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VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Chairman Bonin and Honorable Members of the
Transportation Committee
City Council of Los Angeles
200 North Spring Street, Room 340
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Response to Appeal of LADOT Case No. WLA 17-106405 (11671-11677 West 
National Boulevard), Council File No. 18-0468

Dear Honorable Committee Members:

We represent Frymer Development, Inc. (“Frymer”), the owner of property located at 
11671-11677 West National Boulevard (the “Project Site”). Frymer has proposed to redevelop 
the existing multi-tenant commercial building at the Project Site with a new mixed-use project 
consisting of 46 apartment units, office space, and ground-floor retail (the “Project”). Frymer 
has taken painstaking efforts to design the Project so as to comply with all applicable planning 
and zoning regulations pertaining to the Project Site, as well as all other relevant City building 
and technical codes, regulations, and standards, in order to ensure that the Project does not 
require any form of discretionary review or approval by the City.

On March 13, 2018, following a ministerial plan check process that lasted over one year, 
Frymer obtained its construction permits to construct the Project. The Project is currently under 
construction, and Frymer has invested a significant amount of money and resources in the 
Project, in reliance on the City’s comprehensive review and approval process for a by-right 
development project. However, a neighboring property owner (“Appellant”) has filed an appeal 
against the Project (the “Appeal”), claiming that the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(“LADOT”) improperly reviewed the Project’s conformance with the West Los Angeles 
Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan (“TIMP”). As a threshold issue, 
LADOT’s review of the Project was not subject to appeal under the TIMP, and the Appeal 
should therefore have been rejected by LADOT upon its receipt. However, on May 3, 2018, 
LADOT elected to respond to the Appeal, and rejected it in its entirety. On May 18, 2018, the 
Appellant appealed LADOT’s response to this Committee. For the reasons presented below, in 
addition to being improperly filed, the Appeal is meritless, and we respectfully request that the 
Committee deny it in full.

mailto:Dave@AGD-LandUse.com
http://www.AGD-LandUse.com
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Overview of TIMP and LADOT’s Review and Approval of Project.I.

The Project Site is located within the boundaries of the TIMP, which has been adopted by 
the City to regulate potential transportation-related impacts within portions of West Los Angeles. 
To achieve this goal, the TIMP imposes transportation impact fees for new development 
projects, and requires LADOT to review proposed development projects to identify potentially 
significant transportation-related impacts, and if such impacts are identified, requires the 
mitigation of such impacts.

„1Specifically, the TIMP requires LADOT to review all new “Projects 
the following procedures:

in accordance with

• A Project applicant must submit an application to LADOT describing a proposed 
Project, with enough specificity to allow LADOT to calculate the number of Trips 
to be generated by the Project,2 as well as determine the potential Significant 
Transportation Impacts3 of the Project during AM and/or PM Peak Hours. (TIMP 
Section 4.C.)

• If LADOT determines that the Project generates 42 or fewer Trips, no Traffic 
Assessment is required. (TIMP Section 4.D.) A Traffic Assessment is “a written 
determination by LADOT as to the likely traffic impacts resulting from a Project 
considering an estimate of Project-generated Trips, ambient traffic growth, related 
developments and current traffic volumes and levels of service at nearby 
intersections.” (TIMP Section 3.)

o Even if a Project generates 42 or fewer trips, it is required to provide any 
applicable street dedications and improvements as required by LADOT, or

1 Section 3 of the TIMP defines a “Project” as follows: “The construction of any building or structure, or the 
addition to, alteration, conversion, or change of use of any land, building or structure on a lot in the R-3 or less 
restrictive zones which requires the issuance of a building permit and which results in an increase in the number of 
Trips as determined by LADOT. . . .” Section 3 of the TIMP further describes a “Trip” as “an arrival at or a 
departure from a Project by a motor vehicle during the Peak Hour,” and “Peak Hour” is defined as “the single hour 
of the highest volume of traffic passing the Project on adjacent streets.”

