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Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Los Angeles City Council  
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 
c/o clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 
 

 

  
Re: Appeal of Los Angeles Dodgers Centerfield Improvement Project  

Case No. CPC-1999-0157-PAD-PA5; Council File No. 19-1096 
Hearing Date:  October 22, 2019  

Honorable Chair Harris-Dawson and Councilmembers, 

This letter is submitted on behalf of the Los Angeles Dodgers in support of the 
Dodgers’ Centerfield Improvement Project, consisting of renovations and 
improvements to enhance pedestrian circulation, security, ADA-compliant 
accessibility, fan amenities, and sponsorship signage, in conjunction with the 
continued operation of Dodger Stadium (the “Project”).  This Project will enhance 
accessibility and improve the fan experience at Dodger Stadium, including for the 
2020 Major League Baseball All Star Game, which will be hosted at Dodger Stadium 
next summer for the first time since 1980.    

 
The City approved the Project this summer. On August 28, 2019, the Planning 

Director (on behalf of the City Planning Commission, hereafter “Director”) issued an 
Approval of Plans for the Project.  On September 12, 2019, Mr. Erik Otsea, on behalf 
of a group identified as Neighbors of Chavez Ravine, filed an appeal of the approval 
and the Categorical Exemption (the “Appeal”).  We respectfully request that the 
PLUM Committee and the City Council deny the Appeal so the Project can proceed.   

 
I. Background.  
 
  Dodger Stadium first opened in 1962 and stands as one of the premier Major 
League Baseball stadiums in the country.  At 58 years old, maintenance and 
enhancements are required to ensure that the stadium meets current codes, the 
needs of modern fans, and the requirements of Major League Baseball.  The stadium 
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continues to operate in accordance with the original Conditional Use Permit granted 
in 1960 (Case No. ZA-15430) that approved the construction of Dodger Stadium; none 
of the proposed upgrades in the Project increase the stadium’s capacity, nor change 
its approved operational conditions, its vehicular access, nor its potential impacts on 
the neighborhood. 
 

The 2020 Centerfield Improvement Project proposes upgrades to Dodger 
Stadium with the overall goal of enhancing the visitor experience for fans of all ages 
and abilities.  The Project will improve accessibility, including creating ADA-
compliant accessible paths of travel and seating areas around the stadium.  Added 
fencing and new entry gates will also improve security and pedestrian circulation, 
allowing fans to access their seats through any pedestrian gate with internal 
pedestrian circulation around the entire stadium. The right and left field pavilions 
(where ten percent of fans sit to watch the game) will be upgraded with new fan 
amenities, including for the first time, ADA seating, new retail and concession areas, 
viewing areas, new gender-neutral restrooms, and a new sound system more targeted 
to the seating bowl. Photographs and images of the Project site, vicinity and planned 
improvements are included with this letter.1 
 

The Project upgrades are proposed to be constructed during a period of 
approximately five to six months during the baseball off-season in 2019-2020, with the 
goal of having all improvements ready for use on Opening Day March 26, 2020, and 
available for the 2020 Major League Baseball All Star Game, which will be hosted in 
Los Angeles and at Dodger Stadium for the first time since 1980. The upgrades are 
essential to maintaining the stadium’s viability and ensuring its long-term role as an 
economic engine for Los Angeles and local businesses, bringing not only Major League 
Baseball to the City, but also selected events such as the All Star Game that fuel the 
City’s entertainment and visitor base. 

 
The Dodgers have conducted community outreach for the Project, which has 

been widely discussed and presented to the public and neighbors. The Dodgers 
maintain ongoing communications with their closest neighbors through regularly 
scheduled meetings, briefings, and communications.  Neighbors learned of the Project 
at a Dodger-hosted community meeting in April 2019, followed by a series of 
presentations to the Echo Park Neighborhood Council, the Echo Park Improvement 
Association, and other stakeholder groups throughout the summer of 2019. The 
Project has widespread support and is essential to the successful on-going operations 

                                         
1 Exhibit A: Los Angeles Dodgers Centerfield Improvement Project, Site Photographs and 

Project Images. 
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of the Dodgers at Dodger Stadium, one of Los Angeles’ premier venues and economic 
engines. 
 
