklin and Western 
project site could extend beyond damage to the proposed building and the health and safety 
consequences to those residing there; consequences could adversely affect traffic at the busy 
intersection of Franklin and Western and therefore evacuation routes and emergency access. The 
size of the proposed development’s population adding to the people already in the area could 
result in significant, unmitigable environmental impacts, including effects on area-wide 
emergency response, emergency access, and evacuation. Since two schools are also located at 
this intersection the potential for significant health and safety consequences to the surrounding 
community are particularly concerning.”

“Before one brings about a potentially significant and irreversible change to the environment, an E1R 
must be prepared that sufficiently explores the significant environmental effects created by the project.” 
Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.AppA* 1344, 
1371. “Because the EIR must be certified or rejected by public officials, it is a document of accountability. 
If CEQA is scrupulously followed, the public will know the basis on which its responsible officials either 
approve or reject environmentally significant action, and the public, being duly informed, can respond 
accordingly to action with which it disagrees.” Cadiz Land Co., Inc, v. Rail Cycle, L.P. (2000) 83 
Cal.AppA111 74, 84.

The major premise behind the establishment of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 was 
to require public agencies to give serious and proper consideration to activities which affect the quality of our 
environment, to find feasible alternatives in order to prevent damage to the environment, and to provide 
needed information to the public. Public Resources Code § 21061.

A strong presumption in favor of requiring preparation of an EIR is built into CEQA. This is 
reflected in what is known as the “fair argument” standard, under which an agency must prepare an EIR 
whenever substantial evidence in the record supports a fair argument that a project may have a significant 
effect on the environment. Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of 
California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123; No Oil, Inc, v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75.

Under CEQA and CEQA Guidelines, if a project may cause a significant effect on the environment, the 
lead agency must prepare an EIR. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21100, 21151. A project “may” have a significant 
effect on the environment if there is a “reasonable probability” that it will result in a significant impact. No 
Oil. Inc, v. City of Los Angeles, supra, 13 Cal.3d at 83 n. 16. If any aspect of the project may result in a 
significant impact on the environment, an EIR must be prepared even if the overall effect of the project is 
beneficial. CEQA Guidelines § 15063(b)(1).

This standard sets a “low threshold” for requiring preparation of an EIR. Citizen Action To Serve 
All Students v. Thomlev (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 748, 754. If substantial evidence supports a “fair 
argument” that a project may have a significant environmental effect, the lead agency must prepare an EIR 
even if it is also presented with other substantial evidence indicating that the project will have no 
significant effect. No Oil. Inc, v. City of Los Angeles, supra; Brentwood Association for no Drilling. Inc. 
v. City of Los Angeles (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 491.
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The CEQA Guidelines at 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15384(a) define “substantial evidence” as “enough 
relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to 
support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached...” Under Pub. Res. Code §§ 
21080(e), 21082.2(c), and CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(f)(5) nd 15384, facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated on facts, and expert opinions supported by facts can constitute substantial evidence.

“Under the fair argument approach, any substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that a project 
may have a significant environment effect would trigger the preparation of an EIR.” Communities for a 
Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App4th 98, 113 (italics in original).

Communities for a Better Environment is also significant because it clarifies that agency “thresholds of 
significance” are not necessarily the threshold that may be used in determining the existence of a “significant” 
impact. A significant impact may occur even if the particular impact does not trigger or exceed an agency’s 
arbitrarily set threshold of significance. Id. at 114.

An agency must prepare an EIR whenever it can be fairly argued on the basis of substantial evidence 
that a project may have a significant environmental impact. If there is substantial evidence both for and 
against preparing an EIR, the agency must prepare the EIR.

“The EIR has been aptly described as the heart of CEQA. Its purpose is to inform the 
public and its responsible officials of the environmental consequences of their decisions before 
they are made. Thus, the EIR protects not only the environment but also informed self
government. [T]he ultimate decision of whether to approve a project, be that decision right or 
wrong, is a nullity if based upon an EIR that does not provide the decision-makers, and the 
public, with the information about the project that is required by CEQA. The error is prejudicial 
if the failure to include relevant information precludes informed decision making and informed 
public participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process.” Napa Citizens 
for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 355
356 (italics in original).

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS WOULD 
CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT LARGE FOR ACCESS 
THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION.

The applicant is requesting the merger of seven (7) feet of previously dedicated land on Franklin 
Avenue back into the Project site. This land is currently part of the public domain. Yet the Advisory 
Agency states in its findings that there are “no such easements known to exist.” The Advisory Agency 
is wrong.