2 As part of this calculation, LADOT is to include an allowance for any credits for existing uses, if the existing use 
has been in place and operating for at least one year continuously during the four years immediately preceding the 
application for a building permit. (TIMP Section 4.C.2.c.)

3 A “Significant Transportation Impact” is defined as “the transportation impact, measured either as an increase in 
volume/capacity (V/C) ratio at an intersection or an increase in the average daily traffic volume on a local street 
attributable to the Project, as determined by LADOT.” (TIMP Section 3.) This definition includes significance 
thresholds for both intersections and local streets for LADOT to utilize in determining whether an impact may rise 
to the level of a Significant Transportation Impact.
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guarantee them pursuant to the Department of Public Works’ B-permit 
procedures. (TIMP Section 4.E.1.)

• If LADOT determines that a Project generates 43 or more Trips, a Traffic 
Assessment is required. (TIMP Section 4.D.)

• If the Traffic Assessment determines that there will be a Significant 
Transportation Impact caused by the Project, the applicant must propose 
mitigation measures to reduce any Significant Transportation Impacts to a level of 
insignificance at the intersections and local streets identified in the Traffic 
Assessment. (TIMP Section 4.E.2.) LADOT shall require that any such 
mitigation measures be undertaken or guaranteed to reduce the Significant 
Transportation Impacts of a Project to a level of insignificance, and if no feasible 
mitigation measures are available, LADOT may require additional reasonable 
measures (such as transportation demand management programs, for example) to 
mitigate the adverse effects of the Significant Transportation Impacts of the 
Project. (TIMP Section 4.E.3.)

As part of the Project’s ministerial plan check process, both Frymer and LADOT 
precisely complied with the above TIMP procedure. Frymer submitted a description of the 
Project as well as information regarding existing uses to LADOT staff, who determined that the 
Project would result in a maximum of 15 net new Trips during the A.M. Peak Hour and 5 net 
new Trips during the P.M. Peak Hour, both of which are clearly less than 42 Trips. Therefore, 
pursuant to the TIMP, LADOT did not require Frymer to prepare further analysis regarding 
potential traffic impacts and did not issue a Traffic Assessment regarding potential Significant 
Transportation Impacts in connection with the Project. Instead, on February 27, 2018, LADOT 
staff properly issued a building permit clearance for the Project, indicating the Project’s 
compliance with the TIMP’s provisions. The Appeal followed.

Appeal Was Improperly Filed.II.

Section 8 of the TIMP establishes the process for appeals under the TIMP. Pursuant to 
Section 8.A, an applicant or other interested person may request a reconsideration of a 
determination made by LADOT “within a 15 day period following the date of mailing of the 
letter of determination from LADOT.” (Emphasis added.) Under the TIMP, the only time that 
LADOT is required to issue a written determination is in connection with a Traffic Assessment. 4

4 As described above, the TIMP defines a Traffic Assessment as: “a written determination by LADOT as to the 
likely traffic impacts resulting from a Project considering an estimate of Project-generated Trips, ambient traffic 
growth, related developments and current traffic volumes and levels of service at nearby intersections.” (TIMP 
Section 3, emphasis added.)
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No written determination is required, or provided, in connection with LADOT’s review of a 
Project that does not result in 43 or more Trips.

Here, because LADOT properly determined that the Project would result in 42 or fewer 
Trips, no Traffic Assessment was required, and no written determination was issued by LADOT. 
Therefore, the grounds for filing an appeal under the TIMP were not satisfied, and LADOT was 
under no obligation to respond to the objections contained in the Appeal. The fact that LADOT 
elected to issue a response to the Appeal does not change the fact that it was improperly filed, 
and cannot serve as a legitimate appeal to be brought before the City Council and this 
Committee.

Appeal Improperly Describes the LADOT Review Process Under the TIMP, and 
Misconstrues the Definition of Significant Transportation Impact.

III.

Even assuming that the Appeal could somehow be properly before this Committee, it 
must be rejected, for it misrepresents the TIMP’s review process that LADOT must follow and 
makes fundamental errors in understanding procedures and definitions contained in both the 
TIMP and the Los Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC”).

