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1 INTRODUCTION 
This Erratum includes clarifications and minor modifications to the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the Venice Place Project (Project). These modifications clarify and refine the EIR and 
provide supplemental information to the City decision-makers and the public. CEQA requires 
recirculation of a Draft EIR only when “significant new information” is added to a Draft EIR after 
public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR has occurred (refer to California Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5), but before the EIR is 
certified. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 specifically states: 

New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including 
a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement. 
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

• A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a 
new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

 
• A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 

unless mitigation measures are adopted to reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance. 

 
• A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 

others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental 
impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

 
• The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 

in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 also provides that “[r]ecirculation is not required where the 
new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications 
in an adequate EIR [...] A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial 
evidence in the administrative record.” 
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2 TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS 

Text changes are noted as follows: deletions in bold strikethrough and additions in bold 
underline. 

 

Mixed Use Building vs. Apartment Hotel 

Based upon Department of City Planning’s review of the Project’s uses and entitlement requests, 
the Project would be defined as a Mixed Use Building with hotel uses, rather than an Apartment 
Hotel with hotel uses. Therefore, the Apartment Hotel term used within the EIR, within the list of 
discretionary actions of the project description and within the land use analysis, is replaced with 
the term hotel. The hotel use and mixed-use nature of the Project are otherwise correctly 
described and analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. Specifically, the air quality modeling, 
employment estimates, traffic study, utility demand and generation, and other estimates which 
quantify impacts from the Project, correctly identify the rates for each land use of the Project, 
including for the hotel use. As the change from Apartment Hotel to hotel merely clarifies the 
nomenclature used within the entitlement requests, no further changes to the analysis are 
needed.   

2.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Page 2-34 of Section 2. Project Description of the Draft EIR identifies the discretionary actions 
required for the Project. The Apartment Hotel term used within the list of discretionary actions is 
replaced with the term hotel: 

1.  Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-W,24, a Conditional Use to permit a Apartment 
Hotel hotel located within 500 feet of a Residential Zone; 

3. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20-2, a Coastal Development Permit to permit a 
mixed-use project including an Apartment Hotel a hotel with 80 guest rooms 
and restaurant, four apartment dwelling units, retail, and office space;  

 
4. Pursuant to Section LAMC 16.05-C,1(b), a Site Plan Review approval for a 

mixed-use project including an Apartment Hotel a hotel, retail, and office 
space that creates 50 or more guest rooms; 

2.2 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
On page 4.G-17 of Section 4.G. Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, the term “apartment 
hotel” is replaced with the term “hotel guest rooms” and removes the reference to the definition of 
apartment hotel.  

The Project Site would include a mixed-use project with office, restaurant and retail uses, 
along with dwelling units and hotel guest rooms an apartment hotel. An apartment 
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hotel is classified as a residential building designed or used for both two or more 
dwelling units and six or more guest rooms or suites of rooms. 

2.3 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
On page 4.G-20 of Section 4.G. Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, the term “apartment 
hotel” is replaced with the term “hotel guest rooms”.  

Consistent. While this is a Citywide goal, the Project would support this objective by 
providing 4 housing dwelling units and hotel guest rooms an apartment hotel. 

2.4 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
On age 4.G-31 of Section 4.G. Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, the reference to the 
definition of apartment hotel is removed.  

An apartment hotel is classified as a residential building (per LAMC Section 12.03. 
Definitions). 

2.5 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
Footnote 11 on page 4.K-13 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

11 Parking was removed from the Appendix G Thresholds, thus it is no longer a CEQA 
issue. However, secondary issues related to loss of parking due to the Project are 
discussed in this EIR. for informational purposes.  

The potential “secondary issues” created by parking that will result from people being redirected 
to other parking areas is noted throughout the Draft EIR. 

2.6 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
Modify TRANS-PDF-2, Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM) on page 4.K-31 of 
the Draft EIR and page IV-15 of the Final EIR as follows to update the TDM measures with the 
specific measures listed in the December 14, 2018 City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) letter (Appendix K-2 of the Draft EIR), to remove the requirement to 
provide an airport shuttle, and to include language related to monitoring for efficacy of the 
measure: 

TRANS-PDF-2 The Project Applicant shall submit to DOT a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) Plan designed to reduce the total 
net project trips during the peak commute periods. The “peak 
trip goal” shall be 80 (driveway) P.M. peak hour trips generated 
by the project as shown in Table 4 provided in Attachment “A” 
of Appendix K-2 of the Draft EIR. The TDM Plan will prepare and 
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implement a TDM Program that includes strategies to promote 
non-auto travel and reduce the use of single-occupant vehicle trips. 
As appropriate, these measures would be designed to provide 
incentives for use of transit and rideshare, to reduce the number of 
vehicle trips, and facilitate LADOT’s First and Las Mile Program. A 
full detailed description of tThe TDM Program shall be prepared 
by a licensed Traffic Engineer and submitted to DOT for will be 
subject to review and approval, prior to the issuance of any 
certificate of occupancy by the Department of City Planning 
and LADOT. The TDM Program strategies could  shall include, 
but shall not be limited to, the following:  

• Implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services;  

• Providing on-site education on alternative transportation 
modes; Implementation of an interactive, digital Transit 
Information Display; 

• Implementing flexible/alternative work schedules and 
telecommuting programs; 

• Implement enhanced pedestrian connections (e.g. improve 
sidewalks, widen crosswalks adjacent to the project, and 
pedestrian level lighting, etc.); 

• Design the project to ensure a bicycle, pedestrian and 
transit friendly environment; 

• Providing bicycle amenities such as bicycle racks and lockers 
for employees; 

• Providing subsidized transit passes; Participation in the Metro 
Business Transit Access Pass (B-TAP) Program; 

• Providing bicycles for patrons and employees to use; 

• Providing airport shuttle for patrons; 

• Providing on-site facilities to encourage use of alternative forms 
of transportation; and  

• Providing a pick-up/drop-off area for taxis and shared-ride 
services.  

• Provide parking as an option only (i.e. unbundle the 
parking); 
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• Coupled with the unbundled parking, provide on-site car 
share amenities; 

• Provide rideshare program and support for project 
employees and tenants; 

The project shall also provide a mitigation monitoring system 
to confirm that the project is achieving the trip reduction target 
as needed. 

The Project traffic scoping and MOU creation process with LADOT defined a 15 percent reduction 
in hotel trips for project TDM efforts. That percentage value was defined based on the expected 
reduction in trips from LADOT experience in defining and enforcing previously-adopted TDM 
plans on projects, and is enforceable through monitoring requirements with LADOT. TRANS-PDF-
2 contains an overview of the proposed TDM program, and a recommended start-up program is 
provided as part of the PDF. The proposed TDM program is specific and has been updated to 
include the specific measures reviewed and approved by LADOT. The final TDM will be set forth 
when the project design is final during Project permitting in order to ensure that the strategies will 
achieve the 15 percent traffic reduction goal. As such, the clarification and modification of the 
TDM Program features do not change the conclusion in the EIR that the TDM Program would 
result in at least a 15 percent reduction in hotel vehicle trips. This PDF was also updated with 
LADOT language for monitoring and enforcement, which allows for additional TDM features to be 
modified or added as needed to ensure compliance.  
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3 CONCLUSION 
Based on the analysis presented above, the changes to the EIR set forth in this Erratum do not 
result in any of the conditions set forth in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines requiring 
recirculation of the Draft EIR. Specifically, the information included in this Erratum does not 
disclose any new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact already 
identified in the Draft EIR, nor does it contain significant new information that deprives the public 
of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
Project or a feasible alternative or mitigation measure that the Applicant has declined to adopt. 
All of the information added in this Erratum merely clarifies, corrects, adds to, or makes 
insignificant modifications to information in the EIR. The City has reviewed the information in this 
Erratum and has determined that it does not change any of the basic findings or conclusions of 
the EIR, does not constitute “significant new information” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5, and does not require recirculation of the EIR. 
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Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Supplemental Environmental Responses to Appeals on the Venice Place Project (Project) 

Introduction 

The City of Los Angeles (City) prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – ENV-2016-4321-EIR – 
and Related Case No. ZA-2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) for a new mixed-use 
development pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et 
seq.) (CEQA), CEQA Guidelines1 and the City’s environmental review procedures. 

The Project is located at 1021, 1021 ½, 1023, 1023 ½, 1025, 1027, 1029 ½, 1031, 1033, 1047, 1049, and 
1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard, 1011 Electric Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90291 (Project Site) 

The Project Site consists of multiple lots totaling 46,877 square feet (1.076 acres). The Project Site 
contains 11,672 square feet of existing on-site development and a 60-space surface parking lot. 
Additionally, a 2,963 square feet existing outdoor landscaped area is located on-site. There is also a 
temporary vegetable garden, the Cook’s Garden, at 1033 Abbot Kinney Boulevard and a temporary private 
pop-up park at 1021½ Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  

The Applicant proposes to demolish a portion of the existing uses and build a mixed-use development that 
would have a total floor area of 70,310 square feet, including 58,638 net new square feet of development, 
and 13,389 square feet of open space (10,426 square feet of net new open space). The Project would 
consist of a three-story building with a maximum height of 30 feet, a floor area ratio of 1.5:1, 175 parking 
spaces in a three level underground garage, and 56 bicycle spaces. 

The Draft EIR was released by the City for public review on January 10, 2019 for a 45-day review period 
ending on February 25, 2019. The Final EIR was released on July 3, 2019. 

A public hearing was held by the Associate Zoning Administrator on August 1, 2019. 

A Letter of Determination (LOD) was issued on March 12, 2020. 

List of Appeals 

The City received the following written appeals related to the Project: 

1. Gideon Kracov, on behalf of Unite Here Local 11, March 26, 2020 

                                                 
1  Reference to CEQA Guidelines in the Response to Comments shall mean 14 C.C.R. § 15000 et seq.  
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2. Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, on behalf of AK Investment, March 26, 2020 

3. Keep Neighborhoods First, March 25, 2020 

4. Citizens Preserving Venice, March 26, 2020 

The appeals addressed issues related to the merits of the project and the approval of the entitlements, as 
well as appeal points specific to the environmental analysis of the project’s impacts. This letter serves as 
a response to those specific issues related to the environmental issues discussed in the project EIR and 
is expressly incorporated therein. 

Responses 

Responses to the appeals are provided below. The individual comments within the Appeal Letters will be 
provided and identified as Comment “X”. The individual responses will be identified as Response to 
Comment “X”. 

The Appeal Letters discussed a variety of topics. Many commenters raised similar issues. For ease of 
referencing the response to these topics, a general Topical Response is provided below. Subsequent 
responses on the same issue refer back the Topical Response. 

Topical Response 1 – Apartment Hotel / Short Term Hotel Use 

Topical Response 2 – Parking 

Topical Response 3 – Automated Parking 

Topical Response 4 – Hosted Events 

Exhibits 

These Responses are supported by the following Exhibits to this document: 

• Exhibit 1 – Automated Parking Layouts – Citylift (a) and Unitronics (b) 

• Exhibit 2 – AQ and GHG Supplemental Responses, June 30, 2020 

• Exhibit 3 – Noise Supplemental Responses, June 30, 2020 

• Exhibit 4 – Traffic Responses, July 1, 2020 

• Exhibit 5 – GPA Letter on Appeal, May 26, 2020 

Conclusion 

In summary, based on our technical review, the Appeal Letters do not raise any new CEQA issues and do 
not require any change to any conclusion identified in the EIR. The Appeal Letters do not provide 
substantial evidence or a fair argument that further review under CEQA is required, or that the Project may 
have a significant environmental impact.   
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Topical Response 1 – Apartment Hotel/ Short Term Hotel Use 

Several commenters addressed the Project’s designation as an “Apartment Hotel”, stating that “Apartment 
Hotel” is not synonymous with a hotel use. Those comments further state that “Apartment Hotels” do not 
allow stays for less than thirty days. An Erratum, dated July 2020, clarifies that the nomenclature used in 
describing the hotel component within the EIR should be updated to “hotel” rather than “Apartment Hotel”.   

The Project has been, and has always been conceived as, as including a short term transient hotel use, 
with four residential units and commercial uses. The EIR analyzes the Project’s 78 hotel guest rooms as 
short term hotel uses (rather than residential apartments), as demonstrated, but not limited to, the following 
examples: 

• Table 4.I-4 of the DEIR estimates project related employment growth, using a different projection of 
employees per 1,000 square feet for hotel than for restaurant, retail, spa, and office uses. 

• Projected estimated water demand found in Table 4.M.1-3 of the DEIR, distinguishes hotel from 
residential, pool, office, restaurant, health club/spa, and retail uses, significantly identifying a different 
demand rate than that identified for the apartment units. 

• Projected estimated wastewater demand found in Table 4.M.2-5 of the DEIR, distinguishes hotel from 
residential, pool, office, restaurant, health club/spa, and retail uses, significantly identifying a different 
demand rate than that identified for the apartment units. 

• Section 4.N of the DEIR includes tables 4.N.10 and 4.N.11 which projects electricity and natural gas 
consumption, respectively, for hotel land use, as well as residential, parking, office, health club, 
restaurant, and retail. 

• The Air Quality and GHG Worksheets (DEIR Appendix E) uses CalEEMod input metrics (version 
CalEEMod.2016.3.2) to calculate various project emissions, specifically referencing Hotel land use as 
distinct from apartment, office, restaurant, retail, spa, and parking. 

• Table 15 of the Traffic Study (DEIR Appendix K-1) lists the Code Required Parking for the project, 
which includes parking rates for specific uses, including Hotel, distinguishing those requirements 
from apartment, office, hotel restaurant, and retail uses.  

• Attachment C of the Traffic Study includes Project Trip Generation table, which identifies both the trip 
generation rates (from the ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition) and internal capture trip credits for Hotel 
based on the National Cooperative Highway Research Program methodology and in/out percentages. 
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Topical Response 2 - Parking 

Comments also expressed concern about the adequacy of parking during hosted and special events, as 
well as other potential secondary impacts of parking. 

A. Off-Site Parking for Hosted Events 

As analyzed in the EIR, the Project proposes to use off-site parking only for hosted events that cannot be 
accommodated by the on-site underground parking spaces, which would only occur on an intermittent 
basis. Currently, valet parking for existing uses at the Property includes off-site parking at Westminster 
Elementary School in the evenings. Typically, during the evening hours, the valet company parks 
approximately five cars at Westminster Elementary School Sunday through Wednesday, and about twelve 
cars on Thursdays, Fridays, and Saturdays. Once the Project is completed, all valet parking for the Project 
will be directed to the on-site garage, except in limited circumstances for private hosted events. All 
Municipal Code-required parking would be provided on-site. 

The existing valet is not used to satisfy required parking and no affidavits or covenants require the 
maintenance of off-site parking. Comments to the contrary are speculative and without basis in fact.  

B. Potential secondary impacts of parking.  

Comments raise concerns about whether the secondary impacts of parking were analyzed. These impacts 
are analyzed in the Draft EIR (see page 4.K-15 and the traffic study). These comments also discount the 
existing valet on Abbot Kinney. Currently approximately half of the curb space designated as the 
Secondary Valet Area is operated as a valet loading zone from 6:00 PM-12:00 AM for three restaurants 
and a bar at that location, with the majority of vehicles being parked in the parking lot that fronts Electric 
Avenue. Accordingly, vehicle movement between these locations is not a conceptual exercise but rather a 
practice that occurs every evening with adjustments made based on the anticipated differences in 
operations. The assertion that vehicles queuing for the Secondary Valet Area is speculative and ignores 
the fact that an existing valet (approximately half the size of the proposed Secondary Valet Area) in that 
location currently serves three restaurants and a bar.  
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Topical Response 3 – Automated Parking 

Several comments state that the assumptions in the EIR for automated parking are unsubstantiated or 
incorrect. 

Feasibility of Parking Design 

Comments regarding the design of the parking garage or the type of parking system are not supported by 
substantial evidence in the record.   TRANS-PDF-9 requires the Applicant to install a parking system that 
meets the service standards in the PDF. See Exhibit 1 to the Responses, “Automated Parking Layouts”, 
which provides proposed layouts for CityLift and Unitronics, both of which would meet the required service 
rate in PDF TRANS-9. Automated systems are inherently dynamic and have the ability to optimize and 
move vehicles around the storage space. The system can also focus on vehicle entries only (i.e. incoming 
vehicles to the Site) during periods of higher demand to limit any risk of queuing and not focus on vehicle 
retrieval. Having patrons wait in the lobby or porte-cochere for their vehicles is not a CEQA impact.  

Because the Automated Parking System is included as a Project Design Feature, it will be included in the 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan and will be enforced by the City.   

The Project is evaluating multiple technical designs for the system, which include a variety of vendors, 
technologies, and options; this information was provided at the ZA Hearing. The system will be chosen 
based on both cost and effectiveness and will be properly designed, accounting for structural dimensions 
and requirements, during the construction documentation and plan check phase. Regardless, it will meet 
the requirements of TRANS-PDF-9. That PDF will be enforced during operation by the Department of 
Transportation; no certificate of occupancy will be granted until such time as the service rate is verified.  

Retrieval Rates 

Based on information from an expert parking lift operator (Unitronics), the Traffic Study assumes that the 
three lifts in the Main Valet Area can service a conservative 80 vehicles per hour (approximately 27 per 
hour per lift). This number is almost twice the amount of the maximum estimated traffic intensity of 44 
incoming cars during the peak hour. The analysis did take into account both incoming and outgoing traffic 
in the analysis of the lift operation and for the queuing analysis. In addition, PDF Trans-9 states: 
“Automated Parking: The three lifts in the Main Valet Area will have a total minimum service rate of 80 
vehicles per hour (combined input and output) (approximately 27 per hour per lift).” (Emphasis added.)  

See Draft EIR at page 4.K-47 and Traffic Study at page 56. Additional information regarding the operation, 
service rate, and capacity of the parking system is detailed in the Final EIR Response to Comment Seward 
7 at pages II-26-28.   

The Manatt Letter cites to the time to park cars in other types of systems, arguing that these numbers 
undercut the analysis in the EIR. The comment letter cites a 104 second retrieval time per vehicle, which 
is consistent with the calculation of servicing 80 cars/hour in the EIR. With 3,600 seconds in an hour, if 
each vehicle averages a 104 second retrieval time, each lift will park 34.6 vehicles over the course of an 
hour (3,600/104). Based on this calculation, with three separate lifts servicing the garage, 103.8 vehicles 
can be parked/retrieved over the course of any one-hour time frame. This is actually more cars than was 
assumed in the EIR, which stated that the three-lift system can park/retrieve 80 cars over the course of an 
hour, thereby representing a conservative estimate of the Project’s anticipated parking capacity. 
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Retrieval Rate Effect on Queuing 

The Project has extensively analyzed vehicle queuing, in the DEIR (pages 4.K-46—4.K-47), Traffic Study 
(pages 55-58), and FEIR (pages II-26—II-27).  This analysis is conservative in that does not include the 
valet operator’s ability and discretion to temporarily operate the Automated Parking System in a manner 
which will only bring vehicles into the system and not bring vehicles out if queuing becomes an issue and 
other measures (such as staging vehicles in the porte-cochere or directing vehicles to the Secondary Valet 
Area does not address queuing demand.2        

Hosted Events 

The comments raise concern about whether the EIR analyzed the impact of hosted events with respect to 
the automated parking system. As discussed in more detail in the Final EIR (pages II-26 to II-28), increased 
numbers of valets and off-site parking will be required for hosted events in order to avoid potentially 
significant impacts.  

The Draft EIR states, “Based on this estimated processing data, two employees at the Secondary Valet 
Area could service 40 vehicles per hour. At least one additional employee would be needed to manage 
receiving and departure of vehicles.”  (Draft EIR page 4.K-47, emphasis added.) The Manatt Letter 
assumes no more than the number of employees identified in the Draft EIR would staff the Secondary 
Valet Area in any circumstances, and does not allow for the possibility that adjustments would be made to 
valet staffing levels based on factors such as restaurant reservations to ensure efficient operations. This 
assumption is contrary to the statements in the EIR and the plans to increase valet as necessary (see 
Topical Response 4, below). There will be employees provided to operate the system at its maximum 
efficiency. The Main Valet area employees would load cars into the lift, walk approximately 40 feet and get 
into the next car.  

Valet Drive/Walk Time 

The comments raise a question regarding the services times (including time to park and walk). Page 4.K-
47 of the Draft EIR states that the analysis assumes one minute to drive the car to the parking area and 
two minutes for the valet to walk back. This is based on existing operations at the project site.    