II. The Appeal is Without Merit. 
 

The Appeal alleges that the Director erred in approving the Project, and that 
the Project does not qualify for a Categorical Exemption under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). In fact, the Director, carefully considered the 
Project pursuant to Municipal Code (“LAMC”) Section 12.24.M, which provides that, in 
connection with an approved conditional use, “new buildings or structures may be 
erected, enlargements may be made to existing buildings, and existing uses may be 
extended on an approved site” subject to an Approval of Plans.  The Director made all 
necessary findings and properly relied on a Class 1 Categorical Exemption under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15301 based on substantial evidence in the record.  As 
demonstrated below, the Project also qualifies for additional Categorical Exemptions 
under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15303 (Class 3), 15305 (Class 5), 15311 (Class 11), and 
15323 (Class 23).  Technical reports and exhibits supporting the determination that 
the Project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption are submitted under separate cover.  
 

A. The Project Qualifies for a Class 1 Categorical Exemption.  
 
The Appeal incorrectly asserts that the Class 1 Categorical Exemption is 

inapplicable to the Project.    
 

The applicability of the Class 1 Categorical Exemption to the Project is well-
supported in the record.  A Class 1 Categorical Exemption applies to a project that 
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 existing 
or former use.  The CEQA Guidelines includes a list of examples of projects meeting 
the “existing facilities” definition including an example citing an increase of 10,000 
square feet to an existing structure. However, this list is not intended to be all-
inclusive of the types of projects which qualify for the Class 1 exemption, but instead 
to provide examples.  The key consideration is whether a project involves negligible 
or no expansion of an existing use. 

 
1. The Project does not change or expand the existing use. 

 
The Project makes modifications and minor additions to the stadium; however, 

it constitutes a negligible expansion of space given the current use as a fully 
operational Major League Baseball stadium with an approved capacity of 56,000.  The 
Project does not change the nature of the use or the number of fans coming to the 
stadium.  All Project improvements will only serve the existing patrons of the stadium 
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during continued operations. Rather than changing or expanding the existing use, the 
Project enhances the visitor experience with improved accessibility and pedestrian 
circulation, increased security, and new and improved services and fan amenities.  
The Project will not expand the existing seating capacity of 56,000 or make any other 
changes to the existing operational conditions.  In fact, capacity and operational 
conditions have not been expanded since the stadium’s original approval by 
Conditional Use Permit in 1960 (Case No. ZA-15430).    

 
The Appeal claims that the Project goes beyond simply maintaining the 

stadium, alleging the Project, “intends to entirely change the entry and circulation of 
the Stadium.” This is not accurate or supported by any evidence.  No vehicular access 
routes or entries to the stadium will be changed or impacted by the Project. As to 
pedestrian circulation and parking, the Project will enhance existing areas for 
pedestrian circulation. Pedestrian entries at the stadium gates where tickets are 
scanned will be enhanced to provide increased accessibility, greater separation from 
vehicles, and improved security once within the stadium and its surrounding parking 
area.  

  
The existing baseball game use and operations at Dodger Stadium are defined 

by its City-approved seating capacity and the Major League Baseball schedule.  The 
seating capacity most directly determines the intensity of the use of a stadium, along 
with the schedule of events.  The Project will not change the Major League Baseball 
schedule or the number of annual special events permitted under the stadium’s 
original Conditional Use Permit. The stadium seating capacity directly determines the 
number of tickets that can be sold at a given game or special event, which in turn 
determines the maximum number of visitors in attendance and number of cars 
entering the parking lot for any given event.  For games and special events, only 
those people with a ticket for the game or special event can enter the stadium and 
access the Project improvements.  Further, the Project does not affect the frequency 
and size of baseball events nor special (non-baseball) events occurring at the stadium.  
Special events at the stadium are governed by the existing approvals, and the Project 
will not change these limitations.   
    

