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APPLICATIONS:

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 El City Council □ Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number: CPC-1999-0157-PAD-PA5

Project Address: 1000 Vin Scully Avenue "Dodger Baseball Stadium'

Final Date to Appeal: 09/12/2019

□ 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

Appellant’s name (print): Erik Otsea

Company:

Mailing Address: 724 Academy Road

City: Los Angeles State: CA Zip: 90012

Telephone: (213) 220-2011 E-mail: ik@plainair.com

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

El Other: Neighbors of Chavez Ravine_________________________________□ Self

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

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

□ Yes El No

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): Babak Naficy 

Company: Law Office of Babak Naficy_________________

Mailing Address: 1540 Marsh Street, Suite 110 

City: San Luis Obispo_______________________ State: CA Zip: 93401

Telephone: (805) 593-0926 E-mail: babaknaficy@sbcqlobal.net
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4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

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

□ Yes El NoAre specific conditions of approval being appealed? 

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

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

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

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

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements cQDtaiae/jLmjjms application are complete and true:

12-CAAppellant Signature: Date:

FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

o Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

a otoio^
Determination authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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ATTACHMENT TO APPEAL OF CASE NO. CPC-1999-0157-PAD-PA5

City Planning staff erred and/or abused its discretion in approving a request for 
Plan Approval to Case No. CPC-1999-157-PAD-PA5 to permit construction, 
development, and alterations to Dodger Stadium operating under Conditional Use Permit 
ZA 15430 (the “project”). The project consists of Centerfield Plaza and Perimeter 
Circulation renovations, Centerfield Pavilion renovations, and new site signage. A 
detailed project description can be found in the original determination letter, a true and 
correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this 
reference.

The grounds for this appeal include (1) the project should not be regarded 
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”); (2) the project is an 
exception to a CEQA categorical exemption; (3) the finding of exemption from CEQA is 
also appealable pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21151 (c); (4) review of 
changes to the Dodger Stadium CUP have been improperly piecemealed over the course 
of almost 60 years from consideration of the overall cumulative impacts; (5) insufficient 
information and analysis has been provided to substantiate the approval’s findings; (6) 
the project description and findings are too vague to provide adequate information on the 
project to the public; and (7) a public hearing was improperly waived on the application.

The Project Does Not Qualify for A Categorical Exemption Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15301

Director of Planning abused his discretion by approving the project without 
consideration of the project’s environmental impacts. In limited circumstances 
agency’s project approval may be exempt from CEQA review if it falls within one of the 
classes of exemptions enumerated under the CEQA Guidelines. See, CEQA Guidelines 
§15061(b)(2), §§15300-15333.

Guideline §15301, the ‘existing facilities exemption’, exempts development of 
existing facilities if certain considerations are met. The “key consideration” in 
determining if the existing facilities exemption applies is whether the project involves 
“negligible” or “no expansion” of an existing use. CEQA Guidelines §15301. “[I]fa 
project falls into an exempt category... no further agency evaluation is required.” Comm. 
To Save the Hollywood Specific Plan v. City of L. A. (2008) 161 Cal.App.4th 1168, 1185. 
However, categorical exceptions should be narrowly construed and not unreasonably 
expanded beyond their terms. Dehne v. County of Santa Clara (191) 115 Cal.3d 827, 842; 
Wildlife Alive v. Chickering (\976) 18 Cal.3d 190, 205; McQueen v Mid-Peninsula ’ 
(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 1136.

Whether a particular activity qualifies for an exemption presents an issue of fact, 
that the agency invoking the exemption has the burden of demonstrating it applies. 
Davidon Homes v. City of San Jose (1997) 54 Cal.App.4th 106, 114. “[T]he agency's 
exemption determination must [rely on] evidence in the record demonstrating that the 
agency considered possible environmental impacts in reaching its decision.” Id. The 
burden is on the Director of Planning to justify his summaiy conclusion that the project is
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exempt from further environmental review under CEQA, here made without a public 
hearing, with substantial evidence.

Planning fails to provide an adequate basis for the CEQA exemption 
determination. Planning relies on the fact the project site will remain a baseball stadium 
with the same number of seats, its existing use, to qualify for the exemption. However, 
remaining consistent with the existent use is not the standard to qualify for the claimed 
exemption. Planning cannot rely on the existing facilities exemption by claiming 
consistency with existing use. Rather, the project must be negligible or contain 
expansion of an existing use of the existing facilities. CEQA Guideline §15301.

Planning’s claim that the project is categorically exempt cannot be upheld without 
substantial evidence showing the project satisfies the criteria that must be met to qualify 
for an exemption. Save Our Big Trees v. City of Santa Cruz (2015) 241 Cal.App.4th 694. 
Because the project goes beyond maintaining or a minor alteration to the stadium it does 
not qualify for the categorical exemption. The court in Erven v. Board of Supervisors 
(1975) 53 Cal.App.3d 1004 aptly shows how narrow the exemption is to be interpreted. 
The court found the project to be categorically exempt under Guideline §15301 only 
because the project authorized repairs and maintenance of existing roads and did not 
expand or modify the current roadway system. Although Planning tries to frame this 
project as ‘improvements’ and ‘modem updates’ to an existing use, the existing facilities 
will be expanded and modified, not simply maintained.