The assumption in the Draft EIR regarding the drive time is supported by substantial evidence based on 
information from nearby parking lots and valet functions. Comments contending that this information is 
inaccurate are speculative and do not identify any specific defect in the EIR or any feasible mitigation 
measure that are necessary to reduce an environmental impact to a level of insignificance.  

The Citizen comment also claims that the proposed route for a valet to bring a car from the Main Valet to 
the Secondary Valet would include difficult left-turns and u-turns. That is not the correct route. The route 
would take a right on Electric from the Main Valet, a right on Westminster, and a right on Abbot Kinney. 

The comment erroneously assumes that the walk and drive times between the Secondary Valet and an 
offsite parking location at Westminster Avenue Elementary School (as identified in the DEIR) would apply 
between the Main Valet Area and Secondary Valet Area.  This assumption fails to account for 1) the 
condition requiring all vehicles for regular Project uses be required to park on-site (with vehicles to be 

                                                 
2  The Project anticipates that such circumstances would be rare, though the extent to which individuals would have to wait for their vehicle’s 

retrieval is not an issue subject to CEQA analysis. 
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loaded into the Automated Parking System at the Main Valet Area), and 2) the walking distance between 
the Main Valet Area and Secondary Valet Area (approximately 200 feet), is about one quarter of the 
distance as that of the Secondary Valet Area and the off-site parking location (approximately 750 feet), 
and does not require crossing Abbott Kinney Boulevard.  As such, the walk time between the main valet 
and secondary valet would be closer to thirty seconds than two minutes.   

Accordingly, even if, as the comment letter asserts, it took an extra minute (two minutes instead of one 
minute) to park a vehicle, parking a vehicle and returning to the Secondary Valet Area (estimated to take 
30 seconds) would take approximately 150 seconds per vehicle.  With 3,600 seconds in an hour, each 
valet would be able to park 24 vehicles over the course of a given hour.  Even if, as the comment letter 
asserts, the minimum number of valet employs are stationed at the Secondary Valet Area, there would be 
enough capacity at that location to park forty-eight vehicles per hour according to these conservative 
estimates. 

Parking Impacts under CEQA 

To the extent that comments raise issues related to parking in the neighborhood or a lack of existing 
parking supply, such potential impacts are not considered to be impacts under CEQA. Parking was 
removed as an impact area from Appendix G. Moreover, because the Project is in a Transit Priority Area, 
parking impacts of a mixed-use residential project shall not be considered impacts on the environmental 
pursuant to SB 743.   
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Topical Response 4 – Hosted Events 

Several comments raised concerns about the accommodation and analysis of hosted events on the Project 
Site. The EIR adequately analyzes the potential environmental impacts of intermittent hosted events. 
Specifically, the Draft EIR traffic section (page 4.K-46) cites the December 2018 traffic study, which 
analyzes vehicle queuing lengths and limits using the two valet points and automated parking process. 
Draft EIR noise section (page 4.H-22) discusses noise potential from outdoor events. In addition, the 
supplemental Technical Memorandum from Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc. (TAHA) dated August 21, 2019 
discusses events, and was included as an Exhibit to the Letter to Record submitted to the City’s Zoning 
Administrator on August 30, 2019. In addition, Final EIR Response to Comment Seward 7 (page II-28) 
discusses hosted events.  

The Project, as proposed in the EIR, proposes to use off-site parking only for hosted events that cannot 
be accommodated by the underground parking spaces, something that would only occur on an intermittent 
basis. Currently, valet parking for existing uses at the Property includes off-site parking at Westminster 
Elementary School and other locations in the evenings. Typically, during the evening hours, the valet 
company parks approximately five cars at Westminster Elementary School Sunday through Wednesday, 
and about twelve cars on Thursdays, Fridays, and Saturdays. Once the Project is completed, all valet 
parking for the Project will be directed to the on-site garage, except in limited circumstances for private 
hosted events. The EIR included a description of the proposed private hosted events:  

Private Hosted Events. Private hosted events shall be permitted subject to the following limitations: 

• Not more than one hosted event shall be permitted outside on-site at any given time. 

• Except in accordance with the conditions in the table below, no private hosted events shall be 
permitted between 3 pm and 6 pm on weekdays and no private hosted event shall start or end 
between 12:00 pm and 2 pm on weekends unless 1) a temporary special event permit is obtained 
from the City and 2) off-site parking is provided per the table below. Private hosted events shall 
adhere to the following: 

 
 Maximum Event Size; 

no off-site parking 
Maximum Event Size 
(minimum 4 valet on 
Abbot Kinney) 

Maximum Event Size 
(minimum 8 valet on 
Abbot Kinney) 

Weekday p.m. peak 
(3:00 - 6:00 pm) 

Not permitted Not permitted Not permitted 

Weekday non-p.m. 
peak 

58 people 93 people; 
28 cars parked off-site 

131 people; 
46 cars parked off-site 

Weekend peak 
(12:00 - 2:00 p.m.) 

Not permitted* 45 people; 
23 cars parked off-site 

Not permitted* 

Weekend non-peak 43 people 78 people; 
23 cars parked off-site 

112 people; 
46 cars parked off-site 

* Private hosted events would be permitted so long as it includes a partial restaurant buy-out 
commensurate with the size of the hosted event. A “buy-out’ is any event where customers 
reserve space for 20 persons or more and could involve the closure of the restaurant to the 
general public.  

 
 If the off-site parking is not available, then the hosted events cannot occur.  
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Comment Letter Kracov 

Gideon Kracov 
on behalf of Unite Here Local 11 
801 S. Grand Avenue, 11th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017 
March 26, 2020 

Comment Kracov-1 

The commenter raises numerous similar comments regarding the adequacy of the GHG and traffic 
analyses (p.  1-2, Exhibit A pp. 5-7), for example:  

SPECIFIC POINTS IN ISSUE: The specific points at issue were fully outlined in the comment letters 
previously submitted to the ZA, including but not limited to Appellants’ prior comment letter dated 
August 1, 2019 (attached hereto this Appeal as Exhibit A). As fully explained therein, the City 
Zoning Code makes clear that guest rooms within apartment hotels are to be used for long-term 
tenancy (longer than 30 days), which the ZA LOD’s does not ensure via an enforceable Condition 
of Approval (“COA”) barring shorter-term stays for the Project’s proposed 78 guest rooms. 
Additionally, the Project EIR’s greenhouse gas (“GHG”) and traffic analysis contained numerous 
inaccuracies and discrepancies, which underestimates the Project’s GHG/traffic impacts that may 
require additional mitigation. So too, there appears to be an approximately $1.6 million 
underpayment of traffic impact fees per the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan. None of 
these issues are addressed in the ZA’s LOD. 

Response to Comment Kracov-1 

The comment provides a general comment and does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 
Project, nor does the comment identify any physical environmental impacts caused by the Project.  

To the extent that the commenter refers to whether the approved Project allows for long-term or 
short-term stays, the commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 (Apartment Hotel / Short 
Term Hotel Use).  

To the extent that the commenter refers to the EIR’s greenhouse gas and traffic analysis, the 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment Kracov-7 and Response to Comment Kracov-
9, respectively.  

Comment Kracov-2 

HOW ARE YOU AGGRIEVED BY THE DECISION: Appellants and their members live or work in 
the vicinity of the Project Site, breathe the air, suffer traffic congestions, and will suffer other 
environmental impacts of the Project unless it is properly analyzed and mitigated. Additionally, 
Appellants are committed to the assurance of responsible development in Los Angeles, that local 
land-use rules/regulations are followed, and informed decision-making by public officials regarding 
projects that may cause significant impacts to the environment in the City of Los Angeles. Hence, 
granting this Appeal will confer substantial benefit not only to Appellants but also the public, 
including citizens, residents, businesses and taxpayers affected by the Project, and will result in 
the enforcement of important public rights. 
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Response to Comment Kracov-2 

The comment provides a general comment and does not state a specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project, nor does 
the comment identify any physical environmental impacts caused by the Project. Note that Kracov 
attached a separate letter dated August 1, 2019 to its March 26, 2020 letter. The comments in the 
2019 letter are provided and responded to below: 

Comment Kracov-3 

IV. THE PROJECT’S EIR INCLUDES VARIOUS INDESCRPENCIES REQUIRING ADDITIONAL 
MITIGATION MEASURES 

Here, the Project’s EIR shows inconsistencies in its air quality, greenhouse gas (“GHG”), and traffic 
analysis that may underestimate the Project’s impact. For example, the Draft EIR’s (“DEIR”) air 
quality and GHG analysis rely on emission estimates via CalEEMod modeling, with output data 
files made available in Appendix E (“APP-E”) of the Draft EIR. Upon review of the CalEEMod output 
files, the model shows multiple discrepancies from the narrative discussion in the Draft EIR, such 
as: 

• The DEIR states the Project includes 3,371-SF of office uses, which is 788 SF more than the 
2,583-SF of said uses currently existing on-site (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2). However, CalEEMod analyzed 
a Project of 2,027-SF of office uses (i.e., underestimated by 1,344 SF), which is 557 SF less 
than said uses currently on-site (APP-E, PDF pp. 1, 35, 89).  

Response to Comment Kracov-3 

See also Exhibit 2 to the Responses, “AQ and GHG Supplemental Responses”. 

The comment refers to Table 2-2 in the DEIR Project description—which provides a summary of 
the Existing Uses, Project uses, and Project + Remaining uses that would be present on the site at 
completion of construction activities—and inputs to the CalEEMod emissions modeling files 
provided as Appendix E to the DEIR.  

This portion of the comment misinterprets the information contained in Table 2-2 and the CalEEMod 
input related to Project office land use area. Currently, there is existing 2,583 square feet of existing 
office space on-site. A portion of the office space would be retained and a portion would be 
demolished. The Proposed Project would introduce 2,027 square feet of new office use floor area 
to the Project Site. The 3,371 square feet of office space includes 1,344 square feet of existing 
office space that would be retained throughout renovations on the site. The operational analysis in 
the Air Quality emissions modeling for the Project presented in Table 4.B-7 of the DEIR analyzes 
net new emissions. The operational GHG emissions analysis presented in Table 4.E-5 of the DEIR 
analyzes net new emissions. Therefore, the 2,027 square feet of office use area modeled for the 
Project in the DEIR is appropriate and does not underestimate the incremental change in land use 
and associated emissions that would result from implementation of the Project. No change is 
warranted. 
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Comment Kracov-4 

• The DEIR states the Project includes 4,670-SF of retail and spa uses (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2), but 
CalEEMod analyzed 4,269-SF of strip mall and health club uses (i.e., underestimated by 401 
SF) (APP-E, PDF p. 35). 

Response to Comment Kracov-4 

This portion of the comment identifies a discrepancy between the information contained in Table 
2-2 and the CalEEMod input related to retail and spa uses included in the Project. As shown in 
Table 2-2, “other retail uses” would comprise 2,935 square feet of commercial space in the project, 
and the CalEEMod Proposed Project files included 2,534 square feet of retail space, a difference 
of 401 square feet. The discrepancy exists due to late, minor changes to the Project Description 
following completion of emissions modeling. Regardless, because it is a small discrepancy, it does 
not change the outcome of the analysis. The operational emissions analysis used the appropriate 
trip generation estimates, therefore emissions associated with mobile vehicle trips are not 
underestimated.  

As discussed in Exhibit 2 to the Responses, “AQ and GHG Supplemental Responses”, the 
additional 401 square feet of retail space would represent a 16 percent increase relative to the retail 
space included in the CalEEMod files and would not cause a substantial change to daily air pollutant 
emissions or annual GHG emissions. The retail use daily air pollutant emissions would not increase 
by more than 0.1 pounds per day for any regulated pollutant after accounting for the additional retail 
space, and therefore emissions would not exceed any air quality threshold. The annual GHG 
emissions associated with retail building operation would increase from approximately 23.5 
MTCO2e to 27.25 MTCO2e, an increase of 3.75 MTCO2e. Although the discrepancy is accurately 
identified, no change to the analysis is warranted. Tables 4.E-4 and 4.E-5 in the Draft EIR show 
that the Project would generate approximately 38 MTCO2e per year during construction and 1,792 
MTCO2e per year during operation of the Project with a combined net total of 1,830 MTCO2e per 
year. The 3.75 MTCO2e increase would not result in the Project conflicting with GHG reduction 
goals, plans or strategies, and impacts would continue to be less than significant. 

See Response to Comment Kracov-5 for analysis of the aggregate reduction in anticipated 
annual GHG emissions when the late, minor changes to the Project Description which were initiated 
following completion of emissions modeling are accounted for. 

Comment Kracov-5 

• The DEIR states the Project includes 8,855-SF of restaurant uses, which is 1,368 SF more than 
the 7,517-SF of said uses currently existing on-site (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2). However, CalEEMod 
analyzed a Project of 4,200-SF of restaurant uses (i.e., underestimated by 4,655 SF), which is 
3,320 SF less than said uses currently on-site (APP-E, PDF pp. 1, 35, 89). 

Response to Comment Kracov-5 

This portion of the comment misinterprets the information contained in Table 2-2 and the CalEEMod 
input related to Project restaurant land use area. As presented in Table 2-2, the Proposed Project 
would introduce 3,810 square feet of new and renovated restaurant use floor area to the Project 
Site. The 8,885 square feet of restaurant space includes 5,075 square feet of existing floor area 
that would be retained throughout renovations, and thus, is not subject to CalEEMod analysis. The 
CalEEMod input files in Appendix E were prepared prior to late minor changes to the Project 



 12 

Description, and actually overestimated the Project restaurant use by approximately 390 square 
feet (4,200 square feet of restaurant uses, rather than 3,810 square feet, were included in the 
CalEEMod calculations). The CalEEMod analysis focused only on Project changes to the site. The 
overestimation of 390 square feet of restaurant uses resulted in a conservative estimate of 
operational restaurant use air quality and GHG emissions, representing approximately nine percent 
more restaurant space than would be included in the Project.  

Accounting for the correction to reflect for the reduced restaurant space, GHG emissions 
associated with Project restaurant uses excluding mobile vehicle trips would be approximately nine 
percent lower, representing an overestimation of approximately 15.8 MTCO2e annually; emissions 
of other air pollutants would also be marginally reduced. Combined with the square footage 
discrepancy identified related to retail space, late stage minor modifications to the Project resulted 
in an overestimation of approximately 12 MTCO2e annually as disclosed in the DEIR. Therefore, 
the GHG emissions presented in the DEIR for the Project represent a slightly conservative 
characterization due to late stage changes in the Project Description. As these adjustments would 
not result in an incremental increase, and would not conflict with greenhouse has reductions goals, 
plans, and policies, no further analysis is warranted as there would be no additional impacts.  

Comment Kracov-6 

• The DEIR shows below-grade floor plans of approximately 34,861-SF floor plan (DEIR, Fig. 2-
5) reaching depths of a minimum of 24.5 feet’ (DEIR, Fig. 2-11)—resulting in approximately 
31,633-CY of material to be excavated. However, DEIR states only 30,936 CY of material (i.e., 
underestimated by 697 CY) (DEIR, p. 2-32; APP-E, PDF p. 1). Based on the DEIR’s assumed 
9-CY truck capacity (DEIR, p 2-32), 31,633 CY of exported material would require approximate 
3,515 round-trip truck trips (equivalent to 7,030 one-way trips). However, the CalEEMod 
analyzed only 6,876 one-way trips (i.e., underestimated by 154 trips).  

Response to Comment Kracov-6 

The comment incorrectly estimates excavation at 31,633 CY. The project engineers estimate the 
excavated volume to be 30,936 CY when accounting for architectural details. The excavated 
volume listed in the EIR is a reasonable assumption to support the environmental planning analysis 
for CEQA compliance. As the truck trip count is also based on the 30,936 CY, the truck trips are 
also a reasonable assumption. Regardless, the impact conclusion in the EIR is accurate and would 
be unaffected even if the slight discrepancy asserted by the Appellant was accurate. Nitrogen oxide 
(NOX) is the regional pollutant assessed in the EIR that is most influenced by truck trips. As shown 
in Table 4.B-5 in the EIR, NOX emissions during the grading phase would be well below the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds. NOX emissions were estimated to be 56 pounds per day and the 
significance threshold is 100 pounds per day. If, as the Appellant asserts, an additional 154 trips 
are required and those trips are spread out over the 3-month construction period for this phase, 
emissions would increase by less than five pounds per day. Accordingly, no further analysis is 
warranted as the EIR assumptions for excavation and haul trips were supported by evidence based 
on project engineer estimates. Nonetheless, the inclusion of the disputed additional 154 trips would 
not result in exceeding emission thresholds or other additional impacts.  

Comment Kracov-7 

• The DEIR states the Project’s existing GHG emissions total 1,207.9 metric tons of CO2 
equivalents per year (“MTCO2e/yr”) (DEIR, Tbl. 4.E-3), but CalEEMod shows existing uses 
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GHG emissions of 940 MTCO2e/yr (i.e., overestimated by 267.65 MTCO2e/yr) (APPE, PDF p. 
92). 

Response to Comment Kracov-7 

The comment correctly identifies a discrepancy between the existing uses GHG emissions 
presented in DEIR Table 4.E-3 and the CalEEMod input files in Appendix E. Furthermore, the land 
uses described in Table 2-2 are consistent with those included in the existing uses CalEEMod 
inputs provided as Appendix E. The origin of the emissions value discrepancy is unclear given that 
the existing land uses shown in Table 2-2 and those included in Appendix E are consistent 
(approximately 2,583 square feet of office space, 7,517 square feet of restaurant space, and 1,572 
square feet of school/daycare space). The existing emissions presented in Table 4.E-3 reflect an 
overestimation based on the current description of existing land uses and therefore incremental 
increases in GHG emissions attributed to the Project are even more conservative. Table 4.E-3 
could be updated to reflect the CalEEMod results in Appendix E, however, no further analysis is 
warranted as the change would have no effect on the impact analysis or significance 
determinations, since the analysis and conclusions in the EIR that the Project would not conflict 
with greenhouse gas reductions plans, goals, and policies would continue to be valid. Project 
emissions modeling conservatively accounted for GHG emissions associated with change in land 
uses on the Project Site, as described in Response to Comment Kracov-3.  

Comment Kracov-8 

• Furthermore, CalEEMod assumed reduced vehicle speed on unpaved roads as a construction 
mitigation measure (APP-E, PDF p. 45), which is not present in the MMRP. 

Response to Comment Kracov-8 

This CalEEMod input is part of compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust). Compliance 
with SCAQMD rules are mandated by law for all projects, and legally mandated measures do not 
need to be included in the MMRP to ensure Applicant and the construction contractor compliance.  

Comment Kracov-9 

Similarly, the Project’s Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) utilizes trip rates from the Institute Of 
Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) ninth edition, despite being prepared in December 2018 after the 
ITE released its Tenth edition in 2017 with revised traffic trip generation rates and land use 
categories that included more accurate trip counts.3 As a result, the TIS underestimated the 
Project’s trip generation by approximately 533 daily trips (before credits were applied), such as: 

• The TIS analyzed the 78 hotel rooms as a “Hotel” generating 8.17 trips per unit (i.e., ITE Code 
310, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26). Under the ITE Tenth edition, however, this use generates 
8.36 trips per unit (ITE Code 310, 10th ed.).4 This amounts to an underestimation of 4.04 trips 
per unit or a total of 315.12 hotel-trips (pre-credit).  

Response to Comment Kracov-9  

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time 
of the January 12, 207 Notice of Preparation, which serves as the baseline date.  Trip generation 

                                                 
3 PDF pp. 5-6, http://neite.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/August-2017-Chronicle.pdf; see also PDF p. 20, 

http://www.azite.org/presentations/Luncheons/16Nov2017/AZITELuncheon_TripGen_16Nov2017.pdf. 
4  PDF p. 4, http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Attachment_A_Trip_Table_2019.pdf. 
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rates specific to the West Los Angeles area are defined by the City of Los Angeles Coastal 
Transportation Corridor Specific Plan and use of those rates is required by the City. However, the 
Specific Plan does not define AM peak hour rates for trip generation. All project trip generation 
calculations were approved by LADOT during the study scoping process, and in addition to the 
rates identified in the Specific Plan, include trip generation rates per hotel unit and per 1,000 square 
feet of commercial floor area as defined by Trip Generation, published by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-2.) Per coordination with LADOT during the 
project MOU process, where total trip rates or inbound/outbound percentages have not been 
defined by either the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan or the ITE source, 
rates from an industry publication Traffic Generators, published by the San Diego Association of 
Governments, were used. These details were documented in the following trip generation table 
footnotes of the project traffic study. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-1., Table 4): 

[a] PM peak hour trip rates for all uses were obtained from the City of Los Angeles Coastal 
Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A.  