2. The Project will result in negligible new floor area in 
comparison to the existing stadium.  

 
The Appeal wrongly asserts that the Project adds significant facilities to the 

stadium and exceeds the alleged limit of 10,000 square feet for a Class 1 exemption.  
The evidence in the record shows that the Project constitutes minor alterations to 
existing facilities and therefore qualifies for the exemption.   

 
The Project is clearly a negligible expansion.  Net new retail and concession 

areas will be limited to approximately 6,505 square feet.  Recognizing that the 



Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
October 18, 2019 
Page 5 
 
 

1728510.2 

   

current stadium structure contains over 900,000 square feet, not including the playing 
field, the net new addition of retail and concession areas of 6,505 square foot are 
negligible. For purposes of analyzing new activity areas in the Project, the Director 
properly looked at the new retail and concession areas, which are described in the 
Approval of Plans as less than 8,000 square feet. 

 
In addition, the Project is adding restrooms, walkways and other improvements 

to upgrade existing stadium amenities. The Project will relocate existing seating to 
create wheelchair accessible areas, upgrade restrooms, and add viewing decks and 
concessions to the existing pavilion structure and plaza. The Project will also provide 
new pedestrian and accessibility amenities as well as signage and landscaping to serve 
the existing use. Restroom and walkway uses, which are accessory to the stadium 
uses, will include approximately 6,150 square feet; because these are covered, they 
can be considered “floor area” by Building and Safety, but do not constitute any 
expansion of the facility.  Even with the most conservative calculation, the Project 
area is approximately 1.4 percent of the existing area of the stadium. 
 

The Director correctly exercised his authority to make the factual 
determination that this project qualifies for a Class 1 Categorical Exemption.  In fact, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 specifically includes the following statement prior to 
listing examples of Class 1 projects: “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.”  The City has the discretion to determine what projects 
fit within the scope of the Class 1 Categorical Exemption.   
 

3. The Project is not in an environmentally sensitive area.   
 
CEQA Guideline Section 15301(e) provides that a Class 1 project should not be 

located in an environmentally sensitive area. The Appeal asserts that the City did not 
provide evidence to support the determination that the Project is not located in an 
environmentally sensitive area (although the Appeal does not provide any evidence 
that the area is sensitive).   

 
The record includes evidence that the Project is not located in an 

environmentally sensitive area.  The Director’s findings correctly state that the area 
around Dodger Stadium consists of street circulation and a large paved parking area.  
This largely paved area is not considered environmentally sensitive and is not 
designated or mapped pursuant to federal, state, or local agencies. The Project is 
located both within the existing stadium footprint and a small area of existing parking 
and circulation that is being improved.  Additionally, evidence in the record supports 
the finding that the Project is not located in an environmentally sensitive area.  The 
Project site does not contain native vegetation communities or other habitats with a 
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potential to support sensitive biological resources, and does not contain sensitive 
vegetation communities. The site does not contain any wildlife movement corridors or 
support native wildlife nursery sites, and the area does not contain any biological 
resources (including protected trees) subject to local ordinances; there are no Habitat 
Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, or other conservation 
plans that are applicable to the Project site.  Therefore, the Project is not located in 
an environmentally sensitive area.  

 
B. The Project Also Qualifies for Class 3, Class 5, Class 11 and Class 23 

Categorical Exemptions. 
 

In addition to the City’s identification of the Class 1 Exemption, we 
respectfully suggest that additional exemptions also apply.  CEQA does not limit the 
number of Categorical Exemptions which may apply to any given project or approval.  
In many cases, a project may meet the requirements of more than one exemption.  
Further, CEQA does not limit the timeframe in which the City must assert applicable 
exemptions, and therefore, it is appropriate for the City, on appeal, to find additional 
exemptions applicable to the Project.  As discussed below, in addition to the Class 1 
exemption, the Project also qualifies for the Class 3, 5, 11, and 23 Categorical 
Exemptions.   
 

1. Class 3. 
 

A Class 3 Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15303 
applies to a project that consists of the “construction and location of limited numbers 
of new, small facilities or structures.”   