The evidence shows that the project does not qualify for the existing facilities 
exemption. The scope of the expansion of the project is far from negligible 
expansion of use because the project includes: new construction of an approximately 
8,000 square foot concession and retail area, including bars, restaurants, and grab-and-go 
points of sale, re-grading of slopes, new signs, elevators, escalators, ramps, sky bridges, 
restrooms, seating, security updates, retaining walls, extending pavilion boardwalk, 
speakers, decks, balconies, stairs, walking paths, expansion of the perimeter fencing, and 
relocating fencing and gates. The project is more than maintaining the current facility, as 
one of the project’s goals is to entirely change the entry and circulation of the park, in 
addition to adding significant facilities.

Planning relies on the fact the new retail concession area is 8,000 square feet, 
lower than the 10,000 square feet limit in CEQA Guideline §15301(e)(2). However, in its 
expansion calculations Planning only considers renovations to the Pavilion Plaza. No 
account for all the other construction activities and expansions (listed in the preceding 
paragraph) have been taken into consideration or the calculation of new square footage. 
Furthermore, Planning’s CEQA analysis does not say why the area is not considered 
environmentally sensitive, as required under CEQA Guideline §15301 (e)(2)(b).
Therefore, Planning’s determination that it is not an environmentally sensitive area is not 
supported by substantial evidence. Moreover, the entire 8,000 square feet existing 
structures limitation approach is not a commonsense approach to this project in unusual 
circumstances. Is the Director of Planning comparing this number to the entire 275-acre 
lot the stadium sits on? Is it compared as relative to only other retail space and/or other 
developments on the site? Parceling out limited square footage on this project without
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adequate explanation or analysis presents an inaccurate view of the immensity of the 
project and was therefore an abuse of discretion.

That the seat count will ultimately be the same after the major construction does 
not determine the scale of the actual project. That the baseball stadium will continue to be 
a baseball stadium after the project does not mean the continued existing use qualifies the 
project for the existing facilities exemption. Without evidence in the record indicating the 
existing facilities exemption applies, Planning has abused its discretion in determining 
the project is exempt from CEQA.

The Project is an Exception to the Categorical Exemption

Even if the project qualified for the existing facilities CEQA exemption, the 
project is an exception to the exemption because of (1) significant cumulative impacts 
and (2) unusual circumstances. CEQA Guidelines §§15300.2(b)-(c).

First, under CEQA Guideline § 15300.2(b)

All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the
same place, over time is significant.

This is a veiy critical exception in this case. Under this exception, a categorical 
exemption does not apply when there are cumulative impacts of successive projects of 
the same type in the same place, over time. CEQA Guideline §15300.2(b). Planning’s 
conclusory analysis that the project will not result in any significant cumulative is not 
supported by any evidence, let alone substantial evidence.

Past projects at Dodger Stadium indicate potential significant cumulative impacts 
have avoided meaningful environmental review. The project approval details at least nine 
other relevant projects related to Dodger Stadium and approved since the issuance of the 
CUP in 1960. Exhibit A at pp. 9-10. None of these projects went through meaningful 
environmental review. In fact, the stadium itself was approved prior to CEQA being 
enacted, further demonstrating the lack of meaningful environmental review and the 
necessity of environmental review. The project approval, and previous approvals at 
Dodger Stadium, have failed to adequately analyze the cumulative impacts of updating, 
renovating, and altering the stadium.

Future projects compound the existing cumulative impacts. In an effort to avoid 
the cumulative impacts exception, Planning claims that successive projects of this type 
are not anticipated in the future. See Exhibit B, a true and correct copy of the Planning 
Department’s CEQA analysis for the project, attached hereto at p. 4. However, the 
project description clearly states that this renovation is “part of a phased enhancement 
program”. Exhibit B at p. 1. If the project is part of a phased program, it follows that 
future phases similar in type and at the same location will be pursued. "[T]he 
requirements of CEQA 'cannot be avoided by chopping up proposed projects into bite
sized pieces' which, when taken individually, may have no significant adverse effect 
the environment (citations omitted)." Association for a Cleaner Environment v. Yosemite 
Community College Dist. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 629, 638. However, the approach by
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Planning of piecemealing of ‘environmental review’ over long periods of time continues 
to compound the cumulative impacts.

The community has provided the City with evidence over the course of many 
years with persistent claims of excessive traffic, light, noise, trash, etc. generated by 
Dodger Stadium activity. This evidence shows that over the years, the intensity of 
impacts on the community increased owing to a significantly louder sound system, 
increased use of fireworks, significantly more frequent rock concerts and other similar 
non-baseball type events, increase in traffic due to prevalence of Uber and Lyfit which 
increase traffic because they don’t park at the stadium, and modem smart phone 
applications (such as Waze) which allow attendants to navigate through residential 
neighborhoods in order to avoid traffic jams on main arteries, and changes in the way the 
Dodgers manage traffic in and out of the stadium. These cumulative impacts affect the 
environment and individuals who reside or work in the vicinity of the Dodgers Stadium 
in general and are not merely speculative. On its face, it is not credible to suggest that the 
proposed project would not generate additional cumulative impacts on the surrounding 
communities. As such, even if the project came within the scope of the existing facility 
exemption, the cumulative impacts of decades of similar projects being approved at the 
same location without environmental review is a legal bar to the City ’s reliance on this 
categorical exemption.