[b] ITE does not provide trip generation rates for Specialty Retail during the AM peak hour. 
AM trip rate obtained from SANDAG Traffic Generators, April 2002. The SANDAG specialty 
retail trip rate is 3 percent of the daily trips which is 1.33 AM peak hour trips (ITE 44.32 daily 
trip rate X 3% = 1.33 AM peak hour trips). The SANDAG specialty retail trip in and out ratios 
were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.  

[c] The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak 
hour in and out trips. 

Because the 10th edition of the Trip Generation source was released in late 2017, well after the 
issuance of the Notice of Preparation on January 12, 2017, the impact analysis was therefore based 
on the 9th edition. Nonetheless, in response to this comment, a review of the project trip generation 
calculations was analyzed using updated 10th edition rates; the analysis showed a small increase 
in daily trips and no change or a reduction in peak hour trips. The use of the 10th edition rates, 
where Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan rates do not apply, would affect the trip 
generation totals in the following minor manner:  

• Net daily project trips increase by 34 (+5.5%) 

• Net AM peak project trips are reduced by 2 

• Net PM peak project trips are reduced by 11 

The trip generation analysis with the 10th edition rate updates is provided in the table below (also 
included in Exhibit 4 to the Responses, “Traffic Responses”). 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 15 

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS – WITH 10TH EDITION ITE RATES 

 
 

Trip reductions are caused by the different changes in rates between proposed uses (trip 
generation) and existing uses (trip credits). For the study intersection analysis, which is based 
entirely on peak hour trips, no new impacts would occur, as AM peak-hour trips would remain the 
same and PM peak-hour trips would be lower. 

The 9th and 10th edition rates applicable to the Project Site are provided in the table below: 

In Out Total In Out Total

Trip Generation Rates

Hotel 310 1 room 8.36 59% 41% 0.47 51% 49% 0.60

Apartment 220 1 unit 7.32 23% 77% 0.46 63% 37% 0.56

Retail * 820 1 k.s.f. 37.75 62% 38% 0.94 48% 52% 3.81

Restaurant [a]* 931 1 k.s.f. 83.84 60% 40% 0.73 67% 33% 7.80

Day Care Center * 565 1 k.s.f. 47.62 53% 47% 11.00 47% 53% 11.12

Office * 710 1 k.s.f. 9.74 86% 14% 1.16 16% 84% 1.15

Hotel 310 78 rooms 652 22 15 37 24 23 47

  internal capture trip credit ** -20 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Subtotal Hotel Trips 632 22 15 37 23 22 45

  TDM trip credit (15%) [d] -95 -3 -3 -6 -3 -3 -7

Total Hotel Trips 537 19 12 31 20 19 38

Apartment * 220 4 units 29 0 2 2 1 1 2

  internal capture trip credit ** -4 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Residential Trips 25 0 2 2 1 1 2

Retail and Spa * 820 4.670 k.s.f. 176 2 2 4 9 9 18

  internal capture trip credit ** -26 0 0 0 -4 -3 -7

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -15 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Subtotal Retail/Spa Trips 135 2 2 4 5 5 10

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -14 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Total Retail/Spa Trips 121 2 2 4 5 4 9

Restaurant * 931 3.810 k.s.f. 319 2 1 3 20 10 30

  internal capture trip credit ** -43 0 0 0 -4 -5 -9

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -28 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Subtotal Restaurant Trips 248 2 1 3 15 4 19

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -25 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Total Restaurant Trips 223 2 1 3 14 3 17

Office * 710 2.027 k.s.f. 20 2 0 2 0 2 2

  internal capture trip credit ** -10 0 0 0 0 0 0

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Office Trips 9 2 0 2 0 2 2

916 25 17 42 40 29 68

Day Care Center * 565 -1.572 k.s.f. -75 -9 -8 -17 -8 -9 -17

Office * 710 -1.239 k.s.f. -12 -1 0 -1 0 -1 -1

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

office
1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Restaurant * 931 -2.442 k.s.f. -205 -1 -1 -2 -13 -6 -19

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

restaurant
21 0 0 0 1 1 2

-270 -11 -9 -20 -20 -15 -35

646 14 8 22 20 14 33

* Local Serving Uses.

** Internal trip reduction factors based on NCHRP methodology and in/out percentages provided by separate NCHRP spreadsheet.

Note: Rates Source: ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition.  Also see footnote [a]

Note: Internal trip capture rates based on current ITE Trip Generation Handbook and NCHRP methodology.

[a]  PM peak hour trip rates obtained from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A.

[b]  The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[d]  The project owner will implement a TDM program with elements such as: implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services, provide on-site education on

  alternative transportation modes, implement flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs (reservations only), provide bicycle amenities,

  provide subsidized transit passes, provide bicycles for patrons and employees, provide airport shuttle for patrons, provide on-site facilities to encourage use

  of alternative forms of transportation.

PM Peak Hour [a]

Proposed Project

Proposed Project Total

Existing Uses to be Removed

Existing Uses Total

NET NEW PROJECT TRIPS

Land Use

ITE 

Code Intensity

Average 

Weekday

AM Peak Hour
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The impact analysis for the three study roadway segments in the project traffic study determined 
that the percent change in volumes resulting from use of the 10th edition Trip Generation rates that 
would be caused by the project would range from a one percent increase to a four percent increase 
(no change from the traffic study percentages, with rounding), with impact standards based on 
roadway type ranging from eight percent to 12 percent increase. Applying the 10th edition Trip 
Generation rates would result in a 5.5 percent increase in daily trips for the Project, but would not 
result in any change to the conclusion in the EIR. Section 4.K of the Draft EIR (pages 4.K.43-44) 
concludes that no impacts would occur at the study roadway segments. As shown above, use of 
the 10th edition Trip Generation rates would not result in any impacts at the study roadway 
segments.  

Comment Kracov-10 

• The DEIR states the 8,885-SF, ground-floor restaurant uses will be neighborhood-serving, high-
turnover, sit-down restaurant (DEIR, pp. 2-6, 2-23, 2-33; APP-E, PDF p. 35). This is akin to a 
“High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant” generating 112.18 trips per 1,000 square feet (“KSF”) 
(i.e., ITE Code 932 10th ed.).5 The TIS, however, analyzed said use as a “Quality Restaurant” 
generating 89.95 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 931, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26).6 This amounts 
to an underestimation of 22.23 trips/KSF or a total of 197.51 restaurant-trips (pre-credit). 

 

                                                 
5  8000 W. 3rd Street Mixed-Use Project (DCP Case No. ENV-2018-1651-MND) Trip Generation Calculations, PDF p. 11, 29-30, 

https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/90d2c25b-476a-40bc-9c14-6bb50c95aa56/ENV-2018-1651-IS-10.pdf. 
6 See ITE (9th ed.) Table of Contents Land Use Codes, PDF p. 7, 

https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=e278c1c9%2D2354%2Dd714%2D516a%2D26e4dd7f5e7c. 
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Response to Comment Kracov-10 

The analyzed restaurant uses would meet the definitions of quality restaurants, as defined for the 
Trip Generation Manual source, which are as follows: 

This land use consists of high quality, full-service eating establishments with a typical 
duration of stay of at least one hour. Quality restaurants generally do not serve breakfast; 
some do not serve lunch; all serve dinner. This type of restaurant often requests and 
sometimes requires reservations and is generally not part of a chain. Patrons commonly 
wait to be seated, are served by a waiter/waitress, order from menus and pay for meals 
after they eat. While some of the study sites have lounge or bar facilities (serving alcoholic 
beverages), they are ancillary to the restaurant. 

The restaurant in question is a hotel restaurant, which will serve three meals a day to a large 
number of guests of the hotel, along with other customers. Patrons of the restaurant will be seated 
by a restaurant employee will be served by a waiter/waitress, order from menus and pay for meals 
after they eat. The bar in the restaurant is part of the restaurant, not the primary use. Breakfast will 
largely be served to hotel guests; it is not anticipated that there will typically be a large draw from 
outside the hotel. The Trip Generation Manual does not contain a trip generation rate for hotel 
restaurants, nor does the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan, as traffic 
generation for hotel restaurants is typically assumed to be part of rate for the hotel. For all of these 
reasons, the quality restaurant designation (ITE Code 193) is the most appropriate trip generation 
rate.  

Comment Kracov-11 

• The DEIR discloses the 3,371-SF, ground-floor office use is primarily comprised of “coworking 
office space” with several office rooms less than 350 SF in size (DEIR, pp. 2-5 – 2-7; see also 
Fig. 2-6). This is akin to “Small Office Building” less than 5,000-SF in size and generating 16.19 
trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 712, 10th ed.).7 The TIS, however, analyzed said use as a “General 
Office Building” generating 11.03 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 710, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26).8 
This amounts to an underestimation of 5.16 trips/KSF or a total of 17.39 office trips (pre-credits).  

Response to Comment Kracov-11 

The ITE category of Small Office Building is generally for application to a standalone building that 
“houses a single tenant” per the Trip Generation Manual. The proposed office use is more akin to 
ITE code 710 (General Office Building) because it may house multiple tenants, likely local 
businesses and/or hotel operations.  For this reason, the rate referenced by the commenter is not 
applicable, as that rate is intended for operations related to singe tenants, which will not be the 
case here.  

Comment Kracov-12 

• The TIS analyzed the four apartment units as an “Apartment” generating 6.65 trips per unit (i.e., 
ITE Code 220, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26). Under the ITE Tenth edition, however, this use is 
akin to “Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise)” generating 7.32 trips per unit (ITE Code 220, 10th 

                                                 
7  See ITE (10th ed.) Table of Contents Land Use Codes, PDF p. 3, https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=794F62D6-F31F-9EA7-4506-EF5DF11DE8F6 

; see e.g., 8000 W. 3rd Street Mixed-Use Project (DCP Case No. ENV-2018-1651-MND) Trip Generation Calculations, PDF pp. 11, 34-35, 
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/90d2c25b-476a-40bc-9c14-6bb50c95aa56/ENV-2018-1651-IS-10.pdf . 

8 See ITE (9th ed.) Table of Contents Land Use Codes, PDF p. 5, 
https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=e278c1c9%2D2354%2Dd714%2D516a%2D26e4dd7f5e7c . 
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ed.).9 This amounts to an underestimation of 0.67 trips per unit or a total of 2.8 apartment-trips 
(pre-credit).  

Response to Comment Kracov-12 

Per the table above entitled Project Trip Generation Analysis– With 10TH Edition ITE Rates, no 
new impacts were identified when the project was analyzed using the 10th edition rates for 
Multifamily Housing.10 

See also Response to Comment Kracov-9, which provides a Project trip generation estimate 
using the 10th edition Trip Generation rates and shows that impacts would remain unchanged, 
when applying the small daily trip increase under the analysis with 10th edition rates. No new 
impacts would occur at the study roadway segments.  

Comment Kracov-13 

• The TIS assumed a Traffic Demand Management (“TDM”) program would achieve a 15 percent 
reduction in hotel-trips (APP-K1, PDF pp. 5, 24, 26; APP-K2, PDF p. 3). However, this level of 
reduction is not specified in the Project’s MMRP. 

Response to Comment Kracov-13 

The proposed Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan of the project has been defined 
and the trip reduction will be monitored. The Project Applicant will prepare and implement a TDM 
Program that includes strategies to promote non-auto travel and reduce the use of single-occupant 
vehicle trips, as discussed further below.  The identified TDM measures have been reviewed and 
approved by LADOT pursuant to a December 14, 2018 Letter (Appendix K-2, Draft EIR) and in 
subsequent communication with LADOT staff on July 2, 2020.  Per the Erratum July 2020, the TDM 
plan has been updated to more closely match the language from the DOT December 2018 letter, 
including requirements that the project meet specific PM total peak hour trips. LADOT has reviewed 
and confirmed that the measures discussed in the TDM plan would reduce the daily trips by 15%, 
that mitigation would not be deferred, and the trip credit taken for the project is valid.   

The Project traffic scoping and MOU creation process with City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) defined a 15 percent reduction in trips for project TDM efforts. That 
percentage value was defined based on the expected reduction in trips from LADOT experience in 
defining and enforcing previously-adopted TDM plans on projects.  

The final TDM will be set forth when the project design is final during Project permitting in order to 
ensure that the strategies will achieve the 15 percent traffic reduction goal. Flexibility is required in 
the mitigation measure, because if TDM strategies are determined prior to the time of final Project 
permitting, then it is possible that the traffic reduction goal would not be achieved. Therefore, the 
TDM program for the Project is not yet finalized. The goal of reducing vehicle trips by 15 percent is 
not an add-on adjustment but rather a TDM program designed to facilitate the use of alternative 
transportation modes to decrease automotive vehicle trips and focus on person trips made by other 
modes of travel (such as walking, biking and transit), which this project is uniquely situated to 
accomplish given that 35 percent of the study area population is transit dependent. A TDM program 
is not speculative; rather, it is developed for projects based on their individual design characteristics 

                                                 
9  See e.g., Lankershim/Riverside Mixed-Use Project – Addendum Traffic Analysis, PDF p. 22, https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/938384cf-

3dbe-45dc-8e53-a015012abc43/ENV-2016-3904-J-3.pdf 
10  Apartments was the name of the category in the 9th edition of the ITE rates, though the name of the category was modified to Multifamily 

Housing in the 10th edition. 
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and the transportation behavior of the individuals travelling to and from the project site. As 
mentioned above, the TDM strategies will be finalized upon completion of the project design during 
permitting, as part of regulatory compliance, in order to ensure that the 15 percent traffic reduction 
goal is achieved. Per the Mitigation Monitoring Program in the FEIR, this PDF would be monitored 
and enforced by LADOT.  

Comment Kracov-14 

• Additionally, the DEIR states that the Project would be subject to a $493,515 Transportation 
Impact Assessment fee (“TIA Fee”) pursuant to the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific 
Plan (“CTCSP”) (APP-K2, PDF pp. 2-4). However, under the existing CTCSP TIA Fee 
calculation (Ord. 16899),11 all applicants “shall pay” all non-exempt TIA Fees equal to (project 
unit measure) multiply (CTCSP trip rate) multiply (trip cost factor). See CTCSP § 6.C, Appendix 
A.12 As shown in the below figure, the Project would seem to be subject to an approximate $1.6 
million TIA Fee. There is no explanation of what credits LADOT applied to reduce the TIA Fee 
obligation by more than $1.1 million. Thus, failure to pay all appropriate fees would make the 
CTCSP TIA fee an inadequate mitigation measure and further evidence the Project’s 
inconsistency with applicable land use plans (a Code-required finding discussed supra). 

 

Response to Comment Kracov-14 

The 2019 update to the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan (CTCSP) and the West Los 
Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan (WLA TIMP) changed the 
Transportation Impact Assessment fee schedule. The new fees are based on units and floor areas, 
the previously defined adjustment factors, and a base fee. The EIR refers to the WLA TIMP as one 
of the applicable regulations that apply to the project. The EIR does not take credit for payment of 
the WLA TIMP fee as mitigation or to reduce impacts of the Project. As required by the WLA TIMP, 
the fee will be calculated at the time of building permit. The estimates provided here are for 
illustrative purposes only.  

The revised fees are estimated to be as follows, based on the 2019 update to the CTCSP and 
TIMP. The commenter references other floor areas for some of the proposed commercial uses, but 
those numbers do not match the proposed project areas: 

                                                 
11  http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/1988/88-1984-S1_ORD_168999_09-22-1993.pdf . 
12  Ibid, PDF pp. 49- (Appendix A Trip Generation Table). 
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o 78 hotel rooms at $5,452 per room = $425,256 

o Four apartments at $4,646 per unit = $18,584 

o 4,670 sq.ft. of retail at $16.90 per sq.ft. = $78,923 

o 3,810 sq.ft. of restaurant at $16.90 per sq.ft. = $64,389 

o 2,027 sq.ft. of office at $16.75 = $33,952 

If these fees were paid today, the total updated fees to be paid would be $621,104. These fees are 
paid at the time of building permit approval, and not at the time of traffic study completion nor 
environmental document certification.  

The comment letter incorrectly calculated the TIMP fees, including the square footage of the 
existing restaurants (which will remain) in their calculations. According to the WLA TIMP, 
exemptions from the fees include tenant improvements or other work existing buildings or 
structures which does not increase floor area or result in a change of use. (WLA TIMP § 5(B).) The 
elements of the project related to the existing buildings which will remain will not result in a change 
of use or increase in floor area. The comment letter similarly included 1,344 square feet of existing 
office space (which will remain) in their calculations. The TIMP fees are only applicable to new 
development, not existing space.   

Comment Kracov-15 

Furthermore, faulty traffic tip generations directly affect a Project’s air quality and GHG emissions 
in the form of mobile emissions. As such, these inaccuracies must be resolved and mitigated to the 
fullest extent feasible, including but not limited to:  

• restricting the four apartment units to be affordable,  

• provide free transit passes for all workers at the Project (including the restaurants),  

• provide for parking cash-out for workers who do not use their cars (including the restaurants), 

• provide at least free one-way transit pass per day for guests at the property if the owners seek 
a variance or permissions that allow rentals of less than 30 days, and  

• ensure the building is at least LEED Platinum or Equivalent certified, as is now required for 
commercial development in neighboring Santa Monica. 

Response to Comment Kracov-15 

As noted in Response to Kracov-9 through Response to Kracov-12, the trip generation estimates 
are accurate. Therefore, the resulting mobile source analysis in air quality and GHG is unchanged.  

The Project includes a robust TDM Program (TRANS-PDF-2) that provides incentives for use of 
transit and rideshare. The TDM Program has been reviewed by LADOT and is subject to further 
review and approval by Department of City Planning and LADOT, as discussed in more detail in 
Response to Comment Kracov-13.  

The Project is in the City of Los Angeles, not Santa Monica, and will be compliant with the City’s 
most recent version Green Building Code. The EIR assume implementation of 2016 Green Building 
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Code, which has since been updated and made more restrictive (i.e. requiring buildings to be more 
energy efficient). Thus, the Project will be more energy efficient than calculated for the EIR. 
Moreover, GHG-PDF-2 commits the project to achieving at least a Silver certification under the 
U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) or 
equivalent. The EIR does not identify any potentially significant impacts that would require 
implementation of LEED Platinum.  

Comment Kracov-16 

V. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

Here, the DEIR admits, at a minimum, that the Project will have significant, unmitigated cultural and 
noise impacts. So too, Commenters are concerned about potentially significant air quality, GHG, 
land use, and traffic impacts masked by the various inaccuracies in the EIR’s analysis (discussed 
supra). However, the Final EIR fails to identify a CEQA-compliant Statement of Overriding 
Considerations (“SOC”). 

When approving a project that will have significant environmental impacts not fully mitigated, a lead 
agency must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” finding that the project’s benefits 
outweigh its environmental harm. See CEQA Guidelines § 15043; see also Pub. Res. Code § 
21081(b); Sierra Club v. Contra Costa County (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 1212, 1222. An overriding 
statement expresses the “larger, more general reasons for approving the project, such as the need 
to create new jobs, provide housing, generate taxes and the like.” Concerned Citizens of S. Central 
LA v. Los Angeles Unif. Sch. Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 847. It must fully inform and disclose 
the specific benefits expected to outweigh environmental impacts, supported by substantial 
evidence. See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15043(b), 15093(b); see also Sierra Club, 10 Cal.App.4th at 
1223. Furthermore, an agency may adopt a statement of overriding considerations only after it has 
imposed all feasible mitigation measures to reduce a project’s impact to less than significant levels. 
See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15091 & 15126.4. Hence, decisionmakers may not approve a project 
when feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen or avoid such impacts. See Pub. Res. 
Code § 21002; see also CEQA Guidelines § 15092(b)(2). 

Moreover, in addition to imposing all feasible mitigation, to the extent that overriding considerations 
are needed, key among the findings that the lead agency must make is that: 

“Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including the 
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the 
mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental impact report … [and 
that those] benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the environment.” Pub. 
Res. Code § 21081(a)(3) & (b), emphasis added. 