In approving or denying the map, the City must make findings that meet the tests laid down in Topanga 
Ass’n for a Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506. These findings are the legal 
footprints that a city must write to explain how it progressed from the facts presented through established 
policies to the decision in granting a map. There must be evidence in the record to justify the findings that is 
reasoned, careful and equitable. None of that has been accomplished here.
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Instead, the Project as proposed is inconsistent with the zoning, inconsistent with the purposes of the 
specific plan and community plan, and if allowed to proceed would create a myriad of significant adverse 
environmental impacts. It is respectfully submitted that in its current form, the Advisory Agency’s and 
Commission’s approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map should be overturned and the Project in its 
current form should not be approved.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

)

Alex Kondracke for the Concerned Citizens of Los Feliz, 
& George Abrahams for Save Hollywood



EXHIBIT 1



February 7, 2018 CASE NO.: CPC-2016-1954-CU-MCUP-DB-SPP-SPR 
CASE NO.: VTT-74169-1A 

CEQA NO.: ENV-2016-1955-MNDAlexandra Kondracke
4524 Russell
Los Angeles, CA 90028

George Abrahams 
3150 Durand Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO QUESTION: Review and Analysis of Fault Evaluation Report by Feffer 
Geological Consulting for 1860 and 1868 N. Western Avenue and 5440-5448 Franklin Avenue 
Location, Hollywood, CA, November 6,2014

Alexandra and George:

INTRODUCTION
This firm was retained by you to review the Evaluation of Potential Faulting Report dated November 6, 2014 
prepared by Feffer Geological Consulting (Feffer, 2014). As a result of City comments on the subject report, 
Feffer (February 25, 2015) prepared a “RESPONSE TO CITY OF LOS ANGELES CORRECTION LETTER 
New Development at Southeast Corner of Western and Franklin Reference: 1860 and 1868 North Western 
Avenue and 5440-5448 Franklin Avenue” that included responses to the City questions. We provided our review 
report on February 4, 2018.

In your email provided February 6, 2018 you requested our professional opinion regarding potential earthquake 
faulting impacts to the project affecting areas outside the subject site. The body of your email indicates:

“In a recent decision the CA Supreme Court decided that “when a proposed project risks exacerbating those 
environmental hazards or conditions that already exist, an agency must analyze the potential impact of such hazards 
on future residents or users. In those specific instances, it is the project's impact on the environment... that compels an 
evaluation of how future residents or users could be affected by exacerbated conditions.” California Building Industry 
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, Case No. S213478. Can you 
indicate if you agree that significant impacts stemming from the proposed development could extend beyond the 
proposed development to affect the surrounding communities as we have stated above?”

RESPONSE
It is our professional opinion that without a proper analysis of the proximity of the project to potential active fault 
lines, the construction of this project, and the occurrence of a maximum probable earthquake could result in 
several feet of combined lateral and vertical ground displacement through the subject property. Such earthquakes 
have tilted or toppled multistory buildings around the world. Having worked on hundreds of environmental 
impact reports and related documents over the years, it is our professional opinion that this magnitude of ground 
movement could result in very significant impacts to the physical environment. For example, the impacts of 
significant ground movements at the Franklin and Western project site could extend beyond damage to the 
proposed building and the health and safety consequences to those residing there; consequences could adversely 
affect traffic at the busy intersection of Franklin and Western and therefore evacuation routes and emergency 
access. The size of the proposed development’s population adding to the people already in the area could result in 
significant, unmitigable environmental impacts, including effects on area-wide emergency response, emergency 
access, and evacuation. Since two schools are also located at this intersection the potential for significant health 
and safety consequences to the surrounding community are particularly concerning.

Sincerely,
WILSON GEOSCIENCES INC.

&
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Kenneth Wilson 
Principal Geologist 
P.G. #3175, C.E.G. #928 
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February 4, 2018

Alexandra Kondracke
4524 Russell
Los Angeles, CA 90028

George Abrahams 
3150 Durand Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068

SUBJECT: Review and Analysis of Fault Evaluation Report by Feffer Geological Consulting for 
1860 and 1868 N. Western Avenue and 5440-5448 Franklin Avenue Location, Hollywood, 
CA, November 6, 2014

To Whom It May Concern:

INTRODUCTION, QUALIFICATIONS AND REPORT ORGANIZATION
This firm was retained by you to review the Evaluation of Potential Faulting Report dated November 6, 
2014 prepared by Feffer Geological Consulting (Feffer, 2014). We note that the Feffer report was 
included a Appendix D-l of the by the City of Los Angeles as part of the 1860 and 1868 N. Western 
Avenue and 5440-5448 Franklin Avenue Mitigative Negative Declaration (MND, 2016 and errata) for the 
Project. For this review, we had no other available reports for the subject site. We did review the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (APEFZ) report by Hernandez (2014). References are cited at 
the end of the report.