As described above, LADOT’s review of the Project fully complied with the 
requirements of TIMP Sections 4.C, 4.D, and 4.E.1, and this review properly ended when 
LADOT determined that no Traffic Assessment was required and that the Project was required to 
implement standard street dedications and improvements (as discussed further below). Because 
no Traffic Assessment was required, neither TIMP Section 4.E.2 (which requires preparation of a 
Traffic Assessment that identifies potential Significant Transportation Impacts) nor Section 4.E.3 
(which requires mitigation of Significant Transportation Impacts that may be identified in a 
Traffic Assessment) would apply to the Project.

The Appeal acknowledges LADOT’s determination that the Project would not exceed 42 
Trips, and would therefore not require a Traffic Assessment. However, the Appellant claims that 
after concluding that no Traffic Assessment would be required, TIMP Section 4.E.3 somehow 
still obligates LADOT to continue reviewing the Project for unspecified, unidentified potential 
significant impacts. This makes no sense, and directly contradicts the requirements of the TIMP. 
As described above, the TIMP imposes a clear screening threshold to classify Projects that may 
potentially result in traffic impacts - at 42 Trips or below, the TIMP presumes that there is no 
potential for such impacts, and no need to further analyze such impacts. At 43 Trips or more, the 
TIMP presumes that there is a potential for such impacts, which are to be analyzed pursuant to a
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Traffic Assessment. The TIMP’s threshold would be meaningless if all Projects, even those 
resulting in 42 or fewer Trips (like the Project) had to undergo the same review as those that 
resulted in 43 or more Trips.

In addition to reimagining the TIMP’s requirements to better suit the Appellant’s 
objections, the Appeal claims the existence of a Significant Transportation Impact where none 
exists. Specifically, the TIMP includes the following local street significance threshold for 
purposes of determining a Significant Transportation Impact:

• Local Street: A transportation impact on a local street shall be deemed 
“significant” based on an increase in the projected final average daily traffic 
(ADT) volumes

Projected Average Daily Traffic 
with Project-Related Project (Final 
ADT)
less than 1,000
1.000 or more
2.000 or more
3.000 or more

Increase in ADT

120 trips or more 
12 percent or more of final ADT 
10 percent or more of final ADT 
8 percent or more of final ADT

The Appeal claims that the existing alley that provides ingress and egress to the Project 
Site constitutes a local street, and because the Project will result in approximately 267 net new 
daily trips and will solely utilize the alley for access, more than 120 trips will result on a local 
street, resulting in a Significant Transportation Impact. However, due to the Appellant’s 
mistaken understanding of the distinction between an alley and a local street, this claim has no 
merit.

While the TIMP does not define a local street, Section 3 of the TIMP states: “Words and 
phrases not defined herein shall be construed as defined in LAMC Section 12.03, if defined 
therein.” LAMC Section 12.03 does contain the following definition of a “street”: “Any public 
thoroughfare other than an alley or walk, except that in those cases where a subdivision has 
been recorded containing lots which abut only on an alley or walk, said alley or walk may be 
considered to be a street.”5 (Emphasis added.) Therefore, pursuant to the TIMP and the LAMC, 
an alley is not a street.

5 A review of the City’s ZIMAS system, as well as the Assessor Parcel Map for the Project Site area, shows that 
neither the Project Site nor any other nearby lot abut only an alley or walk; therefore, this exception to the definition 
of street does not apply.
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Moreover, multiple other City plans and resources make the clear distinction between an 
alley and a local street, including the Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan’s 
Generalized Circulation Map (which identifies Barry and Federal Avenues as nearby local 
streets, but not the alley), the City’s NavigateLA website (which identifies the alley as an alley, 
and not as a local street), and the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 (which clearly distinguishes between 
local streets and alleys, and establishes separate standards for the two categories of 
thoroughfares). There is no available evidence suggesting that an alley would ever be considered 
a local street, and as a result, the number of Project-associated daily trips potentially utilizing the 
alley bears no relation to the TIMP’s local street significance threshold. Therefore, the Appeal’s 
objections to LADOT’s review of the Project, and associated claim that a Significant 
Transportation Impact should have been identified, are not supported by the clear language of the 
TIMP or LAMC, and should be rejected.