Here, the DEIR fails to attempt to determine whether new jobs created by the Project, in either the 
construction phase or the operational phase, will be for “highly trained workers,” and what the likely 
salary and wage ranges of these jobs will be. Without this information, the City lacks substantial 
evidence to make any overriding statement. Genuine benefits could take the form of restricting the 
four dwelling units to be affordable, and/or providing payment of prevailing wages for all 
construction phase workers and living wages for all operational phase workers. Such requirements 
would ensure that the Project provides “employment opportunities for highly trained workers” in 
accordance with the mandates of CEQA. Without such requirements, the Project may actually 
depress wage rates and fail to provide high-quality job opportunities. 
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In short, the City cannot find that the economic benefits of the Project outweigh the environmental 
costs if it does not provide more housing and/or know what the economic benefits will be. A revised 
DEIR is required to provide this information. This issue of job quality is critically important to Local 
11.  

Response to Comment Kracov-16 

The City’s LOD provides a Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) starting on page 75. The 
SOC identifies multiple significant benefits of the Project, including:  

• The Project will provide guest rooms, dwelling units and commercial uses within a Transit 
Priority Area, consistent with the State’s policies pursuant to SB 743 to encourage develop near 
transit.  

• The Project will provide 78 guest rooms in one of the only areas designated for hotel uses in 
the LUP, thereby increasing access to the coast and coastal attractions.  

• The Project will aesthetically improve the community by redeveloping an aging parking lot and 
replacing aging structures.  

• The Project will provide economic benefits by supporting the growth of the City’s economic base 
with an economically viable project that includes revenue generating commercial activity and 
tax revenue, including transit occupancy taxes.  

• The Project will incorporate various green building and sustainability features to enhance air 
quality and support the City’s sustainability goals and policies, including reduction of 
greenhouse gasses.  

• The Project will incorporate a landscaping plan and open space to provide guests will outdoor 
spaces. 

• The Project will be located in a Transit Priority Area, consistent with SCAG’s 2018 RTP/SCS 
regional mobility goals that encourage land use and growth to occur near transit.  

• The Project will accomplish the five Project Objective.  

The comment does not provide substantial evidence nor does it point to evidence in the 
administrative record that the Project would “depress wage rates and fail to provide high-quality job 
opportunities.” 

The responses provided in the document show that the analyses are correctly addressed in the 
EIR and no new significant impacts would occur. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the EIR in 
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project, nor does the comment identify 
any physical environmental impacts caused by the Project.  
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Comment Letter Manatt 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips 
on behalf of AK Investment 
2049 Century Park East, Suite 1700, Los Angeles, CA 90067 
March 26, 2020 

Comment Manatt-1 

I. THE PROJECT AND THE AK PROPERTIES.  

As noted above, the Project proposes to develop the entire block around the AK Properties. The 
ZA Determination’s Project Conditions and the Final EIR, however, give only cursory treatment to 
potential impacts on the AK Properties, and in some cases none whatsoever. This failure is 
significant, particularly because 1043 Abbot Kinney is a sensitive use and was required to be 
treated as such in the Final EIR’s analyses (noise and air quality, among others). The failure of the 
Final EIR to adequately study impacts on the AK Properties means that the ZA Determination was 
made without reference to those impacts, which are therefore almost entirely unmitigated under 
the ZA Determination. This is a fatal flaw of both the Final EIR and the Project Approvals.  

The Project would be constructed within 10 feet of the AK Properties and would operate 
immediately adjacent to the AK Properties (i.e., at the property line), including siting impactful 
uses such as outdoor event/assembly spaces, restaurant and bar patios, and car drop-off/pick-up 
areas immediately adjacent to the AK Properties. The Project proposes an outdoor bar and patio 
immediately adjacent to 1041 Abbot Kinney, a swimming pool and pool deck which will 
accommodate as many as 70 people, and two rooftop decks accommodating as many as 195 
people, all of which will be just feet from potential residential uses at 1043 Abbot Kinney. This does 
not even account for the parking and traffic issues created by introducing a 78-room hotel, 
restaurants, and event spaces that could accommodate over 450 people into one of the most 
densely populated and heavily trafficked areas of Venice. For a project of this size and scale, it is 
even more important for the Final EIR to fully and thoroughly evaluate potential environmental 
impacts and to properly mitigate those impacts.  

Response to Comment Manatt-1 

In October 2018, the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw 
Units from Rental Housing Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the 
owner was requesting a demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit 
at 1043 Abbot Kinney. Therefore, it was reasonably concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not 
contain residential uses, rendering the property a non-sensitive use at the time of the EIR’s 
circulation. Following Appellant’s assertion at the ZA Hearing that it had reversed that decision 
and/or that it intended to use the building for residential uses (even though no paperwork returning 
the unit to the rental market has been filed with the City), TAHA prepared a Technical Memorandum 
for the ZA to consider the potential for air quality and noise impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. 
Dated August 21, 2019, prior to the ZA’s determination, the Technical Memorandum is part of the 
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CEQA Administrative Record, as it was included as Exhibit B to the Letter of Record submitted to 
the City’s Zoning Administrator on August 30, 2019.13  

The Technical Memorandum lists each CEQA threshold statement, the EIR conclusions, and the 
potential for the proposed project to significantly impact the property at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard. The Technical Memorandum concludes that considering 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard as a residential land use would not result in new undisclosed impacts. Similar to the 
conclusions presented in the EIR, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable 
construction noise and vibration impacts at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard, but no other 
significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified related to air quality, GHG emissions, or 
noise.  

 Comment Manatt-2 

The commenter raises issues about the existing parking baseline in the area and potential impacts. 
(Pages 4-6). The commenter also raises questions about the secondary valet and potential impacts 
related thereto.  

Response to Comment Manatt-2 

To the extent that the commenter refers to parking concerns related to a physical impact on the 
environment, the commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 (Parking).  

To the extent that the commenter refers to issues related to hosted events, the commenter is 
referred to Topical Response 4 (Hosted Events).  

Comment Manatt-3 

B. The Project will Result in Significant Noise Impacts to Neighboring Properties and 
Residences.  

Both 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney contain uses that will be significantly impacted by noise 
emanating from the Project. 1041 Abbot Kinney is designed for use as a creative space, and is 
dependent on a relatively quiet environment, as individuals endeavor to complete creative projects 
or consult as to potential artistic or business goals. Even if 1041 Abbot Kinney is ultimately utilized 
as office space, the ability of a business to operate out of the property depends on a quiet 
environment in which business can be conducted. 1043 Abbot Kinney, on the other hand, not only 
has retail uses but residential uses, the function and enjoyment of which will be thwarted by the 
extreme noise generated by the Project. Even worse, the Project’s EIR did not identify this use 
as a sensitive receptor.  

Response to Comment Manatt-3 

See Exhibit 3 to the Responses, “Noise Supplemental Responses”. 

The comment incorrectly asserts that the uses were not identified as sensitive receptors. 

                                                 
13 This Memorandum is included as an attachment to this Response document. 
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In October 2018, the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw 
Units from Rental Housing Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the 
owner was requesting a demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit 
at 1043 Abbot Kinney. Therefore, it was reasonably concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not 
contain a sensitive use at the time of the EIR’s circulation. Following Appellant’s assertion at the 
Zoning Administrator (ZA) Hearing that it had reversed that decision and/or that it intended to use 
the building for residential uses (even though no paperwork returning the unit to the rental market 
has been filed with the City), TAHA prepared a Technical Memorandum for the ZA to consider the 
potential for air quality and noise impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. Dated August 21, 2019, prior 
to the ZA’s determination, the Technical Memorandum is part of the CEQA Administrative Record. 

The Technical Memorandum concludes that consideration of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
as a noise-sensitive land use would not result in a new, undisclosed significant impact. As disclosed 
in the EIR, construction activities would result in a short-term significant and unavoidable impact to 
adjacent land uses. Similar to the nearby uses, the proposed project would not result in a significant 
operational noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property.  

Additionally, the City does not consider offices uses to be sensitive to noise. This is especially the 
case for office uses located on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, which is a dense and busy commercial 
corridor. 

Comment Manatt-4 

The Project effectively surrounds 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney with new noise sources. Yet 
somehow, inexplicably, twelve of the thirteen noise mitigation measures in the Final EIR are 
limited to construction mitigation. Among the issues the mitigation measures do not address 
are the following:  

Response to Comment Manatt-4 

The EIR addresses all noise sources and includes mitigation measures, where applicable, to 
reduce potential impacts. No mitigation is required for sources that would not result in impacts, 
which includes the majority of operational sources. It is acknowledged that noise created at the 
Project Site would be audible at adjacent properties. Audible noise only needs to be mitigated if it 
is determined to be a significant impact. However, as further discussed below, audible noise is not 
necessarily a significant impact as the effect depends on the magnitude of noise. 

Comment Manatt-5 

• The Project seeks entitlements to serve alcohol in basically every outdoor space. This will 
inevitably increase the noise impacts on the surrounding sensitive receptors.  

Response to Comment Manatt-5  

 The supplemental Technical Memorandum comprehensively addressed outdoor noise exposure at 
1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The noise analysis conservatively assumed that people would 
be speaking in very loud voices and accounts for noisier than typical conditions associated with 
people consuming alcohol. Furthermore, the analysis utilized a group noise level for 20 people 
speaking simultaneously, rather than a single source noise level. The analysis prepared for the 
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1041/1043 properties concluded that operational conversational noise would be audible at adjacent 
uses, but would not result in a permanent Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) increase of 
3 dBA CNEL to or within 70 to 75 dBA CNEL at the property line. Additionally, operational 
conversational noise would not result in any 5-dBA or more increase in noise level at the property 
line. The Project would not result in a significant operational noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard property line. 

 Guests conversing in the courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area would be dispersed 
throughout these spaces and most people would not be located within the line-of-sight of 1041/1043 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard structures.14  Portions of the courtyard would be enclosed by the proposed 
project structure, resulting in noise being funneled away from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
property. Nonetheless, crowd noise would still be audible at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
property line. It is conservatively assumed during an event 20 people (10 people at the restaurant 
outdoor dining area and 10 people at the restaurant bar) would be speaking at the boundary of the 
courtyard. This would result in a combined noise level of approximately 65.0 dBA Leq at 1041/1043 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. This would not be significantly different from the existing 
noise environment along Abbott Kinney Boulevard, which has an existing noise level of 68.3 dBA 
Leq, and would not represent a significant increase in noise. Furthermore, the boundary to the 
courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area would almost be entirely blocked by the building 
at 1041 Abbot Kinney which would limit noise levels at 1043 Abbot Kinney. 

 The distance from the pool deck to the 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard property line is 
approximately 25 feet and the pool-related noise level is anticipated to be approximately 66.6 dBA 
Leq at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney property line The daytime existing noise level along Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard was recorded at 68.3 dBA Leq and the existing CNEL along Abbot Kinney Boulevard is 
between approximately 60 and 65 dBA. The pool deck noise would result in a less than 1.0 dBA 
increase over the existing noise level, not accounting for attenuation provided by an intervening 
building at 1041 Abbot Kinney. Therefore, although pool activities may be audible, it would not 
result in a permanent CNEL increase at the affected use.  

 The rooftop garden would be located approximately 100 feet away from the 1041/1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard property line. The rooftop garden noise level at the property line of 1041/1043 
Abbott Kinney Boulevard property would be 54.6 dBA Leq. Crowd noise at the guest roof deck along 
Westminster Avenue would be located approximately 25 feet from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard property line. At this distance crowd noise would be approximately 66.6 dBA. Although 
crowd noise may be audible, a significant permanent CNEL increase is not anticipated, particularly 
due to the elevated existing noise level along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Live entertainment and 
amplified music are barred on the premises by Condition of Approval 43 of the March 12, 2020 
LOD and would not result in additional noise impacts.  

Comment Manatt-6 

• The proposed outdoor bar/patio area is located immediately adjacent to 1041 Abbot Kinney, 
and no limit on noise or hours of operation is imposed.  

Response to Comment Manatt-6 

 The outdoor bar/patio was previously assessed in the supplemental Technical Memorandum. 
                                                 
14  Sounds emanating from a source within direct line-of-sight from a receptor are more likely be audible at the receptor than sounds of a 

similar nature which do not have a direct line-of-sight to the receptor. 
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Portions of the courtyard would be enclosed by the Project structure and noise would be funneled 
away from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. Nonetheless, crowd noise would still be 
audible at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. It is assumed during an event 20 
people (10 people at the restaurant patio and 10 people at the restaurant bar) would be speaking 
at the boundary of the courtyard. This would result in a combined noise level of approximately 65.0 
dBA Leq at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line.15 This would not be significantly 
different from the existing noise environment along Abbott Kinney Boulevard, which has an existing 
noise level of 68.3 dBA Leq, and would not represent a significant increase in noise. Furthermore, 
Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 LOD prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the 
premises. 

Comment Manatt-7 

• The proposed motor court will create significant traffic noise, in addition to noise created by the 
opening and shutting of car doors, honking, and conversation, all of which will occur 
immediately adjacent to 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney. All of these impacts are likely to be 
greater during peak hours, when there are likely to be substantially more vehicles, and when 
the Project’s proposed Secondary Valet Area is the only contingency plan in place. 

Response to Comment Manatt-7  

 The motor court and valet were analyzed as part of the DEIR and further analyzed for impacts at 
1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard in the supplemental Technical Memorandum. The motor court 
and valet are one continuous unit and the project would not have self-parking. Parking activities 
would likely generate instantaneous audible noise. However, the City’s significance threshold for 
audible noise is the 24-hour CNEL metric. The motor court and valet would not result in a 
permanent increase of 1.0 dBA CNEL or more at adjacent uses. To further elaborate, the noise 
generating elements of the lifts, such as the electric motor and gears, would be located on 
subterranean levels of the project and would not be readily audible at the ground level. Noise 
related to the aboveground elements of the valet would be similar to the existing surface parking 
lot and would not constitute a significant change in the existing noise environment. Further, while 
the existing parking lot is an open-air format with no structures located between the existing parking 
and 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney, the parking activities proposed for that location would take place 
largely in an enclosed environment and new structures would block the noise, further reducing 
noise associated with parking activities Typically, valet noise levels are lower than those generated 
by vehicle circulation. Passenger vehicles traveling at 10 miles per hour through the valet area 
would generate a noise level of approximately 44 dBA at 50 feet. Furthermore, as a project design 
feature (PDF NOI-2), the valet area would be coated with a non-squeal paving finish which would 
reduce tire squeal noise. Valet noise would likely be intermittently audible but would not significantly 
change the 24-hour CNEL.  

Comment Manatt-8 

• The swimming pool and pool deck are located immediately adjacent to 1041 Abbot Kinney, and 
aim to accommodate up to 70 people and to operate between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 1:00 
a.m. Thursday to Saturday, and 9:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. Sunday to Wednesday. The proposed 
Project would include live entertainment “during non-school hours,” but this limitation is not 

                                                 
15  The structure at 1041 Abbot Kinney is approximately forty feet east of this location, and the sensitive receptor at 1043 Abbot Kinney is 

another forty feet further east of that. 
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included as a condition or mitigation measure.  

Response to Comment Manatt-8 

 See Response to Manatt-5 relating to the pool area. Furthermore, Condition 43 of the March 12, 
2020 LOD prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the premises.  

Comment Manatt-9 

• The rooftop garden and deck can accommodate 100 people and is within roughly 50 feet of 
1041 Abbot Kinney. An additional northeast rooftop deck can accommodate an additional 95 
people, and is located immediately adjacent to the residential use at 1043 Abbot Kinney. 
There are no conditions imposed with respect to when events can take place on these roof 
decks, and the Final EIR provides no reason to assume that crowd-generating activities would 
occur for any limited period, or only during evening hours. Additionally, there is no condition 
imposed against utilizing these rooftop decks as an event space, which would create additional 
and unanalyzed noise impacts during any hours an event is being held on the rooftop.  

Response to Comment Manatt-9  

 The analysis in the DEIR assessed noise regarding crowds and groups of people. See page 4.H-
23 of the DEIR. In addition, the supplemental Technical Memorandum includes an analysis of roof 
deck noise, and in particular crowd noise at these properties. The rooftop garden would be located 
approximately 100 feet away from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. The 
rooftop garden noise level at the property line of 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard property 
would be 54.6 dBA Leq. Crowd noise at the guest roof deck along Westminster Avenue would be 
located approximately 40 feet (diagonal distance) from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
property. At this distance crowd noise would be approximately 63 dBA Leq. Although crowd noise 
may be audible, a significant permanent CNEL increase is not anticipated, particularly due to the 
elevated existing noise level along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Therefore, as these project 
components would not result in any potentially significant noise impacts, mitigation measures are 
not required.  

Comment Manatt-10 

• The central courtyard can accommodate up to 200 people and will utilize non-amplified music, 
with operating hours between 7:00 a.m. and 1:00 a.m.16 

The only project design feature 
proposed to mitigate this noise is the courtyard’s placement in the center of the newly 
constructed Project.17 

There are no estimates as to the noise reduction that can realistically be 
anticipated based on this, and no analysis of the likely noise created by events or routine 
occupation and use of the courtyard space.  

Response to Comment Manatt-10  

 The supplemental Technical Memorandum includes a detailed analysis of this issue. Guests 
conversing in the courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area would be dispersed throughout 
these spaces and most people would not be located within the line-of-sight of 1041/1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard property. Portions of the courtyard would be enclosed by the proposed project 

                                                 
16  Id. at 4.H-16, PDF-NOI-3.  
17  Id. at 4.H-21.  
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structure and noise would be funneled away from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 
Nonetheless, crowd noise would still be audible at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property 
line. It is assumed during an event 20 people (10 people at the restaurant outdoor dining area and 
10 people at the restaurant bar) would be speaking at the boundary of the courtyard. This would 
result in a combined noise level of approximately 65.0 dBA Leq at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard property.18 This would not be significantly different from the existing noise environment 
along Abbott Kinney Boulevard, which has an existing noise level of 68.3 dBA Leq, and would not 
represent a significant increase in noise. Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 LOD prohibits live 
entertainment or amplified music at the premises, and non-amplified music would be regulated by 
Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which prohibits sound emanating from equipment and musical 
instruments from being audible at a distance greater than 150 feet from the property line of the 
sound equipment.  

Comment Manatt-11 

• Though the Final EIR is silent as to the cumulative effect of the event spaces, the event spaces 
alone could accommodate more than 450 people, with no clear mitigation for cumulative noise 
impacts.  

Each of these impacts must be thoroughly evaluated and, if necessary, mitigated. Failure to do so 
will result in significant noise impacts to the AK Properties and other surrounding properties.  

Response to Comment Manatt-11  

Like most hotels, the Project includes gathering spaces spread across the Project Site. The 
gathering spaces are spread out across the proposed development and it is highly unlikely that the 
event spaces would be occupied at one time with 450 people. Technical analysis is not necessary 
to demonstrate that noise created on one side of the building would not be disruptive to land uses 
on the other side of the building. Sound waves would be blocked by existing buildings and other 
structures. This is evident from field visits to the project area and can be observed from similar 
hotels in the area.  

Refer to Response to Comment Manatt-5 for a detailed discussion of outdoor noise.  

Comment Manatt-12 

C. The Project Fails to Condition or Otherwise Limit Special Events.  

The Project Approvals fail to account for likely future events. The Final EIR acknowledges that a 
number of hotel areas may be used to accommodate substantial numbers of people and live music, 
and also states that the hotel could accommodate various events that could occur, at the very 
minimum, “for a few hours in the evening and weekend afternoons.”19 

Despite this, there is no 
limit on the number of events (either hours limits or total number of events) or the number of people 
that may attend events. There is also no condition stating that only hotel guests can use the 
event/assembly spaces, particularly the pool and pool deck area.20 

Hypothetically, just from 

                                                 
18  The structure at 1041 Abbot Kinney is approximately forty feet east of this location, and the sensitive receptor at 1043 Abbot Kinney is 

another forty feet further east of that. 
19  DEIR at 4.H-22-23.  
20  This is relevant because, in Los Angeles, public (non-guest) use of hotel pool decks is increasingly popular. If non-guests can access the 

pool area, trips associated with those patrons must be accounted for in the EIR. See https://www.lamag.com/culturefiles/five-gorgeous-pools-
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event/assembly spaces, the hotel could accommodate 450+ people in addition to guests, 
restaurant patrons and other assumed users. The likelihood that wedding receptions or corporate 
events (or similar events) with substantial numbers of people (200 or more) will occur demands 
that trips associated with such uses be analyzed and appropriately conditioned.  