Second, pursuant to CEQA Guideline § 15300.2(c)

A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where 
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a 
significant effect on the environment due to unusual 
circumstances.

There is substantial evidence to support a fair argument that a significant impact 
may occur due to the unusual circumstances of a combination of stadium’s 
characteristics, location, and history. The unusual circumstances in this case are 
multifaceted. First is the unique characteristics of a large major league baseball stadium, 
which hosts a variety of special events year-round, being in a residential area. This 
special circumstance indicates a unique scenario when a project such as this will have 
severe environmental impacts to the community from changing aspects such as parking, 
access, amenities, etc. as the project proposes to do. Furthermore, as detailed above, this 
case presents a special circumstance because the stadium has never gone through proper 
environmental review because the CUP pre-dates CEQA, and all subsequent approvals 
failed to meaningfully analyze environmental impacts. So, the largest baseball stadium in 
the world, which abuts residential neighborhoods, has never had proper environmental 
review despite the repeated and ongoing expansion and enhancements. This creates 
unusual circumstance where, even if it could be argued that this specific project has 
limited environmental impacts, the context of the project elevates the environmental 
concerns necessitating further review.

In Lewis v. Seventeeth Dist. Agric. Ass’s (1985) 165 Cal.App.3d 823 the court 
held that a prior exemption did not automatically exempt a future project. The court 
further held that the proximity of neighboring houses to the racetrack in that case was an 
unusual circumstance, that when combined with the change in the scope and degree of
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he project, triggered the exception in CEQA Guideline § 15300.2(c) Similarly here the 
location of residential homes next to the distinctive Dodger *
circumstance that cannot continue to receive rubberstamps 
the stadium without environmental

Stadium creates an unusual 
on ever project proposed at

.0 the environment from
c,_ees of the project. There is the potemial for changes to "affic pat^s cha„L 

the sky me, new features attracting more patrons, more signs lighting up the skv mom 
endor deliveries, construction impacts, among other impacts. The City abused its ’ 

discretion m approving this project because it ignored the fact that this is not a run of the 
mill approval, there are unusual circumstances and this project has a reasonabT

drcumstences3 SlgmfiCant enVir°nmental imPacts related directly to the unusual

Public Resources Code Section 21151(c) provides that “[ilf a nonelected 
decisionmaking body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental impact renort 
approves a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration or determines that a

exemption from CFOA T decisionmaking body, if any.” As such, the finding of 
2 ] 15 HcX Q 1S ° aPP PUrSUant t0 Public Res°urces Code Section

Planning Staff Has Failed to Adequately Analyze thp 
Cumulative Impacts

The Director of Planning abused his discretion because the approval does not 
provide any details regarding analysis, if any, of the project’s environmental impacts and 
consistency with the surrounding area, particularly considering the several prior

ThisToes LTst thS r°US m°dificati0nS t0 the stadlum without environmental review. 
This goes against the basic purpose of CEQA to inform decision makers and the public

Ouidd,"?S!aX0lfiCant enVir°nmen‘al effeC,S *CEQA

Project’s Individual and

A ^gmficant effect on the environment is defined as a substantial or potentially

Adeline smsf-fo”86 ^ envi™™nt. Pub. Res. Code §21068,21100(d); CEQA 
define §15382. To assess the impact of a proposed project on the environment

anges to existing environmental conditions that would occur in the affected area if the
proposed project were implemented must be examined. CEQA Guideline §15126.2(a)-

cm oaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr. v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645. ’

■ Ti1?re ,Sj h0WeVer' nothing in the record *at shows there has been any 
meaningful study, analysis, or even basic review of the project’s significant impacts on 

e surrounding neighborhood, including environmental impacts resulting from the

impacts ’ Byimnron* ,°Peratl0nS’ ^ °ther features of the ProJ^t, or the construction 
impacts. By improperly exempting the project from CEQA, Planning substituted any



meaningful review of adverse environmental impacts with its own bald conclusion that 
there simply would be none. Moreover, there has been no effort to determine and commit 
to meaningful, concrete measures necessary to mitigate against any of these impacts. For 
example, the project adds 8,000 square feet of new retail space yet Planning 
examined the impacts this will have on added traffic from patrons and vendors, or ways 
to ameliorate these impacts such as restricting hours of deliveries. One of the 
features of the project is changing visitor entry and relocating vehicle access yet Planning 
never addressed the impacts this will have on traffic flow and access. With the advent and 
proliferation of ridesharing apps such as Uber, Waze, and Lyft in recent years, Dodger 
Stadium and the City of Los Angeles have never analyzed the environmental impacts 
stadium activity causes on traffic in the surrounding neighborhoods. These are examples 
of the many individual environmental impacts that have been improperly overlooked.