I have been a licensed Professional Geologist (#3175) and Certified Engineering Geologist (#928) in the 
State of California since 1972. My two-page resume is attached.

This letter report includes: 1) a brief description of the proposed project as we understand it; 2) brief 
comments on the Feffer report as related to fault rupture; 3) comments on the study methods and 
conclusions drawn by the report; and 4) Figures 1 and 2 (Appendix B) that illustrate the opinions 
provided herein.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The following is contained in the opening portion of the MND.

“The demolition of a gas station, a one-story single-family residence and a one-story duplex; and the 
construction of a 97,334 square-foot, five-story mixed-use project that includes 87 residential units and 
approximately 6,000 square feet of ground floor commercial, measuring 60 feet in height. Of the 87 units, 20 
percent or 11 units will be set aside as Restricted Affordable Units for Very Low Income households. The 
project provides a total of 112 parking spaces located on the ground level and in one subterranean parking 
level.”

COMMENTS ON THE FEFFER REPORT
The Feffer 2014 report describes the evaluation of potential faulting based on a literature review and field 
studies consisting of 12 Cone Penetration Test soundings (CPTs) and 3 hollow-stem auger borings 
(HSAs). These HSAs and CPTs were placed in a line trending nearly north-south across the property and 
CPT-12 was located in the center of Franklin Avenue. The report provided a discussion of the field data, 
and a CPT/HAS location map and a cross-section along the line of CPTs/HSAs showing the subsurface 
interpretation of the geologic units beneath the site. The HAS borings are small diameter borings that
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were continuously sampled with the sampled saved in boxes for further analysis. The CPT soundings 
consist of pushing a small diameter rod with a conical tip into the ground and recording the resistance to 
penetration by the underlying geologic units. For this study there were no direct observations of 
subsurface conditions as would be afforded by trenches, test pits, or bucket-auger borings, all of which 
allow a geologist to directly observe the young and older alluvium geologic units and possibly cross
cutting faults.

As a result of City comments on the subject report, Feffer (February 25, 2015) prepared a “RESPONSE 
TO CITY OF LOS ANGELES CORRECTION LETTER New Development at Southeast Corner of 
Western and Franklin Reference: 1860 and 1868 North Western Avenue and 5440-5448 Franklin 
Avenue” that included responses to the City questions, a new CPT-13 south of the property, and a new 
cross-section extending south to include CPT-13. In addition a geotechnical report was prepared (Feffer, 
April 14, 2016) with 3 additional borings (B4 through B6) that were not included in the evaluation of 
potential faulting. This new 2015 cross-section is analyzed in this letter report.

Based on the following statements from the Feffer 2014 report, the mapped “main” Hollywood fault 
along Franklin Avenue cannot be definitive with respect to other possible locations, even including faults 
through the subject site (emphasis added).

“The precise location of the Hollywoodfault currently is poorly defined along much of its length. Large scale 
geomorphic features such as the southern margin of the Hollywood Hills and the over-steepened alluvial fans 
along this range front have provided the basis for identifying the fault's approximate location. However, the 
precise locations of individual fault strands within the Hollywood fault zone have been documented only at a 
few sites. The Hollywood fault has been difficult to study due primarily to (1) the dense urbanization that 
covers nearly the entire fault trace; and (2) the accumulation of young alluvium at the base of the mountain 
front which locally buries the fault.

Because the city was developed primarily in the first quarter of this century before the widespread use of 
mechanized grading equipment, development was draped over the existing landscape with minimal 
modification to the natural ground surface (Dolan and others, 1997). Therefore, fault scarps and other 
topographic features are preserved locally beneath the pavement and can be observed along some streets of 
Hollywood, West Hollywood and Beverly Hills. Many of the scarps, however, are broad features of 
significant width (>50-200 ft) that preclude one from precisely locating a particular fault trace on 
geomorphic evidence alone."

Based on these observations and conclusions, any fault investigation near the main trace of the 
Hollywood fault must be thorough and the investigation methods must provide definitive evidence of the 
presence or lack of faulting. We do not believe the methods used by Feffer (2014) provide definitive 
evidence.