Response to Comment Manatt-12 

To the extent that the commenter refers to issues related to hosted events, the commenter is 
referred to Topical Response 4 (Hosted Events).  

 Comment Manatt-13 

II. THE FINAL EIR FAILS TO COMPLY WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
ACT.  

A. The Final EIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Traffic Impacts.  

The Final EIR and associated Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) devote over 350 pages to discussion of 
potential traffic and transportation impacts resulting from implementation of the Project. However, 
despite the length of this analysis, there are significant and fundamental flaws in the analysis and 
conclusions that must be corrected to ensure that both the general public and decisionmakers are 
adequately informed.  

i. The Final EIR’s Traffic Counts Are Stale and Underestimate Traffic.  

The Final EIR and associated TIS take extreme liberties with the traffic analysis. First, although the 
DEIR was released publicly in early 2019, the traffic counts used to represent “existing conditions” 
were taken in 2016, more than two years before the DEIR’s release. The use of 2016 counts as 
representative existing conditions understates area traffic and potential impacts of the Project.21 

CEQA generally provides that the baseline (existing conditions) should be those conditions existing 
at the time of the NOP. However, courts also recognize agencies “not only can, but should make 
appropriate adjustments, including to the baseline, as the environmental review process unfolds.”22 

CEQA is concerned with informational disclosures and an EIR must include sufficient detail to 
enable those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and consider meaningfully the 
issues raised by the project.23 Without traffic counts that accurately represent existing traffic, the 
Final EIR fails to provide the public with adequate information to allow them to meaningfully 
consider the impacts of the proposed Project.  

 

                                                 
where-you-dont-have-to-be-a-member-to-crash/ and https://www.eventbrite.com/rally/los-angeles/la-daycations-how-to-get-to-a-hotel-pool-
without-a-hotel-room/.  

21  It is also out of step with the City of Los Angeles Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, which provide that a Traffic Impact Study “should 
not use any traffic counts that are more than two years old.” Available at https://ladot.lacity.org/sites/g/files/wph266/f/COLA-TISGuidelines-
010517.pdf, p. 15. It is also somewhat astounding that the Final EIR predicts an increase from LOS C and B (AM and PM peak hours, 
respectively) for the Venice Boulevard & Abbot Kinney Boulevard intersection under existing (2017) conditions to LOS F (for both AM and 
PM peak hours) under future conditions. It is a particularly shocking conclusion given there is only a three-year difference (2017 to 2020) 
between existing and future conditions. DEIR at 4.K-37 – 40. The Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue intersection similarly degrades from LOS 
C to LOS E and F in only three years. This level of degradation suggests that existing conditions are not accurately represented.  

22  Citizens for East Shore Parks v. California State Lands Com. (2012) 202 Cal.App.4th 549, 563.  
23  Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1390. 
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Response to Comment Manatt-13 

The traffic counts were conducted for the traffic study intersection and roadway segments in 
November 2016. The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) issued an 
approval letter for the traffic study after City review was provided in December 2018, roughly within 
two years of the traffic counts. The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates 
that were in effect at the time of the January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as 
the baseline. For avoidance of doubt, newer traffic counts at study intersections, made available 
subsequent to the Traffic Impact Study for the Project, have also been reviewed in a supplemental 
analysis (Exhibit 4, Traffic Responses). The effects of the application of these newer counts would 
not change the study conclusions, including determinations of significant impact, as shown by the 
supplemental analysis. 

The LADOT on-line count database, a clearinghouse of traffic data collected by the City for 
development traffic studies made available through the Navigate LA website, contains more recent 
traffic counts for four of the project study intersections, all located near the Project Site. Based on 
the more recent counts identified, the following count volumes were reviewed and incorporated into 
the Project analysis: 

• Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 5.5 percent higher 
in the AM peak hour and 0.4 percent lower in the PM peak hour. 

• Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 2.4 percent 
higher in the AM peak hour and 8.8 percent higher in the PM peak hour. 

• Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 4.8 
percent lower in the AM peak hour and 4.6 percent lower in the PM peak hour.  

• Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue – Traffic counts from May 2018 are 1.8 percent lower in 
the AM peak hour and 6.3 percent higher in the PM peak hour. 

Across these four intersections, there are eight time periods (AM and PM peak). Out of these eight 
periods, there are four instances where newer counts have higher volumes. The remainder of the 
locations had lower volumes and therefore the counts used in the traffic study were more 
conservative for those locations. 

Those instances with higher volumes were analyzed further, with project increments remaining 
constant. The overall range in adjustment from -4.8% to +8.8% could be seen in any comparison 
of multiple counts within a short timeframe, due to traffic patterns variation on a day by day basis.  

At the Pacific and Brooks intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak hour would 
not change the significant impact calculations, as the project incremental impact on the volume-to-
capacity ratio is 0.001 and the impact standard is 0.01 at LOS E. 

At the Main and Brooks-Abbot Kinney intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak 
and PM peak hours would not change the significant impact calculations, as the project incremental 
impact on the volume-to-capacity ratio is 0.004 to 0.006 and the impact standard is 0.04 at LOS C.  
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At the Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM 
peak hour would not change the significant impact calculations, as the analyzed LOS remains at a 
value of A, and City significant impact standards do not define impacts at that LOS value.  

At the Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard, the small increase in volumes in the AM 
peak hour would not change the significant impact calculations, as the analyzed LOS remains at a 
value of B, and City significant impact standards do not define impacts at that LOS value.  

In order to assure that any potential increase in traffic volumes between the counts taken in 2016 
and the current conditions would not create new project traffic impacts, the highest calculated 
percentage discovered from the traffic count comparison summarized above was applied to the 
study traffic volumes and analyzed. Traffic volumes normally increase between one to two percent 
per year to reflect population and visitor growth. As can be seen by the percentage change analysis, 
sometimes count volumes decrease and sometimes they increase on a year-by-year basis. 

The highest percentage growth of 8.8 percent from the traffic counts comparison was added to the 
base traffic counts and carried through the future with-project impacts analysis. This analysis is 
conservative as the expected growth in volumes between 2016 and 2020 would be 8 percent. The 
table below provides a summary of this analysis, and the status of impacts in the column furthest 
to the right indicates that no impacts would occur, even with newer traffic counts. 

FUTURE PROJECT IMPACTS ANALYSIS – WITH ADDITIONAL GROWTH 

 
 

Comment Manatt-14 

The traffic counts here cannot possibly represent the traffic in the area at present, much less do 
they properly account for the potential traffic impacts of the Project. To begin with, the calculations 

Peak

Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS

1 Pacific Avenue & Rose Avenue AM 0.695 B 0.696 B 0.001 No

PM 0.875 D 0.876 D 0.001 No

2 Main Street & Rose Avenue AM 0.727 C 0.729 C 0.002 No

PM 0.762 C 0.765 C 0.003 No

3 Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue AM 0.992 E 0.993 E 0.001 No

PM 1.246 F 1.254 F 0.008 No

4 Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney AM 0.847 D 0.851 D 0.004 No

PM 0.812 D 0.814 D 0.002 No

9 Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.631 B 0.637 B 0.006 No

PM 0.624 B 0.669 B 0.045 No

10 Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue AM 0.425 A 0.425 A 0.000 No

PM 0.508 A 0.508 A 0.000 No

11 California Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.670 B 0.673 B 0.003 No

PM 0.559 A 0.564 A 0.005 No

12 Venice Boulevard & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 1.118 F 1.120 F 0.002 No

PM 1.211 F 1.215 F 0.004 No

LOS = Level of Service

V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio

Change 

in V/C

Sig 

Impact?
Study Intersections

Future

No Project 

Future

With Project 
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were taken on one single day, providing no information or analysis as to how traffic patterns might 
vary across several days or across different weeks or months throughout the year. The counts were 
taken in November 2016. It is well-settled that Venice and Abbot Kinney are significant tourist 
attractions, and that summer traffic in the area is significantly greater than winter traffic.24 

The 
counts, therefore, underrepresent traffic. There are also no weekend counts, which hides the fact 
that the Abbot Kinney area is a weekend destination. In effect, by conducting the traffic counts on 
a Tuesday, the Final EIR and TIS evaluated traffic patterns on perhaps the least relevant day of 
the week for the proposed Project.25 

Response to Comment Manatt-14 

LADOT traffic study guidelines recognizes traffic counts taken on one day for the peak periods as 
the acceptable standard level of service data input for project traffic studies submitted to the City 
of Los Angeles. This methodology is also an industry standard, with such techniques used in 
studies for local jurisdictions throughout California.  

Regarding weekend volumes, Abbot Kinney Boulevard was included in the neighborhood roadway 
analysis within the traffic study. Poor level of service and project impacts were not identified in that 
analysis. In addition, a comparison of weekday and weekend daily volumes were compared for this 
roadway, and weekday volumes were 15.7% higher as shown in Table 13 on page 60 in the traffic 
study to the Draft EIR (DEIR Appendix K-1). Therefore, the weekday analysis of impacts is more 
conservative.  

Comment Manatt-15 

ii. The Final EIR Materially Underestimates Traffic Generation and Lacks Substantial 
Evidence to Support its Trip Generation Assumptions.  

The Final EIR and TIS materially underrepresent anticipated trip generation by utilizing various 
methods selected to benefit the Project, taking completely unsupported trip reductions, and willfully 
ignoring Project components that will generate significant trips.  

First, the TIS utilizes two different methods for calculating trip generation, without providing any 
context or explanation as to why the methods were utilized. One possible explanation is that the 
TIS cherry-picked the methodologies that were most advantageous to the Project. The Final EIR 
uses the Institution of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) methodology to calculate AM peak hour trip 
generation, but uses trip rates from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific 
Plan to calculate PM peak hour trip generation.26The different sources and calculation methods to 
analyze trip generations is never clarified within the Final EIR or TIS.  

Response to Comment Manatt-15 

As noted in Response to Kracov-9 through Response to Kracov-12, the trip generation estimates 
are accurate. 

                                                 
24  See https://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2017/07/venice-beach-neighborhood-wealthy/534399/ (noting that summer traffic is 

“exacerbated” by heavy beach traffic).  
25  For all of the foregoing (and following) reasons, the Final EIR’s street segment impact analysis must be revisited and revised to appropriately 

reflect existing conditions and the Project’s true impacts.  
26  DEIR at 4.K-14; TIS at 17.  
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Comment Manatt-16 

The Final EIR openly makes unwarranted, unsupported adjustments to the trip generation 
estimates for the Project, including as follows: 

• The trip generation analysis assumes, for instance, that a proposed Transportation Demand 
Measure plan will result in a decrease of 15% hotel-related trips. There is no evidence 
whatsoever supporting the contention that the proposed TDM measures will result in a 15% 
decrease in trips, especially given that the TIS notes that the “project owner plans on including 
TDM elements” but fails to specify specific measures.27 

Thus, the project owner “plans” to 
implement a TDM program, but is under no such obligation, and the exact measures of the 
TDM program, which must be sufficient to achieve the assumed 15% reduction are not 
specified. Project Design Feature TRANS-2 does not remedy the Final EIR’s inadequacy – it 
does not demand specific measures, nor does it include a requirement that measures be 
implemented to achieve a 15% trip reduction, or a monitoring method to ensure continued 
compliance. This is likely true because there are simply no TDM measures that could be 
implemented that would reduce trips by 15%. The requirement for City Planning and LADOT 
approval does nothing absent a specific performance standard and compliance mechanism. To 
illustrate the point further, the Final EIR notes that the owner will implement TDM elements 
including vehicle trip reduction incentives and services.28 

The Final EIR, of course, does not 
elaborate on what those services might include nor explain the Project proponent’s reasoning 
behind the level of reduction this will realistically achieve. The Final EIR also indicates the owner 
will provide “on-site education about alternative transportation modes,” with no further detail as 
to what that education will entail or how effective it might be at reducing trip generation. This is 
especially confusing given that any on-site education to hotel guests will occur after arrival, 
when guests have likely already arranged transportation for their visit, including rental cars that 
in all likelihood will already have created traffic impacts and that are likely to be used throughout 
a guest’s stay. The TDM plan must be mandatory, and it is unclear how a 15% reduction can 
reasonably be assumed if the exact measures are not identified. CEQA does not permit deferral 
of identification of such measures, yet the TDM program, as proposed, is entirely illusory. Also, 
an EIR cannot incorporate proposed mitigation measures into its project description and then 
conclude that any potential impacts from the project will be less than significant.29 

Response to Comment Manatt-16 

Refer to Response Comment Kracov-13 regarding the TDM program. 

Comment Manatt-17 

• The TIS appears to take liberties with the use of the ITE Manual to reduce trips associated with 
the Project:  

o The TIS assumes the hotel component would generate an average of 8.17 weekday trips 
per room (ITE Code 310). That 8.17 trips per room does not appear be based on the ITE 
Manual. The ITE Manual provides, for instance, that the average weekday trip rate of a 
hotel per room is 8.36 trips. However, that number would appear to underrepresent potential 
traffic because it assumes that not all rooms will be occupied. The ITE Manual identifies a 

                                                 
27 DEIR at 4.K-14.  
28 Id.  
29 Trisha Lee Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 656-660.  
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substantially larger rate (12.23 trips) for occupied rooms. Given the anticipated demand for 
hotel rooms in Venice, especially during the summer, the Final EIR’s use of an ITE rate that 
assumes some portion of rooms will be unoccupied is misleading. Applying the 12.23 trips 
per room rate, the hotel would generate 954 trips, not 637 trips. It is of paramount 
importance that anticipated trips are appropriately calculated and represented because it 
impacts not only project parking, but also the surrounding neighborhood (if there is 
inadequate parking, people will drive around and look for parking).  

o The TIS assumes that the restaurants will be “high quality” restaurants for purposes of trip 
generation. However, high quality restaurants are those with a typical stay duration of a 
least one hour. They also do not serve breakfast, and some do not serve lunch. The Final 
EIR does not affirmatively state that any restaurants will not serve lunch and, in fact, the 
Project’s plans suggest otherwise. A use called the “AK Marketplace” is identified on the 
plans, and given the hotel use incorporated into the Project, it is likely that at least one of 
the restaurant spaces will include breakfast service. Thus, it appears that the “quality 
restaurant” rate is not appropriate, and actually understates trips. The High-Turnover (Sit-
Down) Restaurant rate is more appropriate. If applied, that rate would generate 
approximately 427 trips, as opposed to the 343 assumed by the TIS.  

Response to Comment Manatt-17 

Traffic impact calculations are based on typical conditions and the trip generation analysis; with the 
applied rates reflecting anticipated typical conditions. The LADOT traffic study guidelines do not 
require that hotels be analyzed under peak/holiday conditions, or any other time when full 
occupancy might occur for a limited time. The applied ITE rates for hotels are based on surveys of 
sites with varying occupancies that were occurring at the survey times. The hotel trip rate based 
on occupancy is a specialized rate that is linked to occupancy of the rooms, as a priority over the 
number of rooms. This does not mean that the sites surveyed for hotel rooms not tied to occupancy 
did not have full occupancy or close to full occupancy.  

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time 
of the January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline. For avoidance 
of doubt, a supplemental analysis was conducted (Exhibit 4, Traffic Responses), including rates 
based on occupied hotel rooms. All other inputs remained the same, but the growth of existing 
volumes analyzed in the “Timeliness of Traffic Impact Study” section of this document was also 
included. The occupied rate was applied, and based on the project applicant’s plans for the project 
land uses, an 80 percent occupancy was assumed for typical operating conditions. The updated 
project trip generation is provided in the table below, and this change in inputs would affect the trip 
generation totals in the following minor manner:  

• Net daily project trips decrease by 65 (-11.6%)  

• Net AM peak project trips increase by 1 

• Net PM peak project trips are reduced by 9 
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PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS – WITH OCCUPIED ROOM RATES 
 

•  

 The table below provides a summary of the analysis with occupied hotel room rates, and the status 
of impacts in the column furthest to the right indicates that no impacts would occur, with this change 
in assumptions for project hotel trips. 

In Out Total In Out Total

Trip Generation Rates

Hotel 310 1 Occupied room 8.92 58% 42% 0.67 49% 51% 0.70

Apartment 220 1 unit 6.65 20% 80% 0.51 65% 35% 0.70

Retail [b] * 826 1 k.s.f. 44.32 60% 40% 1.33 44% 56% 5.00

Restaurant [c] * 931 1 k.s.f. 89.95 60% 40% 0.81 67% 33% 7.50

Day Care Center * 565 1 k.s.f. 74.06 53% 47% 12.18 47% 53% 12.30

Office * 710 1 k.s.f. 11.03 88% 12% 1.56 17% 83% 4.30

Hotel 310 62 rooms 557 24 18 42 22 22 44

  internal capture trip credit ** -17 0 0 0 -2 -1 -3

Subtotal Hotel Trips 540 24 18 42 20 21 41

  TDM trip credit (15%) [d] -81 -4 -2 -6 -3 -3 -6

Total Hotel Trips 459 20 16 36 17 18 35

Apartment * 220 4 units 27 0 2 2 2 1 3

  internal capture trip credit ** -4 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Residential Trips 23 0 2 2 2 1 3

Retail and Spa * 826 4.670 k.s.f. 207 4 2 6 10 13 23

  internal capture trip credit ** -29 0 0 0 -5 -5 -10

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -18 -1 0 -1 0 -1 -1

Subtotal Retail/Spa Trips 160 3 2 5 5 7 12

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -16 -1 0 -1 0 -1 -1

Total Retail/Spa Trips 144 2 2 4 5 6 11

Restaurant * 931 3.810 k.s.f. 343 2 1 3 19 10 29

  internal capture trip credit ** -48 0 0 0 -5 -5 -10

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -30 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Subtotal Restaurant Trips 265 2 1 3 13 4 17

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -27 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Total Restaurant Trips 238 2 1 3 12 3 15

Office * 710 2.027 k.s.f. 22 3 0 3 2 7 9

  internal capture trip credit ** -12 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -1 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Total Office Trips 9 3 0 3 2 5 7

874 27 21 48 38 33 71

Day Care Center * 565 -1.572 k.s.f. -116 -10 -9 -19 -9 -10 -19

Office * 710 -1.239 k.s.f. -14 -2 0 -2 -1 -4 -5

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

office
1 0 0 0 0 1 1

Restaurant * 931 -2.442 k.s.f. -220 -1 -1 -2 -12 -6 -18

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

restaurant
22 0 0 0 1 1 2

-327 -13 -10 -23 -21 -18 -39

547 14 11 25 17 15 32

* Local Serving Uses.

** Internal trip reduction factors based on NCHRP methodology and in/out percentages provided by separate NCHRP spreadsheet.

Note: Rates Source: ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition.  Also see footnote [a]

Note: Internal trip capture rates based on current ITE Trip Generation Handbook and NCHRP methodology.

[a]  PM peak hour trip rates obtained from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A, except for hotel use.

[b]  ITE does not provide trip generation rates for Specialty Retail during the AM peak hour.  AM trip rate obtained from SANDAG Traffic Generators, April 2002.

      The SANDAG specialty retail trip rate is 3 percent of the daily trips which is 1.33 AM peak hour trips (ITE 44.32 daily trip rate X 3% = 1.33 AM peak hour trips).

      The SANDAG specialty retail trip in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[c]  The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[d]  The project owner will implement a TDM program with elements such as: implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services, provide on-site education on

  alternative transportation modes, implement flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs (reservations only), provide bicycle amenities,

  provide subsidized transit passes, provide bicycles for patrons and employees, provide airport shuttle for patrons, provide on-site facilities to encourage use

  of alternative forms of transportation.

NET NEW PROJECT TRIPS

Land Use

ITE 

Code Intensity

Average 

Weekday

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour [a]

Proposed Project

Proposed Project Total

Existing Uses to be Removed

Existing Uses Total
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PROJECT LOS ANALYSIS – WITH OCCUPIED ROOM RATES 
 

 
 

As noted in Response to Kracov-9 through Response to Kracov-12, the trip generation estimates 
are accurate because they reflect the rates that were in effect at the baseline date. 