Furthermore, the project has not been adequately reviewed by Planning for 
potential cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects 
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environment impacts. CEQA Guideline § 15355(b). This determination is based on 
assessment of the project’s incremental effects “viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future

’ty of
Newport Beach (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1228. Without cumulative impact analysis, 
piecemeal approval of several projects with related impacts can lead to severe 
environmental harm. San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Ctr. v. County of Stanislaus 
(1994) 27 Cal.4th.App 713, 720. Cumulative impacts can result from individually smaller 
projects but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time. CEQA 
Guideline § 15355(b).

The Director of Planning abused his discretion by providing a wholly inadequate 
cumulative impacts analysis. The court in Whitman v. Board of Supervisors (1979) 88 
Cal.App.3d 397 found the conclusoiy statements that the cumulative impacts would be 
“increased traffic” and “a minor increase in air emissions” were plainly deficient, lacked 
even a minimal degree of specificity or detail and were devoid of any reasonable 
analysis. Planning’s analysis of this project’s cumulative impacts is equally, if not 
deficient than in Whitman. Here, Planning simply states the project “would not contribute 
to any cumulative impacts.” Exhibit B at p. 4. Planning does not summarize which, if 
any, past or future projects were considered to make this determination. Nor does 
Planning summarize any environmental impacts that were reviewed as having potentially 
significant impacts to reach their unsupported conclusion the project would not contribute 
to any cumulative impacts.

When the incremental contribution of past, present, and future projects at the 
stadium site is viewed as a whole, the likelihood of significant cumulative impacts 
becomes considerable. The court in Environmental Protection Info. Ctr. v. Department of 
Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 44 Cal.App.4th 459, 524 explained that the
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requirement for cumulative impacts analysis to take account of the impacts of past 
projects “signifies an obligation to consider the present project in the context of a realistic 
historical account of relevant prior activities that have had significant environmental 
impacts.” Here, incremental changes to Dodger Stadium have been occurring for decades. 
Planning abused its discretion by failing to fulfill its obligation to consider this project in 
conjunction with past projects at Dodger Stadium. Historically, the stadium has caused 
cumulative traffic, noise, light, and other environmental impacts, none of which have 
ever been sufficiently analyzed by Planning or any other Department in the City of Los 
Angeles. It is insufficient under CEQA for the approval to list the past projects without 
providing a reasonable analysis of cumulative impacts and examine reasonable options 
for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution to any significant cumulative 
impacts. CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)(l)(4)-(5). As such, approval ofthe project 
abuse of discretion.

The Approval Provides Insufficient Information and Analysis to Substantiate its Findings

Planning must critically analyze the significant impacts on the surrounding 
neighborhood and must thoroughly explain the analytical nexus between the evidence 
and the findings. CEQA Guideline §15126. According to CEQA, required findings must 
be supported by substantial evidence and explain the analytical route between the 
findings and the evidence in the record. See Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. 
Board of Supervisors (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 1022. Planning has failed to comply with 
these requirements because the findings are essentially comprised of purely conclusoiy 
statements, unsupported by substantial evidence. Moreover, the findings do not attach 
evidence in the record to the findings.

Finding 1 concludes that the project will enhance the built environment in the 
surrounding neighborhood or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential 
or beneficial to the community, city, or region, it states that “signage installed in the 
stadium does not have an impact on areas outside the stadium as the stadium is 
adequately buffered from surrounding neighborhoods.” Exhibit C, a true and correct copy 
ofthe project’s findings, attached hereto at p. 1. However, this is factually incorrect. The 
Dodger Stadium signage visibility exhibit specifically acknowledges that surrounding 
residential properties will be impacted by the new signs. See Exhibit D, excerpts from the 
Dodger Stadium project PowerPoint presentation. In fact, the original 1960 approval 
explicitly imposes limits on the type and quality of signage because of their visibility in 
the surrounding neighborhoods. This is one example of the inadequacy ofthe findings.

Project Finding 2 claims in conclusoiy fashion that the project’s location, size, 
height, operations, and other significant features are compatible with and will not 
adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties the surrounding neighborhood 
the public health, welfare, and safety. CEQA requires that each finding must be 
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for the finding. CEQA Guidelines 
§§15091(a)-(b). Unfortunately, the approval does not provide any, let alone substantial, 
evidence to support its claims. The approval entirely fails to examine any potential
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impacts the construction of and the stadium update will have on traffic, noise, lighting 
and other impacts on the residential neighborhoods surrounding the site.

Furthermore, the project’s approval includes language which is too vague and 
ambiguous to provide adequate information to the public or sufficient basis for findings. 
For example, descriptions of the new signage include a direction to “generally limit direct 
illumination of adjacent properties” without any reference to measurable standards to 
ensure this requirement is met. Exhibit A at p. 3. Additionally, the findings are comprised 
of mostly general sweeping statements of the big picture of the stadium and fails to 
include specific facts regarding the project and the potential aspects.

As the findings are not supported by substantial evidence and Planning failed to 
explain the link between the findings and the ‘evidence’, approval ofthe project 
abuse of discretion.

The Chief Zoning Administrator Improperly Waived the Required Public Hearing for the 
Project Application

On August 26, 2019 the Chief Zoning Administrator waived the required public 
hearing stating in part that

was an

based on preliminary review of the application, including plans and 
exhibits submitted therewith, and a review of the zoning and land 
use patterns in the area, the nature of the request is such that it 
appears the proposal will not have a significant effect on adjoining 
properties or on the immediate neighborhood and is not likely to 
evoke public controversy. On the basis of this determination, and 
as provided in the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the public hearing 
on this application is hereby waived.