 
The existing use of the property as a Major League Baseball stadium will not be 

changed or expanded by the Project.  The Project will relocate existing seating, 
upgrade restrooms, and add viewing decks and concessions to the existing pavilion 
structure and plaza.  The proposed new structures in the plaza area result in a net 
new retail and concession floor area of approximately 6,505 square feet.  The plaza 
structures meet the requirements of the “small facilities or structures” exemption, 
and the project as a whole will not change or expand the existing use of the stadium. 

 
Further, the Project  site is adequately served by public services and facilities 

for the stadium and its accessory uses, and, as outlined above, is not in an 
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environmentally sensitive area.  The Project, therefore, meets the requirements of a 
Class 3 Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15303. 
 

2. Class 5. 
 

A Class 5 Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15305 
applies to a project that consists of minor alterations in land use limitations in areas 
with an average slope of less than 20%, which do not result in any changes in land use 
or density. 

 
The Project qualifies as a minor alteration in the original land use limitations 

for Dodger Stadium that will not result in any change in use or density.  Dodger 
Stadium was originally approved with a Conditional Use Permit, which granted 
approval for the construction, maintenance and operation of a Major League Baseball 
stadium having a seating capacity of 56,000.  The original approval also covered 
incidental vehicle parking facilities and various appurtenant and accessory structures 
and uses. The original Conditional Use Permit has been augmented over the last 59 
years with Plan Approvals, which authorize minor accessory physical improvements 
and remodels, but none of which have made any significant changes to the operating 
conditions of the venue. The Project will not result in any change in the operational 
limitations, capacity, density or use contained in the stadium’s existing land use 
limitations.   

 
As described above, the Project enhances the stadium’s existing use as a sports 

venue, and it does not change the nature of the use.  The Project instead enhances 
the visitor experience with improved accessibility and pedestrian circulation, 
increased security, conformance with ADA and other code requirements not present in 
1962, and new and improved services and fan amenities.  The Project will not expand 
the existing permitted seating capacity of 56,000 or increase the regular operations of 
the stadium for Major League Baseball events or the limitations on special events.  As 
such, the Project will not result in any changes in the existing land use limitations.  
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15305, the Project is located on an area with 
an average slope of less than 20 percent. Therefore, the Project meets the 
requirements of a Class 5 Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15305. 
   

3. Class 11. 
 

A Class 11 Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15311 applies to 
a project that consists of the construction or replacement of minor structures 
accessory to existing commercial, industrial, or institutional facilities.  The key 



Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
October 18, 2019 
Page 8 
 
 

1728510.2 

   

consideration involved for applicability of a Class 11 Categorical Exemption is whether 
the structures are accessory, or appurtenant to, existing commercial facilities.   

 
The Project will relocate existing seating to create wheelchair areas, upgrade 

restrooms, address new seismic and code requirements, and add viewing decks and 
concessions to the existing pavilion structure and plaza.  Net new retail and 
concession areas will be limited to approximately 6,505 square feet.  The Project will 
also provide new pedestrian and accessibility amenities as well as signage and 
landscaping to serve the existing use.  Restroom and walkway uses, which are 
accessory to the commercial uses, will include approximately 6,150 square feet.  All 
of these uses are net new accessory floor area, of which 6,505 square feet will be net 
new retail/concession activity areas.  Each of the Project components are accessory 
to the primary commercial use of Dodger Stadium as a Major League Baseball stadium 
and entertainment venue.   

 
Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15300.4, the City has created a list of specific 

activities which fall within each of the exempt classes.  Section 1 of Article III of the 
City’s CEQA Guidelines provides examples of structures that are covered by the Class 
11 Categorical Exemption, including “Construction or placement of buildings, or 
additions to buildings, involving the addition of less than 15,000 square feet, which 
additions are accessory to existing commercial, industrial or institutional facilities.”  
Here the size of the accessory structures and additions clearly falls within that 
specified limit. 
 

Thus, the Project consists of the construction and replacement of minor 
structures accessory to existing commercial facilities.  The Project, therefore, meets 
the requirements of a Class 11 Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15311. 
 