As discussed above, the restaurant in question is a hotel restaurant, which will serve three meals 
a day to a large number of guests of the hotel, along with other customers. Patrons of the restaurant 
will be seated by a restaurant employee will be served by a waiter/waitress, order from menus and 
pay for meals after they eat. The bar in the restaurant is part of the restaurant, not the primary use. 
Breakfast will largely be served to hotel guests; it is not anticipated that there will typically be a 
large draw from outside the hotel. The Trip Generation Manual does not contain a trip generation 
rate for hotel restaurants, nor does the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan, 
as traffic generation for hotel restaurants is typically assumed to be part of rate for the hotel, even 
if the hotel restaurant serves breakfast. For all of these reasons, the quality restaurant designation 
is the most appropriate trip generation rate.  

Peak

Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS

1 Pacific Avenue & Rose Avenue AM 0.695 B 0.696 B 0.001 No

PM 0.875 D 0.876 D 0.001 No

2 Main Street & Rose Avenue AM 0.727 C 0.729 C 0.002 No

PM 0.762 C 0.765 C 0.003 No

3 Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue AM 0.992 E 0.993 E 0.001 No

PM 1.246 F 1.254 F 0.008 No

4 Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney AM 0.847 D 0.851 D 0.004 No

PM 0.812 D 0.814 D 0.002 No

5 Broadway Street & Abbot Kinney Boulevard* AM 15.4 C 17.2 C 1.8 *

PM 20.6 C 24.8 C 4.2 *

6 Broadway Street & Electric Avenue* AM 7.9 A 8.1 A 0.2 *

PM 9.1 A 9.7 A 0.6 *

7 4th Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 10.6 B 11.1 B 0.5 *

PM 13.9 B 16.8 C 2.9 *

8 Westminster Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 8.9 A 9.3 A 0.4 *

PM 12.4 B 16.6 C 4.2 *

9 Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.631 B 0.637 B 0.006 No

PM 0.624 B 0.669 B 0.045 No

10 Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue AM 0.425 A 0.425 A 0.000 No

PM 0.508 A 0.508 A 0.000 No

11 California Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.670 B 0.673 B 0.003 No

PM 0.559 A 0.564 A 0.005 No

12 Venice Boulevard & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 1.118 F 1.120 F 0.002 No

PM 1.211 F 1.215 F 0.004 No

LOS = Level of Service

V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio

Sig 

Impact?
Study Intersections

Future

No Project 

Future

With Project 
Change 

in V/C

* Significant impacts were not defined at these locations, as LOS would not be poor (E or F values). LADOT does not have significant impact standards for unsignalized 

intersections.  



 38 

To the extent that the market might serve breakfast food as a walk-up service, the EIR analyzed 
that use.  Though service of food for consumption will be ancillary to the primary market use, 170 
square feet of service floor area is analyzed in the EIR to take that use into account. 

Comment Manatt-18 

o The TIS assumes a total trip reduction (through pass-bys and internal capture credits) of 
nearly 24%. Each of the individual uses proposed by the Project, including the retail, hotel, 
restaurant, and office uses, all take various trip credits to reduce overall trips (from 1,236 
trips to 939 trips). This reduction is significant, and must be justified. For instance, it is 
unclear how office uses, which directly create trips from people coming to work, are 
amenable to a nearby 54% assumed internal trip capture credit. The TIS certainly does not 
explain why such a large reduction is justified. It states, with respect to the internal trip 
capture reduction: “An internal trip capture reduction was applied to the proposed retail 
use. Internal trip capture is based on the premise that some of the hotel employees and 
guests on the site, as well as adjacent commercial parcels would use the retail, thereby 
reducing some of the trips that the proposed project would otherwise generate.”30 

Thus, the 
TIA states that an internal trip capture reduction was applied only for proposed retail 
uses, as assumed to be used by hotel patrons. Table 4 – Project Trip Generation clearly 
takes internal trip capture credits for all uses, not just retail uses. The Final EIR is internally 
inconsistent and misleads the public. Also, the rationale for a trip reduction for retail uses, 
even if justified, does not apply to proposed office uses, and the TIS makes no attempt at 
justification.31 

o The TIS takes credit for a reduction of 116 trips through elimination of the existing day care 
use. This reduction is excessive and not supported by evidence. First, the ITE Code used 
by the TIS (565) actually has an average weekday trip rate of 47.62 trips per 1,000 square 
feet. The TIS assumes the day care generates 74.06 trips per 1,000 square feet. It is unclear 
from where the TIS’s 74.06 trip number comes. The ITE Manual (10th Edition) provides a 
much lower trip generation number (47.62 trips per 1,000 square feet). Thus, by 
overestimating the number of trips resulting from the day care center, the TIS takes 
excessive credit for reducing existing trips. Using the ITE’s actual trip generation number, 
the day care could reasonably be assumed to generate 72.3 trips, not the 116 assumed by 
the TIS.32 

This increases the Project’s overall trip counts.  

Response to Comment Manatt-18 

 The office use internal trip capture credit in the traffic study trip generation calculations in Table 7 
amounted to one out of 7 outbound trips, or a reduction factor of 14 percent, not 54 percent as 
claimed in the comment. The internal trip capture credits applied to each of the project land uses 
are clearly called out within Table 7 of the traffic impact study, where they are applied to each 
project land use category. The ITE 9th edition trip generation rate for the existing day care use was 
applied to the existing use credits. A separate supplemental analysis analyzes the proposed and 
existing Project Site uses under ITE 10th edition rates, adopted after the completion of the traffic 

                                                 
30 TIS at p. 15 (emphasis added).  
31  The TIS likewise does not explain why a trip capture reduction of nearly 14% is appropriate for restaurant uses given that the restaurant uses 

are considered separate from the hotel. It also appears that the hotel somehow takes an internal trip capture credit. It is unclear how the hotel 
would result in any trip captures given, as the TI notes, a trip capture credit is based upon hotel patrons using retail uses. It appears that the 
TIS is double counting.  

32  It should be noted that the existing day care serves an average of 30 children per day. If each student represents one trip, and accounting 
for a reasonable number of employees (6-8), the day care would generate somewhere around 50 trips, max, per day. Given this, the TIS’s 
assumed 116 trips per day is extremely excessive.  



 39 

impact study. The analysis of the land uses under 10th edition rates is discussed under the Trip 
Generation Calculations section of this report. 

The hotel relationship to the restaurants would reduce off-site vehicle trips with hotel patrons use 
of the restaurant, as incorporated into the internal trip capture portion of the trip generation analysis. 
The trip reductions applied to the project land uses meet LADOT guidelines as defined in the 
document Transportation Assessment Guidelines (July 2019), and industry methodologies 
including those of ITE and the National Cooperative Highway Research Program. The data applied 
is based on surveys of similar development mixes and the effects of mixed-use projects. The use 
of trip generation rates for each single use, without acknowledging the trip reducing effects of 
mixed-use projects can overestimate the number of vehicle trips. The inputs to the trip reduction 
calculations are as follows: 

• ITE Trip Generation Manual Handbook – Defines rates for pass-by trips based on surveys 
of particular land uses. The applied pass-by rates come directly from this source.  

• National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 684, Enhancing 
Internal Trip Capture Estimation for Mixed-Use Developments – Defines a methodology 
and a spreadsheet calculation tool for the application of trip generation to multiple site 
uses to calculate internal trip capture potential.  

 These sources are accepted as national standards in the industry, and are accepted by LADOT for 
traffic studies of commercial and mixed-use projects. The trip generation pages by land use applied 
to the project analysis in the traffic study report are provided in Exhibit 4, Traffic Responses (as 
part of Attachment A). 

Comment Manatt-19 

o For existing use trips, the Final EIR appears to do everything it can to maximize existing trips 
while not applying the same rationale to future trips. For instance, the Final EIR does not 
assume any internal capture credits for existing office or restaurant uses although the existing 
uses are likely complementary, with office users patronizing restaurants. The Final EIR cannot 
take such liberties that underrepresent traffic.  

Response to Comment Manatt-19 

 Internal trip capture rates do not apply to the existing uses, as the relationship between the limited 
uses of day care, restaurant, office, and community garden, did not yield trip credits. Accordingly, 
the credit would be zero for such trips when applying the NCHRP internal trip capture methodology 
that was applied to the project uses, as verified by KOA during the project analysis by applying the 
existing land use types and intensities to the methodology. Therefore, internal trip capture 
percentages were not applied to the existing land uses. The NCHRP worksheets used to define 
the project trip generation internal trip capture reductions from the trip generation analysis in Table 
7 of the traffic report are provided in Exhibit 4, Traffic Responses (as part of Attachment B) 

Comment Manatt-20 

 Critically, as discussed in connection with the Project Approvals, the Final EIR completely fails to 
analyze special events. Its failure to account for possible events is a significant omission. Even 
assuming a small event (less than half of total capacity – 200 people), such an event would 
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significantly increase the number of vehicle trips to the Project. The Final EIR simply ignores 
these trips. As noted in the Final EIR, events are not speculative, but are contemplated at the 
hotel’s assembly spaces. The EIR must analyze trips associated with events (which will occur within 
a small window and will occur simultaneously with all other Project trips [hotel guests, restaurant 
use, etc.]).  

 The Final EIR is also inconsistent with respect to its measurement of peak trips. For example, DEIR 
Table 4.K-4 provides for a total of 80 PM Peak Hour trips, yet the noise analysis estimates only 54 
PM Peak Hour trips.33 

This inconsistency must be reconciled.  

 The Project also proposes to utilize valet services for many of the cars expected at the Project. Due 
to the proposed volume of traffic, the Final EIR proposes a Main Valet Area and a Secondary Valet 
Area. The Secondary Valet Area is proposed along Abbot Kinney during peak evening hours 
(proposed to operate between 5:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m.). This will require a loading zone that will 
eliminate on-street parking, increasing both parking and traffic impacts. The valet area also extends 
nearly to the boundary of 1041 Abbot Kinney, yet the Final EIR imposes no measures to ensure 
that queuing vehicles waiting to utilize the Secondary Valet Area will not impact existing properties.  

 The Final EIR also provides that “staff will be present at the inbound driveway to the Main Valet 
Area at all times, to divert vehicles as needed to the Secondary Valet Area,” which will only be 
staffed after 5:00 p.m. each day.34 

Yet the DEIR does not account for the fact that diversion of any 
vehicle from the main valet to the secondary valet is essentially creating at least double trips at 
relevant intersections (e.g., Abbot Kinney and Westminster) – and possibly more than double trips, 
due to the need to then park those cars off-site once they have been diverted to the secondary 
valet. This impact must be analyzed.  

Response to Comment Manatt-20 

To the extent that the commenter refers to parking issues, the commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 2 (Parking).  

To the extent that the commenter refers to issues related to hosted events, the commenter is 
referred to Topical Response 4 (Hosted Events).  

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time 
of the January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline.  For avoidance 
of doubt, the traffic analysis was updated during multiple occasions throughout the environmental 
clearance process and the most up to date information was utilized to conduct the mobile noise 
analysis. It is anticipated that traffic patterns along Abbott Kinney Boulevard and the nearby local 
roadways have not significantly changed.  

Table 4.K-4 referred in the comment is the Project Trip Generation and shows a PM peak of 41 
trips (22 in and 19 out). Typically, valet noise levels are lower than those generated by vehicle 
circulation. Valets associated with the Project would not utilize whistles or other devices that 
generate noise. Passenger vehicles traveling at 10 miles per hour through the valet area would 
generate a noise level of approximately 44 dBA at 50 feet. The motor court and valet were analyzed 
as part of the DEIR and further analyzed for impacts at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard in 

                                                 
33  DEIR at 4.H-23.  
34  Id. at 4.K-32, TRANS-PDF-6. If events are occurring, it is likely that the Secondary Valet Area will be needed to accommodate vehicles.  
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Exhibit 3 to the Responses, “Noise Supplemental Responses”. As included in the exhibit (Table 
2), noise levels that were calculated using traffic volumes that have had an 8.8% growth factor 
applied. The maximum increase along any roadway segment in the future year would be 0.5 dBA 
CNEL. Even in the Existing (2020) versus Existing with Project (2020) scenario the maximum 
increase would only be 0.6 dBA CNEL. Both of these incremental increases would be less than the 
3 dBA CNEL significance threshold and a mobile noise impact would still not result. The results of 
the updated mobile noise analysis produce a similar incremental increase compared to the analysis 
used in the DEIR, with less than a 0.2 dBA CNEL difference. The analysis used in the DEIR is 
therefore sufficient. 

Additional trips were included in the analysis. As noted on page 4.K-15 of the Draft EIR:  

An additional Project trip distribution of 50 percent of the inbound trip totals was applied to 
a route from the Main Valet Area to the Secondary Valet Area (for vehicle drop-off) then to 
the proposed off-site parking area at the Westminster Avenue School, which is currently 
leased by the project owner. For outbound vehicles, 50 percent of the overall trips were 
added to a route from the off-site parking area to the Secondary Valet Area. These valet 
trips were added to both the AM and PM peak hour trip assignment, although it is not 
envisioned that the off-site parking area would be used for valet operations until 5:00 PM. 

This approach provides a conservative estimate of Project trips and LOS impacts. 

Comment Manatt-21 

 The Final EIR also does not analyze the possibility that the Secondary Valet Area may be needed 
prior to 5:00 p.m. on any given day, particularly during busy holiday weekends for the hotel or during 
any events where guests may arrive prior to 5:00 p.m. The DEIR does not analyze these potential 
trips, nor does it propose any measures to mitigate the additional trips that may be caused by 
operating two valet areas in different locations, one of which is not always operational.  

 The Final EIR’s lack of substantial evidence explaining its trip generation and trip reduction 
assumptions, inconsistent measurement peak hour trips, its liberties with the ITE trip rates, and 
insufficient analysis of traffic impacts caused by the proposed valet areas are each individually 
violations of CEQA.35 

Response to Comment Manatt-21 

A shared parking analysis was conducted as part of the project traffic study to understand the 
estimated demand of the project with the mix of proposed uses. This analysis demonstrated that 
the proposed parking supply would be adequate. The secondary parking supply and use of valet 
service is being provided not due to any identified parking insufficiency but to address potential 
vehicle queuing at the inbound project driveway. The traffic analysis has shown that vehicle queues 
can be kept to lengths that do not overlap adjacent sidewalk or roadway areas with the use of valet 
services during peak times. The secondary parking will be used when special events occur at the 
project.   

                                                 
35  See Federation of Hillside & Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 1252, 1259 (substantial evidence must 

support an agency’s conclusions).  
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The use of valet staff at the Secondary Valet Area (on Abbot Kinney Boulevard) would occur from 
5:00 PM and onward, as the peak of parking demand would occur in the evenings as shown by the 
parking analysis. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-1, pages 51 to 54). Specifically, the Draft EIR states 
that the peak parking demand of 159 spaces would occur at 7:00 pm on weekdays and a peak 
parking demand of 154 parking spaces would occur at 8:00 pm on weekend. That peak demand is 
less than the amount of parking spaces that will be provided in the Project. Peak demand prior to 
5 pm on weekdays would be 136 parking spaces and prior to 5 pm on weekends would be 126 
parking spaces. That demand can be accommodated by the Main Valet Area on Electric Avenue.  
The trip generation analysis includes analysis of vehicle trips that would travel around the local 
block to reach both the Secondary Valet area and off-site parking supplies used by the valet service, 
as discussed on page 16 and illustrated on Figure 7b and Figure 8b of the traffic study. The project 
trip distribution figures include diagrams for these trips that were used to compute the additional 
volumes caused by these trips. The study area impact analysis therefore includes these additional 
trips. Since no potentially significant impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are required.  

With regards to holidays, the LADOT methodology does not require such analysis. LADOT’s 
approved methodology is set forth in Appendix K-2 of the Draft EIR and guided by the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG) (see page 
36 of the TAG). The document indicates that traffic counts that are the basis of the impact analysis 
should be conducted “…when local schools or colleges are in session, on days of good weather, 
on Tuesdays through Thursdays during non-Summer months, and should avoid being taken on 
weeks with a holiday.” The traffic study complied with this guideline. This direction makes it clear 
that holiday periods should be avoided, as they are atypical conditions. 

Comment Manatt-22 

 B. The Final EIR’s Parking Analysis is Insufficient.  

 The Final EIR does not adequately evaluate impacts that will result from the Project’s inadequate 
parking supply and automated parking system. The Final EIR asserts that parking “is no longer a 
CEQA issue” and indicates that “secondary issues related to loss of parking due to the Project are 
discussed for informational purposes.”36 

This is inappropriate. The potential “secondary issues” 
created by parking are direct, physical environmental impacts (including air quality and traffic 
impacts) that will result from people being redirected to other parking areas and/or people unwilling 
to wait for valet service due to future inadequacies. These secondary impacts must be analyzed in 
the Final EIR. Eliminating the discussion of potential secondary impacts associated with parking 
deficiencies from the Final EIR results in an environmental document that fails to fully analyze the 
Project’s environmental impacts. The Project’s parking deficiency must be analyzed to ensure that 
both the general public and decisionmakers are adequately informed as to the Project’s potential 
impacts.  

 i. The Parking Analysis Does Not Adequately Evaluate Compliance with the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan.  

 As noted above, the Project does not comply with the LAMC’s parking requirements, undercounts 
required parking, and fails to provide the number of Beach Impact Parking spaces required by the 
VCZSP. The Final EIR’s failure to evaluate these significant code compliance issues is a significant 

                                                 
36  DEIR at 4.K-13, Footnote 11; see also DEIR at 4.K-30, Footnote 12.  
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flaw that deprives the public of the opportunity to meaningfully evaluate the Project’s parking 
impacts. The Final EIR must be revised to fully evaluate the Project’s compliance with all applicable 
parking regulations, and recirculated.  

Response to Comment Manatt-22 

To the extent that the commenter refers to parking issues, the commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 2 (Parking).  

To the extent that the comment refers to automated parking, the commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 3 (Automated Parking). 

The commenter makes an unsubstantiated assumption that visitors will be unwilling to wait for valet 
service. The EIR reasonably assumes that visitors will wait for valet service rather than redirect to 
another, unidentified and unknown parking area. Regardless, it is not clear from the comment what 
secondary effects would result from parking activities and which have not already been addressed 
in the traffic analysis for the project. The Draft EIR adequately analyzed traffic impacts based on 
vehicle trips, as well as air quality impacts, which include an analysis of all mobile sources 
emissions from the Project. Abbott Kinney is an existing dense urban environment with street 
parking, surface parking lots, and parking garages. As stated on page 2.B-38 of the Draft EIR, the 
operation of the proposed project would not create a significant source of mobile source emissions, 
such as truck trips, and the Project’s construction and operation would not exceed any air quality 
thresholds and impacts would be less than significant. The Draft EIR also analyzed potential 
localized air quality impacts resulting from vehicle trips. Carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots may occur 
at congested intersections with high traffic volumes. Level of Service (LOS) describes the quality 
of traffic flow ranging from excellent conditions at LOS A to failure conditions at LOS F. The 
SCAQMD recommends a CO hotspot evaluation when a Project increases the volume-to-capacity 
ratio at an impacted intersection by two percent at intersections with a LOS of D or worse. The 
SCAQMD also recommends a CO hotspot evaluation when an intersection decreases in LOS by 
one level beginning when LOS changes from C to D. According to the traffic study, the proposed 
project would not result in any intersections decreasing in LOS by one level beginning when LOS 
changes from C to D, including traffic movements associated with valet activities. The intersections 
of Pacific/Rose Avenues and Pacific/Brooks Avenues would operate at an LOS D without and with 
the proposed project during the AM and PM peak hours. Additionally, since the volume-to-capacity 
ratio would increase by less than one percent due to the Project, detailed CO hotspot analysis is 
not required and impacts would be less than significant 

Comment Manatt-23 

 ii. The Parking Analysis Erroneously Claims It Will Not Contribute to Cumulative 
Parking Demands.  

 The Final EIR asserts “the parking demand associated with the Project would not contribute to the 
cumulative demand for parking in the vicinity of the Project Site as a result of development of the 
Project and related projects because all Project parking can be accommodated on the Project 
Site.”37 

This is categorically untrue. As discussed above, the fact that the Project’s parking 
operations rely on the Secondary Valet Area shows that all Project parking cannot be 

                                                 
37  Id. at 4.K-54 – 4.K-55. 
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accommodated onsite.  

 However, this is not the only way in which the proposed Project will contribute to cumulative parking 
demands. The Final EIR provides that the maximum queue assumed to be manageable for 
operations at the Main Valet Area is six vehicles.38 

Vehicles that cannot be accommodated within 
that queue would purportedly be directed to the Secondary Valet Area.39 

Yet the Final EIR 
concedes that “[a]t times during the evening, queues at the Main Valet Area may lengthen due to 
loading/passenger delays or parking system issues,” which may require vehicles to be redirected 
to the Secondary Valet Area.40 

However, the Secondary Valet Area will only be available between 
5:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m., and the Final EIR provides no alternatives for any vehicle overflow 
outside of those hours. [original appeal letter has footnote superscript but no text is provided]

 

Given the significant deficiencies in the automated parking system, the Secondary Valet Area will 
require use more often than just after 5:00 p.m.  