Exhibit A at p. 10.

However, the approval fails to mention anything specific in its preliminary 
review that would support the determination that a public hearing on the 
application could be waived. It should be noted counsel for Neighbors of Chavez 
Ravine has reached out to the Planning Staff point of contact for this project, as 
well as the City Clerk, multiple times to clarify which section of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code authorized the waiver of a public hearing in this circumstance 
and has not received a substantive response as of filing.

Neighbors of Chavez Ravine is Specifically and Substantially Aggrieved by the Project’s
Approval

Members of Neighbors of Chavez Ravine would be aggrieved by the project’s 
approval as they live, recreate, and/or work in the vicinity of the project site and would be 
impacted by the project’s effects on the surrounding neighborhood. Neighbors of Chavez 
Ravine has substantial concerns that the project will cause and compound significant



impacts to the surrounding neighborhood. Neighbors of Chavez Ravine believes 
additional analysis is required in order to fully identify and mitigate the true impacts of 
the project before any further consideration of approval(s) and comply with state law. 
Neighbors of Chavez Ravine is specifically concerned with traffic, noise, and lighting. 
The approval fails to adequately address how the parking improvements will change the 
parking area and circulation of traffic throughout the stadium property, or if any 
additional traffic would be generated as a result of the new plaza, retail area, food 
establishments, bars, infrastructure, etc. The approval also fails to consider specific 
impacts the proposed additional signs will have on areas outside of the stadium or if there 
are adequate buffers from sound and light from the project in the surrounding area.

Conclusion

In sum, Planning glossed over the potentially significant adverse environmental impacts 
that the completed project will have on surrounding communities. This is a pattern that is 
exacerbated by a histoiy of approving the stadium and changes thereto without any 
consideration of the environmental impacts thrust upon the surrounding residential area. 
The stadium is not a freestanding, self-contained project without impacts permeating 
beyond its physical boundaries, as the approval attempts to describe it. In fact, substantial 
evidence shows there are many adverse impacts caused by the operation of Dodger 
Stadium that the City has failed to analyze or mitigate. As such, it was an abuse of 
discretion to approve the project.
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INTRODUCTION

This environmental document has been prepared under the requirements of California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., including CEQA Section 21166 and 
Title 14 Code of Regulation (CCR) Section 15000 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines”). As demonstrated by this 
document, the Los Angeles Dodgers Centerfield Pavilion Enhancements (proposed project) qualifies for a 
Class 1 “Existing Facilities” Categorical Exemption.

This document describes the proposed project and details the analysis and findings leading to the 
determination that the proposed project is exempt from further environmental documentation under the 
provisions of CEQA.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Site and Surroundings: The project site is located on an approximately 275-acre lot at 1000 Vin 
Scully Avenue in the City of Los Angeles (Assessor's Identification Numbers [AIN] 5415018010. The 
project site is adjacent to Interstate 110 (I-110) and roughly 4 miles north of downtown Los Angeles. The 
project site is bounded by Academy Road to the north, Boylston Street to the west, Stadium Way to the 
south, and 1-110 the east. The project site is currently developed with a 901,415 square foot, 56,000 seat 
Major League Baseball Stadium, surface parking lots, and a ticket sales building.

The majority ofthe uses surrounding the project site are residential and open space. Low-rise residential, 
open space recreational areas and agricultural uses are located to the west of the project site. To the north 
of the project site, across Academy Road, there are additional open space recreational uses, including 
Chavez Ridge Golf Course and Elysian Park, and the Los Angeles Police Department Academy. To the 
south, across Stadium Way, there are more residential family zones. A short stretch of Stadium Way, 
approximately 200 feet, exists to the east of the project site, which is adjoined by the 1-110 to the east and 
is zoned as Public Facility use.

Proposed Project: The project involves construction of approximately $35 million in upgrades to the Los 
Angeles Dodger Stadium as part of a phased enhancement program to improve accessibility, pedestrian 
circulation, security, guest services, fan amenities and sponsorship signage with the goal to enhance the 
visitor experience for fans of all ages and abilities. The upgrades are proposed to be constructed during the 
baseball off-season in 2019 - 2020. The following components comprise the enhancement program:

Centerfield Plaza and Perimeter Circulation Upgrades

The Plaza upgrades will create a new front door for Dodger Stadium, creating an inviting and centralized 
visitor entry. New landscaping and pedestrian amenities will be added. Circulation throughout the stadium 
will be upgraded to improve overall accessibility, security, and ease of movement. New concessions and 
retail booths will be added. Overall security will be enhanced with expanded perimeter fencing.

Concession/retail plaza upgrades include approximately 8,000 square feet of new visitor-serving concession 
and retail areas, consisting of upgrades to one existing food concession, three new concessions, two new 
bars, one new grab-and-go point of sale, and two new retail/display structures. Proposed plaza upgrades 
will replace existing asphalt areas with landscaping and usable pedestrian areas.