LADOT Review of Project Was Ministerial, Not Discretionary.IV.

In addition to the above objections, the Appeal claims that LADOT exercised its 
discretion when it identified required street dedications along National Boulevard and the 
adjacent alley,6 and because of this alleged exercise of discretion, environmental review pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) was required. Similar to the other 
objections contained in the Appeal, this claim has no merit.

As noted above, the City’s Mobility Plan 2035, which serves as the transportation 
element of the City’s General Plan, establishes clear standards for all categories of City streets, 
alleys, and roadways. Specifically, Mobility Plan 2035 designates National Boulevard as an 
Avenue I roadway, which requires a standard 100-foot designated right-of-way (equivalent to a 
50-foot half right-of-way along the Project Site). Mobility Plan 2035 also imposes a standard 
right-of-way width of 20 feet for alleys. In reviewing the Project, LADOT identified these 
standard right-of-way dimensions provided by Mobility Plan 2035, and imposed the necessary 
dedication requirements on the Project in order to bring both National Boulevard and the alley 
into conformance with these current City standards.

6 LADOT required a varied dedication along National Boulevard adjacent to the property frontage to complete a 50- 
foot half right-of-way, and a 10-foot dedication along the existing rear alley adjacent to the property frontage to 
complete a 20-foot right-of-way
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This identification of an applicable Citywide standard and imposing it upon a project is 
no different than the Department of Building and Safety identifying a relevant zoning or building 
code regulation during the plan check process, or the Bureau of Sanitation identifying a need for 
upsized sewer mains during a sewer capacity check, and requiring a project to comply with the 
regulation and/or perform upgrades to existing infrastructure. The application of fixed, objective 
City standards to a project, which occurred here, is a quintessentially ministerial task, as 
discussed in the case law cited by the Appellant. 7

Moreover, as described above, the Project did not surpass the TIMP’s relevant threshold 
for requiring a Traffic Assessment, and therefore LADOT was not required to analyze potential 
traffic impacts and the implementation of potential mitigation measures. Therefore, LADOT’s 
review and approval of the Project remained entirely ministerial, and did not involve the exercise 
of discretion. The Appeal’s claims to the contrary are not supported by relevant evidence, and 
must be rejected.

The Project Will Not Result in Any Potential Traffic or Access Impacts.V.

The Appeal makes various other claims regarding potential traffic and access impacts 
resulting from the Project, all which have been found to be unsubstantiated by Frymer’s traffic 
consultant, who has prepared a set of responses attached as Exhibit A. In summary, the Project’s 
traffic consultant, in their expert opinion, has found no evidence of the Project’s traffic resulting 
in any exceedance of any relevant significance threshold, or causing any conflicts pertaining to 
residential, commercial, or emergency vehicle access; turns; queuing; or cut-through traffic. 
Moreover, the Project’s use of the existing alley in lieu of requiring a driveway from National 
Boulevard is fully consistent with LADOT’s policy recommending against new driveways on 
arterial streets when existing alleys provide direct access to the subject parcel. Therefore, in 
addition to not resulting in any traffic- or access-related impacts, the Project is fully consistent 
with the TIMP, the LAMC, and all applicable LADOT policies.

7 In describing the “sort of purely ministerial decision both the Legislature and the CEQA drafters intended to 
exempt from [] environmental assessment,” the court describes a project that demonstrates “compliance with all the 
precise, quantified standards set by the city council. . . . ” Friends of Westwood, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1987) 
191 Cal.App.3d 259
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In closing, we urge the Committee to deny the Appeal in its entirety, and uphold the 
City’s review and approval of the Project, which was conducted in full compliance with all 
applicable plans, standards, and policies.

Sincerely,

'ave Rand

Krista Kline, Planning Director, Council District 11 
Eric Bruins, Transportation Director, Council District 11 
Len Nguyen, Planning Deputy, Council District 11 
David Frymer, Frymer Development, Inc.

cc:
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transportation consulting, inc.