4. Class 23. 
 

A Class 23 Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15323 consists of 
the normal operations of existing facilities for public gatherings for which the 
facilities were designed.  Facilities specifically included within this exemption are 
“racetracks, stadiums, convention centers, auditoriums, amphitheaters, 
planetariums, swimming pools, and amusement parks.” [Emphasis added.]  Class 23 
applies when the project is “the same or similar kind of activity [that] has been 
occurring for at least three years” and there is “a reasonable expectation that the 
future occurrence of the activity would not represent a change in the operation of the 
facility.”  The Project serves to enhance Dodger Stadium, which has been in operation 
for almost 60 years at the seating capacity of 56,000.  As described above, the Project 
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will not change or expand the operation of the stadium as a Major League Baseball 
venue with approved additional limited special events. 

 
The Project consists of the same or similar kind of activity that has been 

occurring for at least three years (indeed, almost 60 years) and would not represent a 
change in the operation of the facility.  Therefore, the Project meets the 
requirements of a Class 23 Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15323. 

 
C. The Project Is Not Subject to Any of the Exceptions to Categorical 

Exemptions.  
 
The Appeal incorrectly claims that the Project triggers multiple exceptions to 

the use of Categorical Exemptions, including that the Project will create impacts 
resulting from unusual circumstances and will result in cumulative impacts.  To the 
contrary, the record shows that the Project meets all the requirements for a 
Categorical Exemption. 

  
1. The Project does not represent an unusual circumstance. 

 
The Appeal contends that the Project cannot qualify for any categorical 

exemption due to the existence of “unusual circumstances” pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15300.2(c). In fact, substantial evidence in the record supports the 
City’s finding that there are no unusual circumstances associated with the Project and 
that the Project is typical of the type of project to which the City applies the 
specified categorical exemptions.   

 
The Appeal claims that the existence of a Major League Baseball stadium near 

a residential neighborhood constitutes an unusual circumstance.  As Dodger Stadium 
has operated adjacent to residential uses for decades and the Project will not change 
the scale or scope of the stadium’s operations, the proximity to residential uses does 
not present unusual circumstances. 

 
The Appeal is factually and legally inaccurate for a number of reasons.  The 

vast majority of the 30 Major League Baseball stadiums throughout the country are 
located in close proximity to residential areas and housing in dense urban areas.  
Moreover, in Los Angeles, a large number of open-air venues are located substantially 
closer to residences than Dodger Stadium.  At Dodger Stadium, large parking fields, 
berms, landscaping, and topography separate the stadium from residential uses by a 
minimum of approximately 1,350 feet.  The closest residences on Boylston Street are 
approximately 1,350 feet from the stadium; other adjoining neighborhoods such as 
Solano Canyon are located at least 1,500 feet from the stadium.  In contrast, other 
entertainment venues in the area are located far closer, including the Hollywood Bowl 
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(181 feet from nearest residence), the Greek Theatre (881 feet from nearest 
residence), and the John Anson Ford Theatre (514 feet from the nearest residence).  
Elsewhere, other local outdoor sports venues such as the Rose Bowl, the Coliseum, 
the LAFC arena, and the Galaxy arena adjoin residential areas, just as throughout the 
City of Los Angeles where commercial zoning with high impact activities such as 
malls, offices, and venues adjoins residential areas. Finally, the mere location of the 
stadium in proximity to residences is not an unusual circumstance, especially in light 
of the fact that the stadium has operated at this location for nearly 60 years, since its 
opening in 1962, in harmony with the adjoining uses. Therefore, adjacency to 
residential uses does not constitute unusual circumstance. 