 Also, the Final EIR fails to account for the possibility that there will be parking overflow on 
weekdays, especially when events are occurring. The TIS explains that there is an off-site parking 
lot that is capable of accommodating 80 cars. The use of this lot is secured by a lease, which is not 
sufficient to ensure the long-term availability of the parking spaces. Moreover, the TIS states that 
the off-site lot is used “during the weekends” after 6:00 p.m.41 

Presumably, this limitation of use – 
weekends after 6:00 p.m. – is reflected in the terms of the lease.42 

As discussed above, there will 
undoubtedly be times where the on-site parking and primary valet will not be capable of handling 
parking demand generated by the Project (particularly, when events are occurring during the week). 
Where will cars be parked in such circumstances? What happens as more cars are redirected to 
the Secondary Valet Area and cars queue beyond the assumed maximum queuing?  

 The Final EIR does not provide any measures to separate the proposed queueing area from 1041 
Abbot Kinney, besides potential striping to delineate the queueing area from the other property. 
The potential for overflow into 1041 Abbot Kinney’s driveway is high, and there is no guarantee that 
striping will be adhered to, either by valets on-site or by guests queueing for the Secondary Valet 
Area. The Secondary Valet Area also proposes queuing along Abbot Kinney during peak hours, 
when there will be a high volume of traffic. This creates a loading zone on the already busy Abbot 
Kinney which will eliminate on-street parking. This reduction in available parking is not accounted 
for in the Final EIR’s analysis of parking and traffic impacts.  

 Additionally, there are inconsistencies within the Final EIR with respect to queueing in the 
Secondary Valet area. Final EIR Section 4.K and the Traffic Study both refer to sufficient queueing 
for eight vehicles along Abbot Kinney Blvd.43 

Yet the site plan in Appendix G-1 of the Traffic Study 
only shows room for six vehicles along Abbot Kinney, and the LADOT Queue Analysis Worksheet 
in Appendix G-2 also indicates the queueing calculation for the Secondary Valet Area only allows 
for queuing of six vehicles.44 These inconsistencies must be resolved. In any event, any queuing 
occurring on Abbot Kinney will have both traffic and parking implications that must be fully 
evaluated.  

                                                 
38  Id. at 4.K-46.  
39  Id.  
40  Id. at 4.K-47.  
41  TIS at p. 51.  
42  The terms of the lease must be disclosed to ensure adequate parking is secured to handle true parking demand. 
43  Id.; see also TIS at 42.  
44  TIS at 244-247.  
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Response to Comment Manatt-23 

The reference to use of valet services and remote parking after 6:00 PM was in regard to existing 
site uses, which would change with proposed project operations. Approximately half of the curb 
space designated by the Project as the Secondary Valet Area is currently operated as a loading 
zone from 6:00 PM-12:00 AM. Excluding an existing curb cut, a total of three parking spaces exist 
between the current evening loading zone and the curb cut for 1041 Abbot Kinney. Accordingly, 
there are only three parking spaces which would be "eliminated" due to the loading zone, and only 
during the designated evening hours.  

The Main Valet Area can store a minimum of six vehicles and up to 10 vehicles in total. The 
reference to eight vehicles at the Secondary Valet Area was to the planned supply at that on-street 
location, not the queuing analysis results that defined an average of six vehicles, which is lower 
than the eight-vehicle capacity. The Site Plan shows six vehicles in the queue, whereas the 
capacity could be eight. The assertion that vehicles queuing for the Secondary Valet Area is 
unsupported by substantial evidence ignores the fact that an existing valet (approximately half the 
size of the proposed Secondary Valet Area) is currently located on Abbot Kinney and serves the 
existing three restaurants and a bar. That valet will continue to operate in largely the same manner, 
except that it will commence at 5 pm instead of 6 pm. It is also anticipated that the Secondary Valet 
on Abbot Kinney may actually serve as the first point of contact for non-hotel guests visiting the 
Abbot Kinney fronting restaurants. 

Comment Manatt-24 

 iii. The Final EIR Does Not Properly Evaluate Potential Impacts of the Automated 
Parking System.  

 The Final EIR estimates that the Project’s Automated Parking System can service eighty vehicles 
per hour, “[b]ased on the manufacturer’s calculations…”45 

First, this calculation effectively assumes 
the system will be able to service one car every 45 seconds, which is not supported by any evidence 
or the speed with which existing systems operate.46 Second, the EIR’s bald, unsupported statement 
that the 45 second service time is based upon the manufacturer’s calculations does not satisfy 
CEQA’s evidentiary requirements.47 

The fact that there is overwhelming evidence that such 
systems operate significantly slower and less efficiently than the hotel’s lift system demands further 
analysis and disclosure in the Final EIR. 

 Third, the Final EIR’s own calculations as to service times and the lift system’s adequacy is 
inaccurate and misleading. It explains that, based upon the manufacturers specifications of 45 
seconds per vehicle, the lifts would be capable of handling peak hour trips with a vehicle queue of 
no more than three vehicles. The analysis is based upon fundamental errors:  

• 45 seconds per car is not a reasonable assumption, as discussed above. The 45 seconds 
                                                 
45  DEIR at 4.K-47.  
46  For example, AutoParkIt estimates a retrieval timeline of 40-180 seconds (see https://www.dasherlawless.com/automation/faq/), and 

designed the automated parking structure at Helms Bakery, which estimated 90-120 seconds for vehicle retrieval from its 247-space structure; 
CityLift has an estimated retrieval time of 130 seconds (see https://cityliftparking.com/solutions/aisle, “Plan Sheet 1013 – Subgrade Plan”); 
Utronics, whose City of West Hollywood Parking Structure project video shows a car loading in about 90 seconds (see 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=H6BQuggpWWg); AutoPark Parking Solutions indicates that while retrieval time depends on the design, 
the “basic design is based on max 3 minutes retrieval time for a car to entry gate (average 90 sec).” (see http://www.autopark-
parking.com/en/product-and-solution/faq-s).  

47  Porterville Citizens for Responsible Hillside Development v. City of Porterville (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 885, 900 (mere uncorroborated opinion 
does not constitute substantial evidence).  
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per car estimate is on the extreme low end of estimates from leading automated parking 
manufacturers. In fact, the average retrieval time from those leading automated parking 
system manufacturers is 104 seconds per car (based on the times outlined in Footnote 41). 
If this average proves accurate, the Project’s Automated Parking System will more likely be 
capable of servicing 35 cars an hour, less than half of the Final EIR’s estimate. This will 
increase queuing significantly and require greater diversion to the Secondary Valet Area, 
vastly increasing traffic, noise and air emissions at certain intersections and on Abbot 
Kinney. These impacts must be analyzed.  

• There is no discussion of out-bound trips, which will divert lifts from servicing in-bound trips 
and will impact lift service time. The TIS notes that the PM peak hour will generate 80 trips 
(43 in-bound and 37 out-bound), not just the 44 in-bound trips assumed for the lift analysis.48 

Thus, the automated parking system must be capable of servicing 80 vehicles per hour to 
avoid substantial queuing and diversion of trips.  

• There is no accounting for events, which will increase vehicles substantially beyond the 
assumed peak hours.  

 Additionally, the site plan in Appendix G-1 provides that the Main Valet Area can store six vehicles 
at a time as they are processed into the parking system.49 

The Final EIR asserts that the proposed 
rate of service of the Automated Parking System will result in only three vehicles queuing at the 
Main Valet Area at any given time.50 

However, the Final EIR admits “[p]otential short-term overflows 
of inbound vehicles were considered in this analysis, using an assumption of 50 percent of the total 
peak-hour inbound vehicles or a value of 22.”51 

The Final EIR proposes to resolve this issue by 
utilizing two or three valet employees to service the overflow vehicles. This creates at least two 
issues, neither of which is evaluated within the Final EIR. 

 First, the assumed overflow depends upon the accuracy of the Final EIR’s Automated Parking 
System service estimations, which may be flawed. If in fact the system can only service 35 cars an 
hour, rather than the proposed 80 cars an hour, the short-term overflow is all but certain to exceed 
22 cars an hour during peak hours. This will inevitably create further back ups and delays, with 
unforeseen and unanalyzed traffic and parking impacts as the result.  

 Second, the Final EIR’s overflow assumptions rely on the drive time from the Main Valet Area to 
the Secondary Valet Area being only one minute, and the walk time from the Secondary Valet Area 
back to the Main Valet Area being only two minutes. Based on these assumptions, the Final EIR 
estimates that each valet employee will be able to park 20 vehicles an hour. These estimates are 
incredibly optimistic, to say the least. This assumes that the valets will be able to navigate the 
narrow Electric Avenue, including any outstanding queue which may make it impossible to take the 
easier route to the Secondary Valet Area, and either make a left-hand turn at Broadway and then 
a left-hand turn with no red light onto the busy Abbot Kinney or make a right-hand turn at 
Westminster and then wait at the red light to make a right-hand turn onto Abbot Kinney. This 
estimate also does not account for the possibility of six to eight vehicles queuing at the Secondary 
Valet Area at any given time after having been redirected from the Main Valet Area. If such a queue 
were to form, it would take well in excess of the proposed one-minute drive time to park a vehicle. 
Even if it only took an extra minute to park the vehicle, and the walking estimate were accurate, 

                                                 
48  TIS at p. 17.  
49  TIS at 245.  
50  DEIR at 4.K-47.  
51  Id. 
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this would mean each valet could park only 15 vehicles an hour, rather than the proposed 20. This 
would reduce the proposed service rate of 40 vehicles per hour at the Secondary Valet Area to only 
30 vehicles per hour.  

 The only proposed Project Design Feature to alleviate these impacts is the existence of the 
Secondary Valet Area, which again is only proposed to operate between 5:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. 
This is, quite simply, insufficient to alleviate the parking impacts the Project will impose on the 
surrounding neighborhood. As discussed above, the Secondary Valet Area is secured only by 
lease, and there is no existing or proposed covenant to ensure the Secondary Valet Area remains 
available to alleviate parking impacts long term. Additionally, the Final EIR does not propose to limit 
events at the Project to the hours during which the Secondary Valet Area will be operational, nor 
does the Final EIR provide any analysis of the parking and traffic impacts of any events held when 
the Secondary Valet Area will not be operational. The impacts of any short-term overflow outside 
of those hours is unaddressed in the present Final EIR, which must be revised to account for 
possible impacts outside of those hours, and to properly assess the likely operational capabilities 
of both the Automated Parking System and the valets on-site.  

Response to Comment Manatt-24 

To the extent that the comment refers to automated parking, the commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 3 (Automated Parking).  

To the extent that the commenter refers to issues related to hosted events, the commenter is 
referred to Topical Response 4 (Hosted Events). The traffic analysis and parking operations 
accounted for these events and demonstrates that the system has excess capacity to handle the 
vehicles and queue. 

See Draft EIR at page 4.K-47 and Traffic Study at page 56. Additional information regarding the 
operation, service rate, and capacity of the parking system is detailed in the Final EIR Response 
to Comment Seward 7 at pages II-26-28.   

See Exhibit 1 to the Responses, “Automated Parking Layouts”, which provides proposed layouts 
for CityLift and Unitronics. Automated systems are inherently dynamic and have the ability to 
optimize and move vehicles around the storage space. The system can also focus on vehicle 
entries only (i.e. incoming vehicles to the Site) during periods of higher demand to limit any risk of 
queuing and not focus on vehicle retrieval. Having patrons wait in the lobby or porte cochère for 
their vehicles is not a CEQA impact.  

TRANS-PDF-5 includes measures designed to prohibit U-turns and to otherwise improve 
pedestrian safety for school children and others. The pedestrian circulation discussion in the traffic 
analysis in the DEIR at Pages 4.K-49 – 4.K-50 discusses ensuring safe routes for students to and 
from the school site while avoiding conflicts with delivery truck movements. 

As shown in Draft EIR, Table 4.K-14 provides a summary of residential roadway impact analysis. 
The Project would not cause residential impacts within the Project vicinity, as the percentage 
increases in volumes due to the Project would not exceed the significant impact criteria percentage 
thresholds. 
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The Draft EIR states, “Based on this estimated processing data, two employees at the Secondary 
Valet Area could service 40 vehicles per hour. At least one additional employee would be 
needed to manage receiving and departure of vehicles.”  (Draft EIR page 4.K-47, emphasis added.)  
The comment assumes no more than the number of employees identified in the Draft EIR would 
staff the Secondary Valet Area in any circumstances, and does not allow for the possibility that 
adjustments would be made to valet staffing levels based on factors such as restaurant 
reservations to ensure efficient operations.   

Further, the comment erroneously assumes that the walk and drive times between the Secondary 
Valet and an offsite parking location at Westminster Avenue Elementary School (as identified in 
the DEIR) would apply between the Main Valet Area and Secondary Valet Area.  This assumption 
fails to account for 1) the condition requiring all vehicles for regular Project uses be required to park 
on-site (with vehicles to be loaded into the Automated Parking System at the Main Valet Area), and 
2) the walking distance between the Main Valet Area and Secondary Valet Area (approximately 
200 feet), is about one quarter of the distance as that of the Secondary Valet Area and the off-site 
parking location (approximately 750 feet), and does not require crossing Abbott Kinney Boulevard.  
As such, the walk time between the main valet and secondary valet would be closer to thirty 
seconds than two minutes.   

Accordingly, even if, as the comment letter asserts, it took an extra minute (two minutes instead of 
one minute) to park a vehicle, parking a vehicle and returning to the Secondary Valet Area 
(estimated to take 30 seconds) would take approximately 150 seconds per vehicle.  With 3,600 
seconds in an hour, each valet would be able to park 24 vehicles over the course of a given hour.  
Even if, as the comment letter asserts, the minimum number of valet employs are stationed at the 
Secondary Valet Area, there would be enough capacity at that location to park forty-eight vehicles 
per hour according to these conservative estimates. 

The comment assumes no more than the number of employees identified in the Draft EIR would 
staff the Secondary Valet Area in any circumstances, and does not allow for the possibility that 
adjustments would be made to valet staffing levels based on factors such as restaurant 
reservations to ensure efficient operations. There will be employees provided to operate the system 
at its maximum efficiency. The Main Valet area employees would load cars into the lift, walk 
approximately 40 feet and get into the next car.  

The comment also claims that the proposed route for a valet to bring a car from the Main Valet to 
the Secondary Valet would include difficult left-turns and u-turns. That is not the correct route. The 
route would take a right on Electric from the Main Valet, a right on Westminster, and a right on 
Abbot Kinney. 

Comment Manatt-25 

iv. The Parking Impacts Are Significant and Require Additional Mitigation.  

 The Final EIR asserts that “[i]n accordance with SB 743 and pursuant to PRC Section 21099, 
parking impacts for the Project, and for other related projects that qualify as infill projects in transit 
priority areas, would not be considered significant.”52 

However, the Public Resources Code 

                                                 
52  Id. at 4.K-55.  
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provides only that “aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or 
employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered 
significant impacts on the environment.”53 

This Project does not qualify for the claimed exemption, 
because it does not qualify as a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project.54 

The inclusion of four apartment units, consisting in total of roughly 3% of the Project’s square 
footage, does not by itself convert the Project from a commercial use to a mixed-use residential 
project. Additionally, even if Section 21099 were to apply here, it does not eliminate the need for 
the project to analyze “secondary parking impacts caused by ensuing traffic congestion” including 
“air quality, noise, safety, or any other impact associated with transportation.”55 

The Final EIR does 
not adequately analyze the significant parking impacts imposed by the Project, and does not 
sufficiently analyze the secondary parking impacts the Project will undoubtedly create.  

Response to Comment Manatt-25 

The Project qualifies as a mixed use project pursuant to SB 743 because it contains a mix of 
residential, office and commercial uses. The residential uses within the Project include the four 
dwelling units and the hotel, because hotels are considered residential uses within the City. Section 
12.03 of the LAMC includes the following definition: “HOTEL.  A residential building designated or 
used for or containing six or more guest rooms, or suites of rooms, which may also contain no more 
than one dwelling unit, but not including any institution in which human beings are housed or 
detained under legal restraint.” (Emphasis added.)  The Project meets the definition under 13.09 
because the residential portion of the Project (hotel and dwelling units) comprise approximately 
76% of the Project. The non-residential uses – restaurant, office, retail and spa – make up 24% of 
the Project.  

Further, parking was removed as an impact area from Appendix G. As discussed in Topical 
Response 2, secondary impacts of parking were analyzed in the EIR.  

Comment Manatt-26 

 C. The Final EIR’s Noise Analysis Does Not Comply with CEQA.  

 The Project’s noise impact analysis contained in the Final EIR relies on incorrect and unsupported 
assumptions, applies inappropriate thresholds, and omits significant information necessary for 
informed decision-making. These errors must be remedied and the analysis revised to ensure 
compliance with CEQA.  

Response to Comment Manatt-26 

The analysis utilized industry standard assumptions and foundational principles on how sound 
waves behave to conduct the analysis and the methodology is consistent with the manner that 
other urban infill projects are assessed within the City of Los Angeles. The noise analysis assessed 
the project against the Appendix G Checklist Questions and the applicable City of Los Angeles 
significance thresholds. All anticipated effects on sensitive receptors have been disclosed, impacts 

                                                 
53  Public Resources Code § 21099(d)(1).  
54  While Public Resources Code § 21099 does not provide a definition of “mixed-use residential” project, Section 21159.25 provides that a 

“residential or mixed-use housing project” means “a project consisting of multifamily residential uses only or a mix of multifamily residential 
and nonresidential uses, with at least two-thirds of the square footage of the development designed for residential use.” This reading is further 
supported by Section 21159.28(d), which provides “a residential or mixed-use residential project is a project where at least 75 percent of the 
total building square footage of the project consists of residential use or a project that is a transit priority project as defined in Section 21155.”  

55  Covina Residents for Responsible Dev. V. City of Covina, (2018) 21 Cal. App. 5th 712, 728.  
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identified, and reasonable mitigation put in place to reduce these impacts. The comment is not 
supported by substantial evidence.  

Comment Manatt-27 

i. The Noise Analysis Relies on Outdated Traffic Calculations.  

 As discussed above, the Traffic Study includes stale and outdated traffic counts that severely 
discount the traffic levels existing in the vicinity of the Project. Because the Final EIR’s analysis of 
off-site traffic noise depends upon these counts, the noise analysis likewise significantly 
underestimates existing off-site traffic noise.56 

The EIR process is intended to protect not only the 
environment, but also the ability of the public to engage in informed self-government.57 

However, 
without an appropriate analysis of the existing noise around the Project Site, both of these purposes 
are thwarted.58 

Response to Comment Manatt-27 

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time 
of the January 12, 207 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline.  Nonetheless, for 
avoidance of doubt, the traffic analysis was updated during multiple occasions throughout the 
environmental clearance process and the most up to date information was utilized to conduct the 
mobile noise analysis. It is anticipated that traffic patterns along Abbott Kinney Boulevard and the 
nearby local roadways have not significantly changed. Table 1 below includes noise levels from 
the DEIR (Existing 2017) and noise levels calculated from traffic volumes with an 8.8% growth 
factor applied, as detailed in Exhibit 4 to the Responses, “Traffic Responses”. As shown, the noise 
levels along each roadway segment would increase by less than 0.5 dBA CNEL compared to 
Existing 2017 conditions. The comment is incorrect in stating that the impact determination of the 
analysis is dependent on the existing traffic noise levels. The incremental increase used to 
determine if a significant impact in the DEIR would occur is calculated by subtracting the Future 
with Project noise level from the Future without Project Noise level. The determination of 
significance is not based on existing traffic volumes and existing noise levels.  