MEMORANDUM

TO: David Frymer, Frymer Construction

FROM: Richard Gibson, LEED Green Associate

DATE: July 17, 2018

RE: Response to Appeal Regarding the 
11671 National Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
Los Angeles, California Ref: J1617

This memorandum has been prepared in response to the Appeal regarding the 11671 
National Boulevard mixed-use project (Project) in Los Angeles, California (Appeal from 
Decision of the General Manager of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
Approving Project under the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation 
Specific Plan - 11671-1167 West National Boulevard - LADOT Case No. WLA 17-106405 
[Elkins, Kalt, Weintraub, Reuben, Gartside LLP, May 18, 2018]). The Appeal contends that 
the traffic impacts of the Project were not properly studied based on the requirements of the 
West Los Angeles Traffic Improvement and Management Specific Plan (Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, Adopted March 8, 1997) (WLA TIMP). Specifically, the Appeal 
contends that local street impacts were not properly disclosed and studied and raises a 
number of related issues including safety, access, and loading zone conflicts.

COMMENT #1

"The Project causes significant transportation impacts that have not been adequately 
evaluated or mitigated as required under the Specific Plan.”

Response #1

Per the WLA TIMP, any project in the WLA TIMP area that generates fewer than 43 trips in 
both the morning and afternoon peak hours is not required to prepare further traffic analysis 
that results in a traffic assessment by LADOT. In its May 3, 2018 response letter (Exhibit A 
of the Appeal), LADOT confirms the Project trip generation was calculated correctly under 
the WLA TIMP, and the Project would generate 15 morning peak hour and five afternoon 
peak hour net new trips, both of which are under the WLA TIMP screening threshold that 
would require further study.

Moreover, as evidence of the relevance and appropriateness of the WLA TIMP’s screening 
threshold, the adjacent and surrounding intersections would not serve sufficient Project 
traffic volumes such that a significant Project traffic impact would be possible. According to 
the significance thresholds outlined in the WLA TIMP Ordinance as well as LADOT’s 
Transportation Impact Study Guidelines (December 2016) (TIS Guidelines), a project must

f. 213.683.0033555 W. 5th Street, Suite 3375 Los Angeles, CA 90013 p. 213.683.0088
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increase the volume/capacity ratio of an intersection by 0.01 (assuming that the intersection is 
operating at level of service E or F) in order for impacts to be considered significant. This means 
that a project must increase the traffic volume at the intersection by at least 16 vehicles per lane 
per hour in the peak direction. Barrington Avenue and National Boulevard are both at least four 
lane roads. Therefore, the Project would have to add at least 32 vehicles per hour in the peak 
direction in order to create a significant impact at any of those roadways. Based on LADOT’s 
review of the Project’s net new trip generation, the Project does not create enough traffic to 
create a significant impact no matter how the trips are distributed. In this case, with only 15 
morning peak hour and five afternoon peak hour net new trips, it would be impossible for the 
Project to create a significant impact to the adjacent corridors and intersections.

COMMENT #2

LADOT failed to perform an environmental review of the Project under CEQA.

Response #2

LADOT performed a ministerial trip generation assessment in accordance with the WLA TIMP’s 
requirements. Based on this review, the net increase in trips generated by the project were 
determined to be 15 net new morning peak hour trips and five net new trips in the afternoon 
peak hour. Further analysis was not required because no impacts are anticipated on the basis 
of this screening analysis. Moreover, as discussed above, no impacts would in fact occur. 
Therefore, no further review was required under the WLA TIMP or under CEQA.

COMMENT #3

“...confusion and backup by sharing the turning lane intended for southbound Barrington traffic 
turning left onto eastbound National Boulevard, with the Project’s alleybound traffic.”