 
Appellants are also legally wrong.  Appellant's contention that the proximity to 

residential uses is an unusual circumstance ignores the fact that the stadium has 
operated in proximity to residential uses for many years.  In North Coast Rivers 
Alliance v. Westlands Water District (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 832, 869, the court notes 
that, “the ‘baseline’ environmental conditions against which a project is to be 
compared are the physical conditions existing at the time the agency makes its CEQA 
determination,” not the conditions existing prior to any development.  The court 
further holds that, “[w]here a project involves ongoing operations or a continuation of 
past activity, the established levels of a particular use and the physical impacts 
thereof are considered to be part of the existing environmental baseline.”  (Ibid.; see 
also, Bottini v. City of San Diego, (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 281 (review granted on 
unrelated issue and subsequently denied) (demolition of historic structure prior to 
project application not an unusual circumstance but instead part of the baseline).) 
Thus, the stadium's proximity to residential uses is part of the environmental baseline 
and not an unusual circumstance that would result in a potentially significant 
environmental impact. 

 
The Appeal also claims that an “unusual circumstance” is the fact that the 

stadium has never undergone “proper environmental review” because it was originally 
approved prior to the enactment of CEQA. The Appeal essentially argues that the 
approval of the stadium prior to CEQA constitutes an unusual circumstance.  This is 
nonsensical. 

   
Despite being adopted prior to the enactment of CEQA in 1970, the original 

approval of Dodger Stadium in 1960 is nonetheless conditioned with detailed 
requirements that limit operations and lessen potential impacts to the environment 
and the surrounding neighborhood. The 1960 conditions which are still in effect and, 
for example, limit the seating capacity, establish the parking requirement, and limit 
the number of special events outside the Major League Baseball schedule.  These 
original conditions also include provisions specifically designed to take into account 
adjoining residential areas, such as limiting accessory buildings to be at least 75 feet 
from the exterior boundary of the site, requiring lighting to be directed so as not to 
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cause annoyance to adjoining properties, requiring loudspeakers to be directed so as 
not to be detrimental to adjacent properties, and requiring extensive landscaping 
around the stadium.  To avoid traffic conflicts, the conditions require that games 
must be scheduled no earlier than 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, except as 
required by Major League Baseball rules, traffic control must be maintained and 
coordinated with the City, and areas must be designated for loading public transit 
busses, taxicabs and other mass transportation means. With implementation of the 
Project, the stadium will continue to comply with all existing conditions and 
regulatory measures designed to be sensitive to residential areas.  Therefore, 
although the original stadium approval was not subject to CEQA, it is nonetheless 
subject to a set of strict conditions of approval that serve as neighborhood protection 
measures for nearby communities. 

 
Accordingly, the fact that the stadium was approved prior to the enactment of 

CEQA is not an unusual circumstance.  
 

2. The Project will not result in cumulative impacts. 
 

The Appeal argues that the City failed to adequately analyze the cumulative 
impacts of the Project, when considered with past or future stadium projects. 
Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(b), a Categorical Exemption cannot 
be used if a project will contribute to “cumulative impacts of successive projects of 
the same type in the same place, over time.”   

 
In fact, the City properly evaluated the 2020 Centerfield Project on its own 

terms against the baseline of existing conditions.  There is no evidence that any past 
or future project at the stadium is related or constitutes a “successive project.”  
Since its original approval in 1960, various minor facilities and upgrades have been 
constructed at the stadium.  These are routine renovations and upgrades necessitated 
by the almost 60 years that the stadium has been operating.  For example, seating has 
been reconfigured to accommodate ADA requirements and premium guest needs; 
stadium clubs and player clubhouses have been enhanced; and modern cell towers, 
scoreboards, and signage have been added.  None of the past actions has changed the 
fundamental use of the stadium nor its operating conditions and limitations.  Each of 
the past projects was an independent renovation project separated by years and 
necessitated by specific changing needs of the stadium, its patrons, and, in some 
cases, Major League Baseball. 

 
We do not agree with the Appeal argument that past actions must be reviewed 

in conjunction with the current Project; however since the time of the original 
approval in 1960, the stadium has only received a handful of approvals for minor 
improvement and maintenance projects.   Each such approval was reviewed 
independently, and the Appeal cannot go back in time to argue about prior approvals 
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validly entitled and reviewed by the City many years ago, and subject to a long past 
statute of limitations.  