The security and circulation renovations ensure compliance with Major League Baseball best practices for 
security and provide the safest possible visitor experience. Safety is further enhanced by more efficient fan 
circulation to minimize queuing. Security enhancements will relocate fencing and gates to keep vehicles 
farther from the stadium and areas of fan activity and reduce wait times at gate entries. Overall circulation 
will be enhanced with new escalators, re-grading of steep slopes for accessibility and new elevators from
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stadium Levels 7 to 9. Further, new ramps, bridges, stairs and walking paths will enhance path of travel 
for fans of all abilities.

Centerfield Pavilion Upgrades and Site Signage

The Pavilion renovations will create accessibility to seating options and fan experiences previously 
inaccessible. The enhancements will reconfigure the Pavilion to connect the left and right field pavilions to 
one another, the stadium proper, and open public areas. The upgrade will provide elevators, bridges, 
enhanced concessions, ADA accessible restrooms, ADA accessible seating and viewing experiences. 
Although no net new seating will be added, seating will be relocated within the Pavilion with stadium 
seating capacity remaining the same. With these improvements, the Pavilion will become ADA accessible. 
Back of house and equipment uses will be removed from visible fan areas and relocated to beneath the 
Pavilion. The new signage consists of identification and wayfmding signage for the new entries, 
concessions and fan amenities, as well as new sponsor signs.

CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION ANALYSIS

Article 19 (Categorical Exemptions) of the CEQA Guidelines lists classes of projects that are exempt 
from the requirements of CEQA. The proposed project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Existing Facilities (Class 1). To qualify for a Class 1 Categorical 
Exemption, a project must demonstrate that it consists of the operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, 
leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities, mechanical 
equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at 
the time ofthe lead agency's determination. The types of “existing facilities “itemized below are not 
intended to be all-inclusive of the types of projects which might fall within Class 1. The key consideration 
is whether the project involves negligible or no expansion of an existing use. Examples include but are 
not limited to:

(a) Interior or exterior alterations involving such things as interior partitions, plumbing, and 
electrical conveyances;

(b) Existing facilities of both investor and publicly owned utilities used to provide electric power, 
natural gas, sewerage, or other public utility services;

(c) Existing highways and streets, sidewalks, gutters, bicycle and pedestrian trails, and similar 
facilities (this includes road grading for the purpose of public safety).

(d) Restoration or rehabilitation of deteriorated or damaged structures, facilities, or mechanical 
equipment to meet current standards of public health and safety, unless it is determined that the 
damage was substantial and resulted from an environmental hazard such as earthquake, 
landslide, or flood;

(e) Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more 
than:

(1) 50 percent of the floor area of the structures before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, 
whichever is less; or

(2) 10,000 square feet if:

(A) The project is in an area where all public services and facilities are available to allow
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for maximum development permissible in the General Plan and 
(B) The area in which the project is located is not environmentally sensitive.

(f) Addition of safety or health protection devices for use during construction of or in conjunction 
with existing structures, facilities, or mechanical equipment, or topographical features 
including navigational devices;

(g) New copy on existing on and off-premise signs;
(h) Maintenance of existing landscaping, native growth, and water supply reservoirs (excluding the 
use of pesticides, as defined in Section 12753, Division 7, Chapter 2, Food and Agricultural 
Code);

(i) Maintenance of fish screens, fish ladders, wildlife habitat areas, artificial wildlife waterway 
devices, streamflows, springs and waterholes, and stream channels (clearing of debris) to 
protect fish and wildlife resources;
(j) Fish stocking by the California Department of Fish and Game;

(k) Division of existing multiple family or single-family residences into common-interest 
ownership and subdivision of existing commercial or industrial buildings, where no physical 
changes occur which are not otherwise exempt;

(1) Demolition and removal of individual small structures listed in this subdivision:

(1) One single-family residence. In urbanized areas, up to three single-family residences may 
be demolished under this exemption.

(2) A duplex or similar multifamily residential structure. In urbanized areas, this exemption 
applies to duplexes and similar structures where not more than six dwelling units will be 
demolished.

(3) A store, motel, office, restaurant, or similar small commercial structure if designed for an 
occupant load of 30 persons or less. In urbanized areas, the exemption also applies to the 
demolition of up to three such commercial buildings on sites zoned for such use.

(4) Accessory (appurtenant) structures including garages, carports, patios, swimming pools, 
and fences.

(m) Minor repairs and alterations to existing dams and appurtenant structures under the supervision 
of the Department of Water Resources.

(n) Conversion of a single-family residence to office use.

(o) Installation, in an existing facility occupied by a medical waste generator, of a steam 
sterilization unit for the treatment of medical waste generated by that facility provided that the 
unit is installed and operated in accordance with the Medical Waste Management Act (Section 
117600, et seq., ofthe Health and Safety Code) and accepts no offsite waste.

(p) Use of a single-family residence as a small family day care home, as defined in Section 
1596.78 of the Health and Safety Code.