Response #3

The Project site currently provides access via the alley north of National Boulevard that 
intersects Barrington Avenue. This alley essentially serves as a driveway access to the Project 
site and the appellant’s property. Left turns are currently permitted to and from Barrington 
Avenue to and from the alley. No changes to the operations of the alley or where it intersects 
with Barrington Avenue are envisioned or required by LADOT. It should be noted that any left- 
turn restrictions placed on this alley would be enforced for all users, including the adjacent 
property and residential uses.
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COMMENT #4

“. traffic backing up onto Barrington Avenue and further onto National Boulevard when 
insufficient parking for the Project impedes movement through the narrow alley...”

Response #4

The Project is proving the number of parking spaces required by Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC), and there is no indication that parking would be insufficient to accommodate the needs 
of the Project. Further, the majority of the alley is a standard 20-foot width for alleys (the limited 
portion of the alley that is less than 20 feet wide will be dedicated by the Applicant to meet City 
of Los Angeles [City] standards) and will accommodate two-way travel.

COMMENT #5

.traffic back-ups when DWP/Trash/Utility trucks further constrict the alley...

Response #5

The intermittent use of the alley by DWP, trash, and utility trucks only presents temporary 
inconveniences that are similar to such intermittent activities when they occur on local streets 
during trash pickup days, utility work, etc., and do not rise to level of significant impacts per the 
City’s significance criteria outlined in the WLA TIMP or TIS Guidelines.

COMMENT #6

“.elevated accident risk at the intersection of the Project’s two-level parking garage with the 
Pelton property’s loading and parking area...”

Response #6

The alley off Barrington Avenue is currently 20 feet wide, with the exception of a small portion 
along the Project’s frontage that is currently 10 feet wide. The narrower portion will be widened 
to 20 feet as part of the Project. The existing driveway apron serving the alley that leads to the 
Project garage provides sufficient width to provide adequate ingress and egress access to the 
alley. LADOT has reviewed and approved the Project’s site access and circulation plan.

The current north-south alley off Sardis Avenue that terminates at the alley off Barrington 
Avenue will be widened along the Project’s frontage to provide a two-way, 20-foot wide alley. 
This will make turning movements into and out of the garage easier to navigate and will provide 
more sight distance for vehicles exiting the garage.

The garage entrance will not have any access controls for inbound vehicles in order to prevent 
any inbound queues from backing into the alley off Barrington Avenue. Due to the lack of
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access controls and inbound queues, as well as low Project-related traffic volumes, the garage 
operations are not expected to have any impact on the parking along the alley for the adjacent 
existing commercial building.

COMMENT #7

“.increased reckless cut-through traffic using eastbound Sardis through the residential 
neighborhood.”

Response #7

Currently one of the major cut-through traffic issues in this neighborhood occurs due to the 
design of the existing development. The driveway on National Boulevard for the existing 
development directly connects to the alley leading to Sardis Avenue. In order to avoid the 
intersection of National Boulevard & Barrington Avenue, a number of people use this route as a 
cut-through. When the driveway on National Boulevard is closed, this cut-through route will be 
eliminated, thus reducing the amount of cut-through traffic on Sardis Avenue.

COMMENT #8

.impaired emergency vehicle access.

Response #8

The Project site plan has been reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles Fire Department as 
well as LADOT regarding access issues. No comments have been received from any 
emergency agency regarding access being insufficient or impaired by the Project.

COMMENT #9

maintaining a separate vehicular access point on West National Boulevard.

Response #9

Per LADOT’s Manual of Policies and Procedures, Section 321 - Driveway Design, Section V.A: 
“Driveways should not be permitted along arterial highways where the proposed development 
is: 1. Residential, and access is possible using an alley or non-arterial street.”

The Project is a residential project proposing to take access via an alley per the LADOT policy 
cited above. National Boulevard is an arterial street and is designated in Mobility 2035: An 
Element of the General Plan (Los Angeles Department of City Planning, January 2016) (Mobility 
Plan) as an Avenue I roadway. When alleys are present and offer direct access to the subject 
parcel, new driveways on arterial streets are not recommended.
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Further, the TIS Guidelines recommend that “projects should integrate existing alleys into the 
design of site access and circulation plans. Projects should avoid creating new driveways.”