CEQA provides that the environmental setting as it exists when the 
environmental review is being considered should be treated as the baseline for 
gauging the changes to the environment that will be caused by the Project. 
Accordingly, the stadium as it existed prior to the application for the Project was 
submitted is considered the baseline condition for the purposes of CEQA analysis.  
That means that all activities and structures associated with the existing 56,000-seat 
stadium, including approved accessory structures and parking, are not considered 
“cumulative impacts” but comprise the “baseline” conditions against which potential 
impacts are measured.     

The Appeal argues that the City must consider past alleged changes to the 
stadium operations as “cumulative impacts,” reciting a litany of alleged changes to 
activities at the stadium including, for example, fireworks displays, trips via ride-
sharing services, and the use of smart phone applications such as Waze. These 
activities are unrelated to the Project which is the subject of the Appeal.  Nothing in 
the Project increases activities or changes traffic patterns as alleged by the Appeal.  
The evidence in the record, to the contrary, demonstrates that the Project would not 
result in any potential impacts that would significantly contribute to cumulative 
impacts.    

 
3. The Project is not subject to an exception based on its location.  

 
To qualify for certain Categorical Exemptions, including Classes 3, 5 and 11, a 

project must not be located in an area that impacts “an environmental resource of 
hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially 
adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.” CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15300.2(a).  The Director’s Findings note that the Project site has operated as 
a fully developed and operational stadium for almost 60 years, and that the Project 
site is not environmentally sensitive and is not on an environmental resource of 
hazardous or critical concern area.   

 
The record contains further evidence that the Project’s location does not have 

the potential to create significant impacts related to geotechnical hazards, 
hydrological hazards, fire hazards, biological resources, and cultural resources.  The 
Project is not located within any Natural Community Conservation Plan or Habitat 
Conservation Plan as mapped by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(“CDFW”); there are no riparian areas or critical habitat located on the Project site as 
mapped by the United States Fish and Wildlife Services (“USFWS”); the Project is not 
located in a SEA as designated by the City in the Conservation Element of the General 
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Plan; and the Project site does not support basic habitat requirements for any rare 
animal and plant species listed on CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Database.  

 
Therefore, the record contains evidence that the Project is not subject to the 

location exception contained in the CEQA Guidelines.  
 
D. The Project Was Not “Piecemealed.” 

 
Similar to the cumulative impact argument, the Appeal also argues that the 

Project has been “impermissibly piecemealed,” alleging that the City must combine 
the Project with past renovation projects and alleged future plans.   

 
In fact, the City properly independently considered the Project, and there is no 

evidence that this Project is related to past improvements nor is there any evidence 
of future planned improvements.  Under CEQA, related activities that are similar in 
nature and that serve the same purpose are separate projects (as opposed to a single 
project) if they are independently considered for approval and one activity is not a 
foreseeable consequence of the other. Here, the Appeal presents no evidence that 
the past renovations at Dodger Stadium over the last 60 years were related nor that 
there are any foreseeable future projects to consider. 

 
A review of City records makes it clear that previous approvals of stadium 

improvement projects have not been piecemealed.  The stadium was originally 
approved by the City in 1960 (Case No. ZA-15430), and since then has been subject to 
a number of additional approvals, which have been approved over the span of almost 
60 years.  These approvals have been required over time in reaction to the changing 
needs of the industry spurred by developing technology, changing ADA accessibility 
standards, enhanced Major League Baseball standards, and evolving fan expectations.  
The Project and each previous approval may serve a similar purpose (i.e., improve the 
stadium), but they were developed independently to address contemporary needs at 
the time and were not foreseeable consequences of each other.   

 
Finally, there is no evidence that future related improvement projects are 

planned at this time.  The Appeal relies on part for this argument that certain 
application materials use of the phrase “phased enhancement program” to describe 
the Project. However, this phrase is meant to describe the Project itself as a phased 
project (i.e., the separate elements of the Project would not necessarily be 
constructed concurrently, but instead could be phased over time if necessary).  The 
activities described as part of the Project in the Project Letter of Decision include all 
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reasonably foreseeable activities resulting from the Project.  Therefore, the Project 
was not “piecemealed.” 
 