Applicability
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Existing Facilities (Class 1) states that the key consideration is whether 
the project involves negligible or no expansion of an existing use. The existing use at the proposed project 
site is for a 56,000 seat Major League Baseball stadium. The proposed project will not expand the capacity 
or current use of the existing site as this sporting and recreational facility. The proposed project will provide 
new pedestrian and accessibility amenities as well as signage and landscaping to serve the existing use. 
New construction will be limited to approximately 8,000 square feet of concession, display and retail 
structures in the renovated Pavilion Plaza. Other improvements will relocate existing seating, upgrade 
restrooms, and add viewing decks and concessions to the existing Pavilion structure. Therefore, the project 
meets the requirements of Paragraph e:

(e) Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more 
than:

(1) 50 percent of the floor area of the structures before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, 
whichever is less; or
(2) 10,000 square feet if:

(A) The project is in an area where all public services and facilities are available to 
allow for maximum development permissible in the General Plan and

(B) The area in which the project is located is not environmentally sensitive.

The project involves upgrades to existing structures and the addition of less than 10,000 square feet, and 
the project site is adequately served by public services consistent with the maximum development 
permissible under the General Plan. In addition, the area around Dodger Stadium consisting of street 
circulation and a large parking area is not considered environmentally sensitive. Therefore, the 
exemption is applicable to the proposed project.

EXCEPTIONS TO CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION ANALYSIS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 identifies exceptions in which a project would not qualify for a 
categorical exemption under Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines. This section explains why none of the 
possible exceptions in Section 15300.2 apply to the proposed project. The statutoiy language of each 
exception is printed in bold italics below, followed by the project-related analysis for each exception.

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project is to be 
located—a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a 
particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are considered to apply all 
instances, except where the project may impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or 
critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by 
federal, state, or local agencies.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. This exception only applies to Class 3, 4, 5, 6 
and 11 exemptions only. The proposed project qualifies for Class 1 - Existing Facilities under CEQA.

(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of 
successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. Cumulative or successive projects of the same 
type in the same place are not anticipated, and land uses in the vicinity of the proposed project are not 
anticipated to change their functions as a result of the proposed project. The proposed project would not 
result in any significant impacts and would not contribute to any cumulative impacts. In addition, any 
successive projects in the vicinity of the proposed project would be required to undergo further 
environmental reviews. Therefore, this exception would not apply to the proposed project.
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(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a 
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to 
unusual circumstances.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. The proposed project includes renovation of the 
stadium Pavilion, upgrades to pedestrian circulation and accessibility, addition of ADA compliant seating, 
circulation and restrooms, updates to security features and fencing, as well as minor additional structures 
to serve existing stadium patrons. The proposed project is located in an urbanized area and is surrounded 
by open space and residential development. The proposed project would be compatible with the existing 
urban setting. Land uses surrounding the proposed project would not change their functions as a result of 
the proposed project. Additionally, upon project approval, the proposed project would be consistent with 
the General Plan land use designation, applicable general plan policies, and zoning designation and 
regulations. The proposed project would not result in any significant effects related to traffic, noise, air 
quality, water quality, and historic resources. The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare, 
or threatened species, and the proposed project would be adequately served by all required utilities and 
public services. Therefore, the proposed project does not have any unusual circumstances or planned project 
operations that would create a reasonable possibility of significant effects to the environment, and this 
exception would not apply to the proposed project.

(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result in 
damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, 
or similar resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic highway. This does not 
apply to improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted negative declaration or 
certified EIR.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. The project site is not located within a designated 
scenic highway, and no designated scenic highways are located within the vicinity of the project site. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not damage any scenic resources within an officially designated state 
scenic highway, and this exception would not apply to the proposed project.

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site 
which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. The California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) each maintain a database 
(EnviroStor and GeoTracker, respectively) that provides access to detailed information on hazardous waste 
sites and their cleanup status. EnviroStor is the Department of Toxic Substances Control's data management 
system for tracking cleanup, permitting, enforcement and investigation efforts at hazardous waste facilities 
and sites with known contamination or sites where there may be reasons to investigate further. EnviroStor 
focuses on hazardous waste facilities and sites with known contamination or sites with possible reason for 
further investigation. GeoTracker contains records for sites that require cleanup, such as Leaking 
Underground Storage Tank Sites, Department of Defense Sites, and Cleanup Program Sites. GeoTracker 
also contains records for various unregulated projects, as well as permitted facilities including Irrigated 
Lands, Oil and Gas production, operating Permitted USTs, and Land Disposal Sites. A search of the 
GeoTracker and EnviroStor environmental databases determined that the proposed project is not included 
on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.1-2 Therefore, this exception 
would not apply to the proposed project.

1 Department of Toxic Substances Control, EnviroStor, https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/pubIic/, accessed March 20, 2019.
2 Department of Toxic Substances Control, GeoTracker, https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/, accessed March 20. 2019
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(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. The scope of work for the proposed project does 
not involve the demolition of any historical sites or structures. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
change the significance of a historic resource, and this exception would not apply to the proposed project.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

As demonstrated in the above discussions, the proposed project is exempt from CEQA per the provisions 
of the Class 1 Existing Facilities Development Project. Additionally, none of the exceptions to the 
exemption in Section 15300.2 ofthe CEQA Guidelines apply. The proposed project would not result in any 
adverse impacts. Therefore, the proposed project qualifies for the Section 15301 Class 1 Existing Facilities 
Development Project exemption, and no further environmental review under CEQA is necessary.

cause a
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March 20, 2019

2019 Dodger Stadium Enhancement Program

Plan Approval Findings

1. The proposed project improvements will enhance the built environment in the 
surrounding neighborhood or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential 
or beneficial to the community, city, or region.