COMMENT #10

“Under Section 3 of the Specific Plan, a Significant Transportation Impact occurs on a local 
street when the Project-related increase in average daily trips exceeds 120 trips. Here the alley 
is a local street. See Los Angeles Municipal Code 11.01 (‘Street’) shall include all streets, 
highways, avenues.”

Response #10

An alley is not a street. The WLA TIMP states that defined terms that do not appear in the WLA 
TIMP are defined by LAMC 12.03, which defines “street” as “any public thoroughfare other than 
an alley or walk. . .” The WLA TIMP’s local street significance threshold, therefore, doesn’t 
apply to alleys.

Further, according to the City‘s Complete Streets Design Guide there are two types of 
residential Local Streets: a Local Street Standard and a Local Street Limited. The definition of 
each of these streets is as follows:

• Local Street Standard: Local Streets intended to accommodate lower volumes of vehicle 
traffic, with one lane in each direction and parking on both sides of the street. 

o Roadway Width: 36 feet 
o Right-of-Way Width: 60 feet 
o Typical Number of Lanes: 1 lane in each direction 
o Typical Sidewalk/Border Width: 12 feet 
o Target Operating Speed: 20 miles per hour (mph)

• Local Street Limited: Local Streets that lead to a dead-end rather than providing through 
traffic.

o Roadway Width: 30 feet 
o Right-of-Way Width: 50 feet 
o Typical Number of Lanes: 1 lane in each direction 
o Typical Sidewalk/Border Width: 10 feet 
o Target Operating Speed: 15 mph

Complete Streets Design Guide also provides the definition of an alley as follows:

• Alleys provide additional access outside of the main street network and offer 
opportunities for implementing green features such as permeable paving, stormwater 
management, lush plantings, and other sustainable practices. 

o Alley Width: 20 feet 
o Target Operating Speed: 5 mph
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In addition to the definitions in Complete Streets Design Guide shown above, the Mobility Plan 
contains a set of maps showing every street in Los Angeles and their designations. Map A3 - 
West Subarea in the Mobility Plan covers the area around the Project and does not include the 
alley serving the Project as a Local Street.

As shown above, the alley in question, which is 20 feet wide with no public parking or pedestrian 
amenities provided, is clearly an “Alley” per the City definition and not a Local Street.

In addition, a residential street segment analysis would not be appropriate for the Project. Per 
the TIS Guidelines:

Commercial Development Projects may be required to conduct Residential Street Impact 
Analysis. The objective of the Residential Street Impact Analysis is to determine potential 
increases in average daily traffic associated with cut-through traffic that can result from a 
Project and impact residential streets... When selecting residential street segments for 
analysis during the traffic study scoping process, all of the following conditions must be 
present:

• the proposed project is a non-residential development and not a school,

• the arterial is sufficiently congested, such that motorists traveling on the arterial may 
opt to divert to a parallel route through a residential street; the congestion level of the 
arterial can be determined based on the estimated LOS under project conditions of 
the study intersection(s); LOS E and F are considered to represent congested 
conditions,

• the Project is projected to add a significant amount of traffic to the congested arterial 
that can potentially shift to an alternative route; Project traffic would need to exceed 
the daily minimum significance thresholds listed below under “Project-Related 
Increase in ADT, ” and

• the local residential street(s) provides motorists with a viable alternative route.

Since the Project is predominantly residential in nature, it would not be appropriate to apply 
local street impact criteria to any local street serving the Project.

Even if a residential street segment analysis were performed, no impacts would be identified. In 
the vicinity of the Project, Barrington Avenue and National Boulevard are classified as Avenue I 
streets and Sardis Avenue is classified as a Local Street in the Mobility Plan.

Even the Appeal acknowledges that a majority of the traffic entering/exiting the Project site will 
access the alley from Barrington Avenue rather than Sardis Avenue, thus further reducing the 
possibility of a Local Street impact on Sardis Avenue from Project related traffic. Therefore, 
beyond the fact that the alley is not a Local Street, no nearby local streets would experience 
impacts as a result of the Project.