E. There Are No Potential Project Impacts. 
 

The Appeal argues that the City must analyze potential Project impacts, calling 
out traffic, noise and light as potential impacts on neighbors, without providing any 
evidence of such potential impacts.  Under CEQA, because the Project is categorically 
exempt and does not constitute an unusual circumstance, the City is not required to 
prepare a detailed CEQA analysis.  However, evidence in the record supports the 
conclusion that the Project will not result in significant impacts. Specifically, the 
record contains evidence that the Project will have no impacts related to traffic, 
noise, biological resources, light, or other impacts.   

 
With regard to traffic, the net new number of truck deliveries and employee 

trips to and from the Project is less than 0.1% of existing traffic levels and would not 
create any significant impact.  Even if the retail and food service areas were 
conservatively treated as independent land uses, the Project would not generate 
sufficient net new traffic to result in a significant transportation impact and would 
not meet the LADOT criteria for requiring a transportation study.  Further, the 
Project will not alter existing access points or patron circulation on public streets.  
The Project will not change the number of parking spaces provided and the Project 
improvements will not increase the parking demand, due to the fact that the 
improvements only serve existing patrons inside the stadium. Regarding construction 
traffic, construction is planned primarily during the off-season and existing roadway 
capacity is more than adequate to accommodate the estimated construction 
equipment and hauling trips.   

 
Regarding construction noise and vibration, the Project would comply with all 

applicable City regulations related to noise.  The Project will comply with LAMC 
Section 41.40, and will use mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or other noise 
reduction devices or techniques during construction to the extent technically feasible 
pursuant to LAMC Section 112.05.   

 
The record contains evidence demonstrating that the Project will not have any 

impacts related to light from the proposed new signage.  The distance at which the 
light level generated falls below the LAMC’s 3 Foot Candles (3fc) standard.  The 
anticipated added light level will be approximately 0.5 fc at the edge of the parking 
lot, and with the nearest residences being an additional 420 feet away, the actual 
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light levels would be significantly lower. Thus, the light levels from the Project
signage will fall below City thresholds, and will not result in significant impacts.

The record also contains substantial evidence demonstrating that the Project
will not have any operational noise impacts related to the new sound system, which is
actually designed to improve noise capture within the stadium ar~d reduce noise
spillage. At high frequencies, the new sound system will not be any louder outside of
the stadium than the existing system, and at low frequencies there will be a
demonstrable reduction in sound levels outside the footprint of the stadium.
Therefore, the new sound system will actually reduce noise spillage into the nearby
residential community, and will not result in significant impacts.

The record supports the conclusion that there are no pote~~tial for impacts from
the Project.

III. Conclusion.

For the reasons outlined above, the Appeal is without merit and should be
denied. The Los Angeles Dodgers respectfully request that the PLUM Committee
recommend approval of the Project and allow the stadium upgrades to proceed in a
timely manner in anticipation of the March 26, 2020 Opening Day and the July 14,
2020 All Star Game. We look forward to presenting the Project and responding to any
questions at the PLUM Committee meeting on October 22, 2019.

Sincerely,

CLARE BRONOWSKI
of GLASER WEIL FINK HOWARD AVCHEN ~t SHAPIRO LLP

Enclosure (Exhibit A)
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Exhibit A  
 

Letter dated October 18, 2019 to PLUM Committee from Glaser Weil LLP on behalf of 
Applicant Los Angeles Dodgers 

  
  
Re: Appeal of Los Angeles Dodgers Centerfield Improvement Project  

Case No. CPC-1999-0157-PAD-PA5; Council File No. 19-1096 
Hearing Date:  October 22, 2019  

 



Los Angeles Dodgers
Centerfield Improvement Project



Los Angeles Dodgers Centerfield Improvement Project



Aerial View of Dodger Stadium facing South



Aerial View of Dodger Stadium facing Northwest



Aerial View of Dodger Stadium facing East
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2020 Centerfield Project Site



Centerfield Pavilions – Proposed 2020



Dodger Stadium – Existing 2019



Dodger Stadium – Proposed 2020
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