Dodger Stadium was first authorized as a 56,000 seat baseball stadium by Conditional Use Permit 
under Case No. ZA 15430. The stadium has been in continuous use since it opened in 1962. Since 
the original approval, various modifications and improvements have been made to the stadium 
through Plan Approval requests. The Dodgers desire to continue the refurbishment of Dodger 
Stadium in accordance with the previously approved land use entitlements in order to fulfill the 
potential of Dodger Stadium as a premier Major League Baseball venue.

Dodger Stadium provides a service that is beneficial to the community, the city and the region. 
The proposed project, including pedestrian circulation, security, seating, landscaping, and 
accessibility enhancements, and new informational and sponsorship signage, is essential to the 
continued operation ofthe stadium as a Major League Baseball venue to serve the community and 
the region. New improvements are designed to enhance the visitor fan experience at the stadium 
and ensure that pedestrian circulation, access, seating, restrooms and concessions are ADA 
accessible and welcoming to fans of all ages and abilities. Additional signage is designed to 
enhance the stadium experience with additional informational and sponsorship opportunities. The 
stadium is a unique site in that signage installed in the stadium does not have an impact on areas 
outside the stadium as the stadium is adequately buffered from surrounding neighborhoods. Case 
No. ZA 15430 expressly authorizes additional informational and sponsorship signage, subject to 
Plan Approval. All signage is designed in keeping with the overall design of the stadium, using 
compatible materials and shapes. In addition, the project must comply with all conditions of 
approval previously required under the original CUP and subsequent plan approvals, namely Case 
Nos. CPC-1999-0157-PAD-PA4, CPC-1999-0157-PAD-PA3, CPC-1999-01 57-PAD-PA2, CPC- 
1999-015 7-PAD-PAI , CPC-I 999-01 57-PAD, and ZA-15430.

2. The project’s location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be 
compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the 
surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and safety.

The project occurs within the confines of the stadium area and will not result in any increased 
impacts and will not adversely affect or degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood 
or the public health, welfare and safety. The proposed project involves improvements to the 
existing stadium within the footprint of the stadium and existing parking areas. All improvements 
are designed to enhance the visitor experience, increase security and ADA accessibility, and 
improve circulation throughout the stadium. The new signage, including one painted rooftop sign, 
is within the stadium area and will not adversely impact the character of the surrounding
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neighborhood. All new signage will not be visible beyond the stadium property. The painted roof 
top sign will only be visible from an aerial/bird’s eye view. The improvements will not increase 
the capacity of the stadium, and will not generate additional traffic or any other possible 
environmental effects. The Dodgers will minimize potential construction impacts through the 
adherence to all applicable Municipal Code requirements. The enhancement program is designed 
to be compatible with the stadium design, and new signage will utilize consistent shapes, designs 
and materials.

The subject property is zoned A1-1XL and operated as a professional athletic stadium. Properties 
surrounding the property are zoned OS-1XL and A1-1XL, and mostly occupied by open space and 
reservoirs. The site contains approximately 275 acres and is adequately buffered from various 
residential and institutional uses adjoining the site. Conditions include limiting access to the 
interior of the stadium to ticketed patrons on days when there are scheduled events at the stadium. 
The proposed improvements are buffered from the exterior boundaries of the site by large surface 
parking areas, minimizing any potential impacts to the immediate neighborhood. The subject site 
is buffered from surrounding uses by expansive parking lots, hilly typography, and mature trees. 
Surrounding properties are zoned Rl-IVL, RD1.5-IVL, RD2-IVL, R3-1, R4-2, C2-IVL, PF-LXL, 
OS-IXL, and are mostly characterized by open space, residential, and commercial uses. The closest 
sensitive uses include residential dwellings located approximately 1,300 feet to the northwest of 
the Stadium, across the parking lot and the Cathedral High School, located approximately 1,800 
feet to the southeast of the Stadium, across the 110 Freeway.

3. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan.

The Silver Lake-Echo Park Community Plan, adopted by the City Council on February 17, 1984, 
and amended on August 11, 2004, designates the subject property for Open Space, with 
corresponding zones of OS and A1. The Community Plan map also identifies the property as the 
site of Dodger Stadium. The enhancement improvements are designed to continue the use of the 
site as a first class Major League Baseball stadium. There are no policies, goals or objectives 
contained within the Community Plan, or within any other element of the General Plan, that 
specifically apply to the proposed improvements or signage plan. The addition of new security and 
accessibility improvements and sponsor and informational signs, in conjunction with the 
rehabilitation and operation of the Stadium, is a reasonable and appropriate enhancement for a 
regional recreational facility such as Dodger Stadium. As such, the project is consistent with a 
number of goals, objectives, and policies of the adopted Community Plan such as providing active 
recreation for public enjoyment. Accordingly, the project will be in harmony with the various 
elements and objectives of the General Plan.
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