In addition the Feffer (2014) report gives a reasonable explanation of evidence for past movement on the 
Hollywood fault as follows (emphasis added):

“The linear trace of the Hollywood fault and steep dips found in exposures and borings (65 to 90 degrees) 
suggest that motion along the fault may be largely strike-slip (Dolan and Sieh, 1993). Other westerly trending 
faults in the Transverse Ranges exhibit a left-lateral component of slip such as the Santa Ynez, San Fernando, 
Raymond, and Malibu Coast faults. The orientation of the Hollywood fault suggests that the horizontal 
component of slip also would be left-lateral. If the entire 15-km-long Hollywood fault ruptured by itself, it 
could produce an Mw ~6.6 earthquake (Dolan and others, 1997). However, if the fault ruptures together with 
other faults to the west (Santa Monica, Malibu Coast) or to the east (Raymond), then earthquakes much 
larger than Mw -6,6 could result. Assuming a minimum slip rate of 0.35 mm/YT for the Hollywood fault, 
Dolan and others (1997) estimate a recurrence interval of -4,000 years for an Mw 6.6 event. Dolan and

2



1860 and 1868 N. Western Avenue and 5440-5448 Franklin Avenue Mitigative Negative Declaration (MND)
February 4,2018

others, 2000, also documented an early to mid-FIolocene earthquake on the Hollywood fault zone. The timing 
of the most recent earthquake is constrained between 6 and 11 ka.”

The observations and conclusions indicating a predominantly horizontal strike-slip (side to side [lateral]) 
movement versus vertical (up and down) can dictate what fault evidence to expect in a cross-section such 
as the revised A-A’ presented by Feffer (2015). Such a section only indicates apparent vertical offset of 
geologic layers or contacts. With horizontal layers or contacts and a fault trending near perpendicular to 
the cross-section very large (tens of feet) of lateral movement would produce nearly imperceptible 
vertical offsets in such a cross-section. Therefore, any fault investigation near the main trace of the 
Hollywood fault must be thorough and the investigation methods must provide definitive evidence of the 
presence or lack of faulting, whether strike-slip or vertical. We do not believe the methods used by Feffer 
(2014) provide definitive evidence.

Regarding the geologic ages given to the geologic layers formations encountered, the method used to 
estimate unit ages (e.g., Holocene versus Pleistocene) can be referred to as soil profile development 
dating and is outlined in the latest version of the APEFZ Special Publication 42 (California Geological 
Survey [CGS], 2018) outlining the guidelines assessing fault rupture hazards in California. Even though 
it appears from the boring logs that carbon materials were present in the retrieved samples, Feffer (2014) 
chose not to use radiocarbon or other quantitative dating methods. Based on past practice and 
emphasized in these guidelines soil profile development dating and quantitative dating are described and 
contrasted in the following quote:

“However, the rate of soil-profile development must be locally calibrated by quantitative dating methods 
before reliable age estimates can be made. Poor application or lack of this crucial step has often 
downgraded the useful application of this method and made it unreliable.”

We do not believe the age estimation method used by Feffer (2014) does not provide definitive evidence 
of the age of the units encountered in the CPT soundings or the HSA borings.

STUDY METHODS AND CONCLUSIONS DRAWN BY THE REPORT
As mentioned above, the CPT and HSA borings do not allow a geologist to directly observe the young 
and older alluvium geologic units and possibly cross-cutting faults. So-called continuous sampling 
provided poorly cemented and broken alluvial materials (as shown by the photographs in the 2013 report) 
with many missing sections so that the vertical continuity is broken. The ability to accurately correlate 
units and contacts between borings Bl, B2, and B3 that are 80 to 85 feet apart is questionable for any 
geologist. This difficulty in accuracy of correlation is amplified when using the CPT records as discussed 
below.

