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April 11, 2019

Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Office of the City Clerk 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012

Attention: PLUM Committee

Dear Honorable Members:

124 EAST OLYMPIC BOULEVARD / CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
APPEAL; CF 19-0015

On May 23, 2018, the City of Los Angeles determined based on the whole of the administrative 
record that the project, an adaptive reuse of an existing six-story commercial office to a 149-room 
hotel with the alcohol sales and patron dancing (Case Nos. ZA-2018-331-CUB-CUX-ZAD and 
ENV-2018-332-CE), is exempt from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15332, and there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an 
exception to a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies.

On August 22, 2018, the Zoning Administrator approved Case No. ZA-2018-331-CUB-CUX-ZAD 
and the associated Class 32 Categorical Exemption (Case No. ENV-2018-332-CE). The action 
of the Zoning Administrator was appealed to the Central Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
(CLAPC); on November 27, 2018, the CLAPC denied the appeal and sustained the Zoning 
Administrator’s determination and the associated Class 32 Categorical Exemption. The action of 
the CLAPC is final for Case No. ZA-2018-331-CUB-CUX-ZAD.

On December 21, 2018, an appeal of the Class 32 Categorical Exemption determination (Case 
No. ENV-2018-332-CE) was filed by Maria Buenrostro, a neighbor and Natalie Schuman on 
behalf of UNITE HERE Local 11. The following are the appeal points raised by the appellants 
and the Department of City Planning’s response:

1. The project does not comply with the project site's 3:1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) established 
under the "D" limitation.

Staff’s response

The project is consistent with the applicable zoning designation and regulations. The 
appellant contends that the project is inconsistent with the 3:1 FAR. The proposed project 
is an adaptive reuse project located within the Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area. The project
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proposes a 5.37:1 FAR. The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.22- 
A,26(j)(1) addresses the exceptions permitted in an adaptive reuse project. Section 12.22- 
A,26(j)(1) states:

Notwithstanding the nonconforming provision of Section 12.23, the following exception 
shall apply to the buildings in which Adaptive Reuse Projects are located.

(1) Floor Area. Existing floor area which exceeds that permitted by the zone, height 
district, specific plan, supplemental use district, or any other land use regulation 
shall be permitted.

This land use issue was considered by the CLAPC during the appeal process for Case 
No. ZA-2018-331-CUB-CUX-ZAD. The CLAPC found the project does comply with all 
applicable land use regulations and denied the appeal. The action of the CLAPC with 
regard to land use is final.

2. The proposed unenclosed rooftop uses are not under the Adaptive Re-use Ordinance 
(ArO) or the site’s M2-2D Zone.

Staff’s response

The project is consistent with the applicable zoning designation and regulations. 
Subsequent to the adoption of the ARO, in 2004, the Director of City Planning issued a 
Director’s Interpretation (DI) that addresses projects in the downtown area. The DI stated 
that:

New rooftop structures shall not be used for dwelling units, guest rooms or Joint Live Work 
Quarters, but must be used solely for accessory uses or open space.

Moreover, the DI states that:

Balconies, patios, terraces, recreation and fitness rooms, pools, gardens and other 
common or private open space areas created by reusing existing portions of an eligible 
building shall not be considered as floor area, or considered as adding new floor area that 
enlarges an enlarges an eligible building, but shall be considered part of an adaptive reuse 
project entitled to benefit from the incentives, exceptions and other provisions.

This land use issue was considered by the CLAPC during the appeal process for Case 
No. ZA-2018-331-CUB-CUX-ZAD. The CLAPC found the project does comply with all 
applicable land use regulations and denied the appeal. The action of the CLAPC with 
regard to land use is final.

3. The noise study prepared for this project is fundamentally flawed and substantial evidence 
in the record demonstrates potentially significant noise impacts from the project.

Staff Response

A Noise and Vibration Technical Report was prepared by DKA Planning, dated March 
2018, and in accordance with the City of Los Angeles Transportation Impact Study 
Guidelines. The report found that the proposed project would not result in any significant 
noise impacts and no mitigation measures were not required. Additionally, the appellants 
did not provide a technical study or substantial evidence that refutes the information
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provided in the technical report that was considered when determining the project’s 
eligibility for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption.

4. The greenhouse gas and air quality study prepared for this project is fundamentally flawed 
and substantial evidence in the record demonstrates potentially significant greenhouse 
gas impacts form the project.

Staff Response

An Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report was prepared by DKA Planning, 
dated March 2018, and in accordance with the City of Los Angeles Transportation Impact 
Study Guidelines. The report found that the project would result would not result in any 
significant air quality or greenhouse gas emission impacts and no mitigation measures 
were not required. Additionally, the appellants did not provide a technical study or 
substantial evidence that refutes the information provided in the technical report that was 
considered when determining the project’s eligibility for the Class 32 Categorical 
Exemption.

5. The traffic study prepared for this project is fundamentally flawed and substantial evidence 
in the record demonstrates potentially significant traffic impacts from the project.

Staff Response

A Transportation Impact Study prepared by Gibson Transportation Consulting Inc., dated 
February 2018, and reviewed by Los Angeles Department of Transportation. The study 
found that the project would not result in any significant traffic impacts and no mitigation 
measures were not required. Staff from Department of Transportation signed a 
Department of Transportation Traffic Analysis confirming the conclusions of the study.

Additionally, the appellants did not provide a technical study or substantial evidence that 
refutes the information provided in the study that was considered when determining the 
project’s eligibility for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption.

6. The project may pose significant hazardous material impacts.

Staff Response

The project is located within a Methane Zone and as such will be subject to the Regulatory 
Compliance Measures, including those found in City of Los Angeles Building Code, 
Chapter 71. Additionally, the appellants did not provide a technical study or substantial 
evidence that would demonstrate that the Hazardous Waste Sites exception to a 
categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies.

7. The project may pose significant cumulative impacts.

Staff Response

There is not a succession of known projects of the same type and in same place as the 
subject project. Nevertheless, the project will be subject to Regulatory Compliance 
Measures. In addition, the technical studies and reports prepared for the project found 
that the project would not result in any significant noise/vibration, air quality/greenhouse 
gas emissions or traffic impacts and no mitigation measures were not required. Moreover,
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the appellants has not submitted any substantial evidence to the record that demonstrates 
how the project may result in significant cumulative impacts.

Therefore, based on the above, in consideration of the CEQA appeal for the project located at 
124 East Olympic Boulevard, the Department of City Planning recommends that the Planning and 
Land Use Management Committee deny the appeal and determine that based on the whole of 
the administrative record, the project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15332, and there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical 
exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies.

Sincerely,

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning

Oliver Netburn 
City Planner

ON:MC