CPT records translate friction measurements into “squiggly” lines based on a generic set of earth material 
relationships that apply to a material’s resistance to cone penetration, but they are not consistently directly 
correlative with specific beds or geologic contacts in an alluvial sequence. This is shown in Feffer (2014) 
in the last 25 pages of Appendix D-2 the plots of CPT records CPT1 through CPT13 have no clear 
relationship to the alluvial unit contacts shown on cross-section A-A’. The various dashed and solid line 
contacts are drawn by a geologist interpreting the squiggles. It is very (or most) often difficult to see why 
a certain squiggle on say CPT1 matches the location another squiggle chosen on CPT2, for example. At 
the very least it is incumbent on the geologist to explain in detail how and why this was done as it was 
done. Simply looking at any two adjacent CPT records shown in the Feffer report appendix just before 
the list of numbers it is clear that there is not a consistent match for the various factors shown (e.g., cone 
resistance, sleeve friction, pore pressure, friction ratio). Once again, with a trench or closely spaced 
bucket auger borings you see the actual materials. Recovered HSA "continuous" samples are poor to 
good based on the photographs; there is little or no way one could see a fault or definitively correlate 
geologic contacts for 80 to 85 feet distance.
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We utilized the 2015 cross-section A-A’ to estimate locations where one could interpret steeply dipping 
vertical discontinuities (faults) and tectonic uplift rather than smooth uninterrupted contact lines. These 
are shown in cross-section view in Figure 1 and map view in Figure 2 (both in Appendix B). Various 
colored near horizontal geologic contact lines were drawn based on interpretation of the CPT squiggly 
lines. These are of course approximate since we do not believe the data are sufficiently precise or 
accurate to plot definitive geologic contact lines or fault locations. What we believe these interpretations 
point out is the weakness in the Feffer (2014 and 2015) reports due to the investigation methods selected, 
and the difficulty in translating and correlating the CPT squiggles between the CPT sounding locations. 
If one carefully examines the 2014 and 2015 cross-sections A-A’ there are numerous instances where the 
interpretations were modified from the 2014 to 2015 versions. There are more instances that could be 
pointed out, but a few examples from 2014 to 2015 are: the lower contacts of Qoa2, Qoa3, and Qoa4 all 
were raised at CPT12; between CPT6 and CPT7 the base of Qoa3 was raised; and between CPT4 and 
CPT6 the base on Qoa3 was raised. If the methodology is rigorous and based on consistency between 
CPT squiggles, why would they change? This inconsistency is particularly troubling when no 
radiocarbon ages have been determined for the geologic units.

OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
The CPT plus HSA investigation methodology is not appropriate for a detailed fault evaluation since the 
geologic contact and unit correlations between investigation points depends on visual estimation of 
possible matching CPT squiggles and no explanation is made as to how this is done, either generically or 
site-specifically. In addition, there is no visual observation of the in-place geologic units to in any way 
confirm or justify the unit and contact correlations.

As pointed out in the revised APEFZ Special Study 42 (CGS, 2018, page 34):

:... the CPT is not used to collect soil samples but the continuous measurement of “soil behavior”.. .

“As with boring transects, CPT borings should be appropriately spaced in order to address the type of 
faulting that is anticipated. For example, strike-slip faults may require borings that are more closely spaced 
than other types of faulting (normal faulting, reverse faulting).”

“Caution should be exercised when employing these methods on strike-slip faults, as two-dimensional cross
sections may not provide adequate resolution if a fault has little-to-no vertical separation.”

This 2018 version of SP42 lays out formally what has long been known as “best practice” for engineering 
geologists evaluating faulting in the southern California alluvial basin geologic environment. The 
Hollywood fault is known to be primarily a strike-slip fault and simple vertical cross-section showing a 
few feet of potential offset will miss the 6 to 8 times greater horizontal offset that would occur in a large 
local earthquake.

We believe that the information contained herein is substantial evidence of technical and CEQA 
significance with regard to the possible presence if faulting beneath the subject site. The evidence is 
reasonable in nature, credible, and has solid value in the evaluation of the Feffer technical reports and the 
current MND for the project. Our understanding from past CEQA experience is that substantial evidence 
of a potentially significant impact from active faulting would require an EIR to address this issue, 
especially given the potential adverse impacts to health and safety of the public. We understand that facts 
and opinions here represent a disagreement between experts, but we believe that a reasonable evaluation 
of this substantial evidence should indicate that it adequately supports a conclusion that surface fault 
rupture has a potentially significant impact of the proposed development, and that mitigation measures 
may not be feasible.
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CLOSURE
This report has been prepared for the sole use and benefit of our client. The analysis, results, and 
conclusions were prepared in general compliance with normal industry practice in Santa Barbara County. 
Other consultants may arrive at different results and conclusions with the same information. The intent of 
the report is to advise our client of engineering geologic and coastal process conditions at the subject site, 
and the possible effects of these conditions on the proposed development and surrounding properties. It 
should be understood that the engineering geologic and coastal processes consulting provided represent 
professional opinions and the contents of this report are not perfect. Any errors or omissions noted by 
any party reviewing this report should be reported to Wilson Geosciences Inc. in a timely fashion. Only 
the client can authorize subsequent use of this report. No warranty is either expressed or implied.

Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

WILSON GEOSCIENCES INC.

Kenneth Wilson 
Principal Geologist 
P.G. #3175, C.E.G. #928 
(626) 791-1589
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APPENDIX A
Kenneth Wilson Resume
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KENNETH WILSON
Principal Engineering Geologist
EDUCATION
University of California at Riverside, B.S. Geological Sciences, 1967 
University of California at Riverside, M.S. Geological Sciences, 1972

PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATIONS
Registered Geologist, California, #3175 [Issued 1-08-1974; Expires 2-28-2019]
Certified Engineering Geologist, California, #928 [Issued 1-08-1974; Expires 2-28-2019]

PROFESSIONAL SUMMARY
Kenneth Wilson is responsible for management, technical supervision and performance of engineering 
geology, geotechnical, environmental impact, and environmental geology projects, and is a Registered 
Geologist (#3175) and Certified Engineering Geologist (#928) in California. He performs and supervises 
environmental assessments for commercial, industrial and government projects covering the disciplines of 
hydrogeology, engineering geology, geology, hydrology, seismicity, tectonics, faulting, mineral resources, 
and waste management. Geotechnical studies include fault evaluations, ground failure assessments, slope 
stability and foundation materials characterization, liquefaction potential, flooding hazards and site selection. 
The emphasis of his work is on defining geologic and geotechnical conditions, and hazards, which may affect 
the feasibility and design of any type of development project. Mr. Wilson has over 40 years of technical 
performance and project experience in critical facilities studies, radioactive/mixed/hazardous waste 
management, energy plant site licensing, impacts to surface and groundwater resources, waste disposal 
site development, dams and reservoirs and numerous other engineered structures. Specialized experience 
is in engineering geology in support of geotechnical studies, geologic field inspection, active fault studies, site 
selection/evaluation, seismic safety, integration of multidisciplinary technical teams, project management, 
and EIRs, EAs, and EISs.

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
Wilson Geosciences. Ensineerins and Environmental Geolosv /1989-Present/
Principal Engineering Geologist: Responsible for all management, technical and marketing activities for 
engineering geology, environmental impact, and environmental geology projects. Performs and 
supervises environmental assessments for commercial, industrial and government projects covering the 
disciplines of hydrogeology, engineering geology, geology, hydrology, seismicity, tectonics, faulting, 
mineral resources, and waste management. Geotechnical studies include fault evaluations, ground failure 
assessments, slope stability and foundation materials characterization, liquefaction potential, flooding 
hazards and site selection.
The Earth Technology Corporation [1974-19891
Corporate Vice President: Mr. Wilson worked from late-1987 to mid-1989 for the Chairman/CEO and 
the President/COO performing the following tasks: assisting in evaluation of several potential 
acquisitions; management of pre-acquisition due diligence; evaluation of four new office geographic 
expansion options; managed preparation of corporate health and safety program and H/S technical 
procedures. In 1989 was principal-in-charge for start-up of environmental engineering and hydrogeology 
portion of Technical Assistance Contract with DOE/Nevada Operations, Environmental Safety and Health 
Branch.
Vice President: Director. Program Management: Mr. Wilson reported to the President of the Western 
Division (1985-1987) and was responsible for business development, project execution and strategic 
planning for market areas related to radioactive (high, mixed, and low-level) waste management 
programs, energy and mineral resources, geophysics and offshore technology. Emphasis was on 
geosciences, engineering, environmental, and program management disciplines for site selection, site
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evaluation/characterization, site remediation and specialized advanced technology considerations in 
hydrologic modeling, rock mechanics testing and geophysical exploration.
Vice President. Associate and Senior Manager: Mr. Wilson had numerous challenging technical and 
management responsibilities and assignments during the period 1974-1988. There was a wide range of 
projects for which he had a technical role, either performance, supervisory, or management in scope. A 
substantial portion of the time he was Program Manager for the Missile-X (MX) ICBM, Siting and 
Characterization Studies in the Western and Midwestern United States: for United States Air Force, 
Ballistic Missile Office, and the Southern Region Geologic Project Manager (SRGPM) in Mississippi, 
Louisiana, Texas, Georgia, South Carolina, Virginia, Maryland for Office of Nuclear Waste Isolation 
(ONWI) and Office of Crystalline Repository Development (OCRD). These projects were national in 
scope and involved most geologic, geotechnical, geophysical, environmental, and hydrologic disciplines 
Converse Consultants (formerly Converse. Davis and Associates) {1970-19741
Staff and Project Geologist: Conducted and supervised investigations in southern, central, and northern 
California, southern Nevada, and eastern Washington. Groundwater and related studies included 
permeability, transmissibility, and storage coefficient studies at Searles Lake, California; earth dam 
projects at Yucaipa, Littlerock, and Anaheim, California; groundwater contamination (hydrocarbons) 
evaluation in the Glendale, California area; wastewater and water treatment facilities in Solvang, Lompoc, 
Victorville, Thousand Oaks, and Sylmar, California. Numerous earthquake and fault risk studies were 
performed for earth dams and reservoirs, high-and low-rise buildings, hospitals and schools, proposed 
nuclear power plant sites, water storage tanks, and large-diameter pipelines. Landslide and other slope 
failure studies were performed in rock and soil terrains. Offshore studies planned and conducted include 
coastal geophysical (seismic reflection, side scan sonar, fathometer), sampling and scuba investigations 
near Monterey and Dana Point, California.

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
Member Association of Engineering Geologists, National and Southern California Sections

APPENDIX B
Figures 1 and 2
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ARMEN MAKASJIAN & ASSOCIATES
5111 SANTA MONICA BLVD #205 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90029
Tel. (213) 665-5293 / Fax. (213) 665-0809

February 7, 2018

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
200 N. Spring St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: VTT-74169-1A 
CEQA: ENV-2016-1955-MND 
CPC-2016-1954-CU-MCUP-DB-SPR-SPP 

Project address: 1860, 1868 North Western Avenue;
5440, 5446, 5448 West Franklin Avenue

Dear Honorable Commission Members:

I am a state of California Certified General Appraiser with over 25 years’ experience in 
appraising apartment and non-residential buildings within the county of Los Angeles. I 
am also a part-time real estate continuing education instructor of various appraisal topics 
that include highest and best use, site analysis, income property appraisal.

I was asked to analyze the applicant’s pro forma for the above-indicated project. My 
analysis was completed under a severe time constraint and will require further analysis 
based on market data obtained from similar projects. Given this time constraint, I find 
that the applicant’s submitted pro forma is not justified by the requested entitlements and 
requires further clarification. My findings are as follows:

Profit Margin: The applicant stated that the “Base” scenario is not feasible due to 
the 8.07% profit margin while the “density bonus” and “density bonus (greater 
than 35%)” scenarios are feasible; the applicant stated the profit margins for the 
alternative scenarios are 16.24% and 22.40% respectively. I find these profit 
margins unrealistic. Based on my expertise, the typical return rate for newer 
projects range between 3% and 5% with very few projects hitting the 6% to 7% 
return rate. Based on a most recent market report by Marcus and Millichap 
Research (2018 Multi-family and 2017 3rd Qtr. Retail Property Forecast), the 
average yield for multi-family buildings ranges between 3% and 4% while the 
yield on retail properties range between 3% and 6%. (See attached market 
report). Projects often fluctuate slightly above or below market trends. Therefore, 
the profit margin presented under the “Base” scenario falls in line with this 
general trend.



Profit Margin vs. Investment Criteria: Project feasibility can be determined by 
comparing yield rates on similar-type buildings; in other words, yield rates are 
extracted from the real estate market. These market-extracted rates often 
determine whether a proposed project will offer a competitive yield. Based on my 
analysis, the current market does not support the profit margins stated by the 
applicant under the “density bonus” and “density bonus (greater than 35%)” 
scenarios. It appears that the applicant is basing their projections on specific 
investment criteria which needs to be clarified. High yields are often associated 
with higher risk and therefore additional details are required to justify the above
market return rates.

In conclusion, I find the applicant’s submitted pro forma unacceptable in its present form 
due to the missing market data (similar-type projects) that supports the project’s 
feasibility. The base scenario appears to fall in line with general market trends while the 
alternative scenarios that forecast a high profit margin of 16.24% and 22.40% do not; 
they appear to be driven by investment criteria which, in this case, presents a higher risk. 
Based on market trends, the requested entitlements for the alternative scenarios are not 
justified.

Respectfully submitted

Armen Makasjian 
Commercial property appraiser 
Instructor, RET



Development reaches an eight-year-high. Developers re
spond to consumers’ growing need for conveniently located re
tail by bringing 2.2 million square feet online in 2017. An Ikea in 
Burbank, a property at the University of Southern California and 
the renovated Herald-Examiner building downtown will account 
for 40 percent of this year’s completions. At least 40 retail projects 
totaling more than 1 million square feet will come online during the 
second half.

------ Local Retail Yield Trends
----- Retail Cap Rate 10-Year T reasury Rate

Los Angeles Metro $30.514.8% 60 3.8%

Investment Trends
• Transaction velocity dropped 15 percent over the past year, re

flecting limited for-sale inventory during a period of robust rent 
growth. Consistent deal flow in the Westside Cities and Down
town Los Angeles, the market’s more expensive regions, cou
pled with a slowdown in San Fernando Valley-area transactions, 
bolstered the metro’s average sales price beyond $1,000 per 
square foot.

• Open-air centers and mixed-use assets with retail space ac
counted for a third of recent transactions. These spaces were 
highly targeted in Downtown Los Angeles, the Westside Cities 
and the South Bay with initial yields dipping below 3 percent 
in Silicon Beach and exceeding 5 percent in the South Bay.

• Buyers eyeing below-average pricing and higher yields focused 
on well-located assets in the San Fernando Valley and South 
Bay, where sub-$600 per square foot pricing and mid-4 to 6 
percent returns are readily available.

I • Institutional buyers remain active in the Westside Cities and 
downtown’s Mid-Wilshire submarket, where price tags routinely 
exceed $1,500 per square foot. Buyer competition for iconic 
properties near major streets, office complexes or tourist hubs 
has reduced initial yields below 3 percent.

* Cap rates trailing 12 months.through 2Q17; 10-year Treasury rate through Aug. 
Sources: CoStar Group, Inc.; Real Capital Analytics
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Retail Research
Market Report

i

SE Third Quarter 2017

Los Angeles County

Multiple Factors Induce Elevated Demand 
For Los Angeles Retail Assets Retail 2017 Outlook
Diversified job creation, booming rental development and 
population growth bolster need for consumer goods. While 
at full employment status with an unemployment rate under 4.5 
percent, the Los Angeles metro continues to expand its work
force, having grown by 172,000 workers over the past two years. 
Professional service, education, health and retail-related hiring will 
support overall job gains in 2017, albeit at a slower pace than pre
vious periods, encouraging continued relocations. Spanning the 
past 24 months, the metro’s population base swelled by nearly 
22,000 households. A wave of new apartments and single-family 
homes should heighten consumer demand for nearby stores at a 
time when retail vacancy is below 5 percent throughout the met
ro. A limited stock of available space will sustain continued rent 
growth, allowing the metro’s average asking rate to nearly return 
to the previous cycle’s peak pricing.
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$39.05Downtown Los Angeles 4.7% -1.1%60

San Fernando Valley $29.674.4% 5.5%60
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Marcus ^Mil I ichapLos Angeles County

2Q17 - 12-MONTH TREND
------ EMPLOYMENT: —Employment Trends 

Metro — United States 1.6% increase in total employment Y-O-Y
4%<D

Metro employers created 68,800 jobs over the past year, 
led by growth in professional sen/ice, education and 
health-related professions. Though workforce expansion 
has slowed as the labor market tightens, employment 
growth outpaced the nation over the last 12 months.

Labor market strength drove the unemployment rate to 
4.4 percent, the lowest level dating back to 1990.
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.......-...- CONSTRUCTION:

5 63,200 square feet completed Y-O-Y

Completions and Absorption 
Completions ■».* Absorption'S5'£=

o

B 3.00 Development plunged over the past year, slowing from 
the 2.3 million square feet delivered in the previous 
12-month span.

Nearly 1.9 million square feet is underway with comple
tions set into 2018. A third of the pipeline is in Down
town Los Angeles, with 45 percent spread between the 
San Fernando Valley and South Bay/Long Beach.
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VACANCY:Vacancy Rate Trends

United States 30 basis point increase in vacancy Y-O-YMetro
8.0%

• Negative net absorption increased vacancy to 4.6 per
cent over the past 12 months after the rate dropped 40 
basis points during each of the previous three periods.

• Vacancy remained below 4 percent in Burbank/Glen
dale/Pasadena amid a recent 40-basis-point increase, 
with availability in West Los Angeles also staying tight; it 
entered the second half at 4.1 percent.
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RENTS: ...
Asking Rent Trends

United States 4.4% increase in the average asking rent Y-O-Y

• Over the past year, the average asking rent rose to $30.17 
per square foot, driven by a 8.3 percent rise at multi-tenant 
properties to an average of $28.67 per square foot.

• The quality of empty space notably improved in select af
fordable and higher-priced submarkets, with the average 
asking rent increasing 9.4 percent in the South Bay and 
8.8 percent in West Los Angeles.
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