Table 1 Existing Mobile Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Noise Level (dBA, CNEL) 

Existing 
(2017) 

Existing (2017 
with growth 

factor) /a/ Increase 
AM Peak hour 

Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. and Main St. 60.3 60.7 0.4 
Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main St. and Westminster Ave. 64.7 65.0 0.3 
Westminster Ave. between Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 60.7 61.0 0.3 
Pacific Ave. between Westminster Ave. and Pacific Ave. 66.9 67.3 0.4 
Electric Ave. between Broadway Ave. and Westminster Ave. 56.3 56.7 0.4 

PM Peak Hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. and Main St. 60.1 60.4 0.3 
Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main St. and Westminster Ave. 64.4 64.8 0.4 
Westminster Ave. between Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 62.5 62.9 0.4 
Pacific Ave. between Westminster Ave. and Pacific Ave. 67.2 67.6 0.4 
Electric Ave. between Broadway Ave. and Westminster Ave. 58.6 58.9 0.3 

Notes: /a/ An 8.8 percent growth factor has been applied to 2017 traffic counts to account for growth up to 2020 traffic volumes. 

                                                 
56  DEIR at 4.H-13 (“Operational noise levels were calculated based on traffic volumes in the traffic study…”). 
57  See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 390.  
58  See Citizens for East Shore Parks, supra, 202 Cal.App.4th at 563 (noting that administrative agencies should adjust baselines as the 

environmental process unfolds to ensure informed decision-making).  
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Table 2 shows updated noise levels that were calculated using traffic volumes that have had an 
8.8% growth factor applied, as described in Exhibit 4 to the Responses, “Traffic Responses”. The 
maximum increase along any roadway segment in the future year would be 0.5 dBA CNEL on 
Electric Avenue between Broadway Avenue and Westminster Avenue Even in the Existing (2017 
with growth factor) versus Existing with Project (2017 with growth factor) scenario the maximum 
increase would only be 0.6 dBA CNEL on Electric Avenue. Both of these incremental increases 
would be less than the 3 dBA CNEL significance threshold and a mobile noise impact would still 
not result. As stated in the DEIR, the greatest project related increase would be 0.4 dBA CNEL, 
which would occur along Electric Avenue between Broadway Avenue and Westminster Avenue. 
The incremental increase of 0.4 dBA CNEL noted in the DEIR would be less than the 3 dBA CNEL 
threshold. The results of the updated mobile noise analysis in Exhibit 3 produce a similar 
incremental increase compared to the analysis used in the DEIR, with less than a 0.2 dBA CNEL 
difference. Impacts regarding mobile noise would be less than significant for both the updated 
analysis and the analysis presented in the DEIR. The analysis used in the DEIR is therefore 
sufficient. 

Table 2 Mobile Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Noise Level (dBA, CNEL) 

Existing 
(2017 with 

growth 
factor) /a/ 

Existing 
(2017 
with 

growth 
factor) 
with 

Project 
/a/ 

Increase 
(Existing 

with 
Project 
minus 

Existing) 

Future 
(2020) 

without 
Project /a/ 

Future 
(2020) 
with 

Project 
/a/ 

Increase 
(Future 

with 
Project 
minus 
Future 
without 
Project 

AM Peak hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. 
and Main St. 60.7 60.7 0.0 61.4 61.4 0.0 

Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main 
St. and Westminster Ave. 65.0 65.2 0.2 65.5 65.6 0.1 

Westminster Ave. between Abbot 
Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 61.0 61.0 0.0 61.6 61.6 0.0 

Pacific Ave. between Westminster 
Ave. and Pacific Ave. 67.3 67.3 0.0 67.9 67.9 0.0 

Electric Ave. between Broadway 
Ave. and Westminster Ave. 56.7 57.2 0.5 56.9 57.4 0.5 

PM Peak Hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. 
and Main St. 60.4 60.5 0.1 62.2 62.3 0.1 

Abbott Kinney Blvd. between 
Main St. and Westminster Ave. 64.8 65.1 0.3 65.7 65.9 0.2 

Westminster Ave. between Abbot 
Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 62.9 62.9 0.0 64.0 64.0 0.0 

Pacific Ave. between 
Westminster Ave. and Pacific 
Ave. 

67.6 67.6 0.0 68.2 68.2 0.0 

Electric Ave. between Broadway 
Ave. and Westminster Ave. 58.9 59.5 0.6 59.1 59.6 0.5 

Notes: /a/ An 8.8 percent growth factor has been applied to 2017 traffic counts to account for growth up to 2020 traffic volumes, 
as described in Exhibit 4, Traffic Responses. 
 
Comment Manatt-28 

ii. The Final EIR Fails to Identify Important Sensitive Receptors and Analyze Impacts 
to Those Receptors.  



 52 

 The Final EIR does not identify 1043 Abbot Kinney, which maintains a Certificate of Occupancy as 
a live/work space that can be utilized for residential purposes, as a sensitive receptor.59 

The Final 
EIR’s characterization of 1043 Abbot Kinney as non-sensitive, and thus its failure to conclude that 
noise impacts to the property are significant, appears based on the Project proponent’s 
misunderstanding of the use designations for that property. The LA CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that “[r]esidences, schools, hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas 
would each be considered noise-and vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for 
protection from intruding noise.”60 

The Final EIR recognizes that 500 feet is the appropriate 
screening distance for assessing construction-related noise, yet inexplicably excludes 1043 Abbot 
Kinney, mere feet away from the Project, as a sensitive use. Instead, it incorrectly identifies 1041 
and 1043 Abbot Kinney as office space.61 

 A sensitive receptor may include any area, use, or building where human activity may be adversely 
affected when noise levels exceed applicable thresholds. Without a doubt, both 1041 and 1043 
Abbot Kinney contain uses that will be significantly impacted by noise emanating from the Project. 
1041 Abbot Kinney is designed for use as a creative space, and is dependent on a relatively quiet 
environment, as individuals endeavor to complete creative projects or consult as to potential artistic 
or business goals. Even if 1041 Abbot Kinney is ultimately utilized as office space, the ability of a 
business to operate out of the property depends on a quiet environment in which business can be 
conducted. 1043 Abbot Kinney, on the other hand, includes residential uses, the function and 
enjoyment of which will be thwarted by the extreme noise generated by the Project. By assessing 
these uses as simply “office space,” the Final EIR failed to recognize these as potential sensitive 
receptors that could be negatively impacted by the Project.  

 An EIR must analyze and disclose the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts of a 
project.62 

Here, the Final EIR attempts to rely on a generalized identification of those uses that are 
considered sensitive to foreclose the possibility of additional sensitive receptors. This is 
inappropriate, especially when the other area receptors are of the nature that significant 
construction and operational noise would negatively impact their usage.63 

The Final EIR’s failure to 
identify these impacts as significant violates CEQA.  

Response to Comment Manatt-28 

The comment incorrectly asserts that the uses were not identified as sensitive receptors.  

In October 2018, the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw 
Units from Rental Housing Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the 
owner was requesting a demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit 
at 1043 Abbot Kinney. Therefore, it was reasonably concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not 
contain a sensitive use at the time of the EIR’s circulation. Following Appellant’s assertion at the 
ZA Hearing that it had reversed that decision and/or that it intended to use the building for 
residential uses (even though no paperwork returning the unit to the rental market has been filed 
with the City), TAHA prepared a Technical Memorandum for the ZA to consider the potential for air 

                                                 
59  DEIR at 4.H-10.  
60  Id.  
61  Id. at 4.H-28. 
62  Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 1182.  
63  Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Com., supra, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1382.  
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quality and noise impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney, prior to the ZA Determination. Dated August 
21, 2019, the Technical Memorandum is part of the CEQA Administrative Record.  

The Technical Memorandum concludes that consideration of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
as a noise-sensitive land use would not result in a new, undisclosed significant impact. As disclosed 
in the EIR, construction activities would result in a short-term significant and unavoidable impact to 
adjacent land uses. Similar to the nearby uses, the Project would not result in a significant 
operational noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property.  

Additionally, the City does consider offices uses to be sensitive to noise for purposes of CEQA. 
This is especially the case for office uses located on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, which is a dense 
and busy commercial corridor. 

Comment Manatt-29 

iii. Construction Noise Is Quantified Incorrectly and Underestimated.  

 The Final EIR admits that “the worst-case analysis below does not account for the 10 dBA ground-
level source to ground-level receptor reduction. The 5-dBA significance threshold would be 
exceeded at multiple sensitive receptors during construction activities.”64 

This “worst-case” analysis 
does not analyze construction noise or vibration impacts at 1041 or 1043 Abbot Kinney. This 
grossly underestimates the actual construction noise and vibration impacts created by the Project.  

Response to Comment Manatt-29 

The 10 dBA source to ground level receptor reduction is a reduction in noise levels due to the 
vertical distance between a source at an elevated position and a ground level receptor. The 
analysis only assumes noise attenuation due to horizontal distance to present the most 
conservative assessment of construction noise. Therefore, the presented noise levels are 
conservative and would likely be quieter as the vertical distance from the source to receptor 
increases. Equipment vibration for an aboveground project is only related to the ground level 
construction equipment and the 10 dBA attenuation has no bearing on the vibration levels. 

See Response to Comment Manatt-3 regarding analysis of noise and vibration at 1041/1043 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

Comment Manatt-30 

 Moreover, the present uses at 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney are excluded from the Final EIR’s 
analysis of existing noise levels for the Project Site.65 

This inevitably affects the ultimate 
construction noise analysis, as the methodology for evaluating construction noise depended on 
collection of ambient noise measurements in the vicinity of the Project Site, and the exclusion of 
the closest properties to the Project inevitably skews those results.66  

 

                                                 
64  DEIR at 4.H-26.  
65  Id. at Table 4.H-6.  
66 Id. at 4.H-13.  
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Response to Comment Manatt-30 

The existing noise measurements include a measurement directly on Abbott Kinney Boulevard in 
front of the use at 1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. See Figure 4.H-1 Noise Monitoring Location 1 in 
the Draft EIR. This statement is incorrect. 

Comment Manatt-31 

 The Final EIR also utilizes the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment from May 2006 and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s “Noise from 
Construction Equipment and Operations, Building and Home Appliances” assessment from 1971 
in order to evaluate noise and vibration impacts. This results in numbers that are inconsistent with 
those provided by the Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s 
Guide, and the more recently updated Federal Highway Administration’s Noise Measurement 
Handbook.67 

The construction noise numbers asserted in the Final EIR must be thoroughly 
examined to ensure they accurately reflect the most recent estimates as to noise generated by 
construction and revised as necessary. Any failure to do so constitutes a violation of CEQA.  

Response to Comment Manatt-31 

The Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide (RCNM) 
User’s Guide utilizes noise levels taken from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
study for its equipment noise levels, as stated on page 2 of the RCNM user guide. Therefore, there 
cannot be an inconsistency with noise levels presented in RCNM as they are derived from the 
USEPA study. The RCNM user guide only presents individual equipment noise levels and does not 
present combined equipment phased noise levels. Generally, utilizing noise levels from RCNM and 
summing equipment noise levels to generate a combined phase noise level results in lower noise 
levels than are presented by the USEPA. Therefore, the analysis methodology utilized is more 
conservative than an RCNM based analysis. Furthermore, modern day equipment is often quieter 
than equipment measured during the USEPA study, resulting in lower noise levels than presented 
within the FEIR. The methodology and construction equipment noise levels presented and utilized 
for the analysis are conservative and do not require reconsideration. 

Comment Manatt-32 

iv. The Noise Attenuation Assumed Is Unsupported.  

 The Final EIR generally asserts that “[n]oise levels generated by a stationary noise source, or ‘point 
source,’ will decrease by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces (e.g., pavement) and 7.5 dBA 
over soft surfaces (e.g., grass) for each doubling of the distance.”68 

The Final EIR fails to provide 
any factual evidence or support for this assumption.69 

Moreover, in making this assertion without 
factual support, the Final EIR wholly ignores the physical characteristics of the Project Site and 
surrounding area, which are both characterized by hardscape (over which noise attenuates slower). 
The Final EIR does not support its analysis of noise attenuation, and does not provide a site specific 
analysis of the likely attenuation levels at the Project Site.  

                                                 
67  Updated June 1, 2018, available at https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/measurement/handbook.cfm#toc492990727.  
68  DEIR at 4.H-8.  
69  Public Resources Code § 21080(e)(1) (substantial evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, and expert opinion 

supported by facts).  
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Response to Comment Manatt-32 

This is a foundational mathematical principle in how sound waves perform over different material 
surfaces. The source for this information is the California Department of Transportation Technical 
Noise Supplement 2006. The 2013 version does not include the formulas as the formulas were 
integrated into the traffic noise model and no longer required manual calculation by the analyst. 
This information can also be found in the FTA transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
guidance and various other noise assessment guidance. The supplemental Technical 
Memorandum took into account attenuation of noise levels over distance for the 1041/1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard property. A site-specific analysis was provided for the CEQA Administrative 
Record. 

Comment Manatt-33 

v. The Final EIR Fails to Properly Evaluate Operational Noise Impacts.  

 When analyzing operational noise, the Final EIR assesses (1) vehicle noise, (2) parking noise, (3) 
valet noise, (4) truck unloading noise, (4) mechanical equipment noise, (5) pool deck noise, (6) 
rooftop garden noise, and (5) courtyard activity.70 

However, only the noise levels for off-site sources 
are actually quantified and compared to existing ambient levels.71 

This analysis is inappropriate as 
it omits important information necessary for the public and decisionmakers to fully understand the 
significant noise impacts.72 

Response to Comment Manatt-33 

The operational noise analysis assesses both on-site and off-site noise sources. On-site sources 
of noise assessed are vehicle noise, parking noise, valet noise, truck unloading noise, mechanical 
equipment noise, pool deck noise, rooftop garden noise, and courtyard activity (see Draft EIR 
pages 4.H-19 to 24). The Technical Memorandum specifically analyzes operational noise as it 
relates to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. The off-site source of noise assessed in the analysis are mobile 
trips associated with the project. The comment incorrectly asserts that the analysis only assesses 
off-site noise sources.  

Comment Manatt-34 

 Where an agency fails to include information mandated by CEQA, the agency fails to proceed in a 
manner required by law.73 

Here, the Final EIR fails in two important ways. First, the Final EIR fails 
to quantify operational noise emanating from different sources. For example, the Final EIR indicates 
that “the pool deck would also include live entertainment, but only during non-school hours.”74 

However, the Final EIR does not estimate the noise level of live entertainment on the pool deck, 
and this temporal limitation is not included as a condition, project design feature, or mitigation 
measure. Thus, it is an unenforceable assumption upon which the analysis is based. This is 
inappropriate. Second, the Final EIR fails to quantify the totality of operational impacts by combining 
the various sources of operational noise. Certainly, each of the discussed operational noise sources 

                                                 
70  DEIR at 4.H-19; see also DEIR at 4.H-21 – 4.H-22.  
71  Id. at Table 4.H-11.  
72 CEQA Guidelines § 15151 (CEQA requires that environmental documents “be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision 

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences”).  
73  Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 20 Cal.4th 412, 435. 
74  DEIR at 4.H-22.  
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do not operate independently, but rather are multiple sources that will intermingle to create 
operational noise. The tactics and methodology employed by the Final EIR erroneously discount 
these impacts.  

Response to Comment Manatt-34 

The EIR included operational noise estimates based on an industry standard methodology. 
Operational source noise would be dependent on the location of the source and receptor as well 
as other considerations such as the physical interference of buildings. Due to the complex 
architectural design of the project, the events spaces would not combine to result in a cumulative 
noise impact. For instance, the western guest roof deck noise would not combine with noise 
generated by the eastern hotel guest roof deck at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard due to the 
physical interference of the hotel. Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 LOD prohibits live 
entertainment or amplified music at the premises, additional noise impacts from these sources 
would not result. In addition, Table 3 below demonstrates that combined noise levels would not be 
disruptive at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard at either the western property boundary or the 
eastern property boundary, which are the two property boundaries where the most noise sources 
would likely combine. 

Table 3 
Cumulative Stationary Source Noise Levels 

Source Noise Level (dBA, Leq) 
 Western Property Line Eastern Property Line 
Courtyard Bar and Outdoor dining area 65.0 51.0 
Pool Deck 66.6 51.3 
Rooftop Garden 54.6 47.3 
Westminster Ave Guest Roof Deck 52.3 66.6 
Broadway Street Guest Roof Deck Not Audible Not Audible 
Valet Parking Not Audible Not Audible 
Truck Loading Not Audible Not Audible 

Combined Noise Level from Project Sources 69.1 66.9 
Existing Noise Level 68.3 68.3 

Combined Project and Existing Noise Levels 71.8 70.7 
Increase 3.5 2.4 

 

Comment Manatt-35 

 Further, the Final EIR does not identify a post-mitigation noise level by clarifying what noise 
reductions would result. For example, the Final EIR proposes to mitigate noise from the roof deck 
by positioning non-amplified music and live entertainment on the south side of the decks, “as far 
as possible from residences on Electric Avenue.”75 

Leaving aside that this once again does not 
account for residential uses at 1043 Abbot Kinney, and that this mitigation measure in fact proposes 
to place music and live entertainment closer to the residential uses at that property, the Final 
EIR is unclear as to what reduction, if any, would result from this mitigation measure.  

 

                                                 
75  Id. at 4.H-25, NOI-MM-12. 
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Response to Comment Manatt-35 

Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 LOD prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the 
premises. Therefore, noise impacts related to live entertainment would not result. 

Comment Manatt-36 

 The Final EIR also did not take noise measurements from similar establishments to establish a 
baseline level of noise the Project may generate once fully operational. This renders the Final EIR’s 
analysis of operational noise impacts under-informed and highly speculative.  

Response to Comment Manatt-36 

The EIR analysis methodology is appropriate and does not require measurements at similar 
establishments. Utilizing measurements of a similar establishment would necessitate isolating each 
noise source to obtain the reference noise level. Real world conditions have numerous competing 
noise source such as traffic, aircraft, and other sources of urban noise which contribute to any 
measured noise source. Industry practice is to utilize reference noise levels from technical 
specifications or dedicated acoustical studies which are conducted under singular conditions.  

Comment Manatt-37 

 D. The Final EIR’s GHG Analysis Does Not Comply with CEQA.  

 The Project’s Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) analysis relies on the California Air Resources Control 
Board’s (“CARB”) Climate Change Scoping Plan (“Scoping Plan”) and the Southern California 
Association of Governments (“SCAG”) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (“RTP/SCS”), neither of which are applicable to a project-specific analysis. Additionally, 
proposed Project Design Features rely on LEED certification, which is not sufficient to ensure GHG 
reductions. These errors must be remedied and the analysis revised to ensure compliance with 
CEQA.  

 i. The Final EIR Determines Significance Based on a Statewide Scoping Plan and Regional 
Transportation Plan, Neither of Which Can Be Applied to a Project-Specific Analysis.  

 The Final EIR determines significance based on compliance with (1) the CARB Scoping Plan, and 
(2) SCAG’s RTP/SCS. To begin with, the CARB Scoping Plan is more than ten years old, and the 
DEIR makes no effort to update the Scoping Plan’s recommendations to present conditions. 
Beyond that, the Scoping Plan is a statewide plan, which analyzes specific measures to be 
implemented at the state-level. It is not applicable to a project-specific analysis.  

 CEQA requires a determination of significance to be based on substantial evidence in light of all 
information before the agency.76 

As with other environmental impacts, the focus must be on what 
constitutes a significant impact on climate change that may be caused by the project’s physical 
changes.77 

With respect to GHG impacts, “[t]he question therefore becomes whether the project’s 
incremental addition of greenhouse gases is ‘cumulatively considerable’ in light of the global 

                                                 
76  CEQA Guidelines § 15151 (providing a lead agency’s evaluation of a project’s environmental impacts “need not be exhaustive, but the 

sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonable feasible”).  
77  Pub. Resources Code § 21002; see also CEQA Guidelines §15064(d); Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency 

(2003) 116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1106-07.  
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problem, and thus significant.”
78

An analysis of GHG impacts is required to keep pace with scientific 
knowledge and regulatory schemes.79 

Because the issue of climate change must be discussed in 
a cumulative context, an important consideration in selecting and developing significance 
thresholds is identifying the level at which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively 
considerable. While it is not inappropriate to reference statewide or regional plans, “[a] significance 
analysis based on compliance with such statewide regulations … only goes to impacts within the 
area governed by the regulations.”80 

 
Here, the Final EIR does not take that necessary additional step to analyze the project-specific 
GHG impacts. Instead, the DEIR concludes that “compliance with a GHG emissions reduction plan 
results in a less than significant impact.”81 

This is not accurate. The Final EIR’s GHG emissions 
reduction plan must be developed with reference to project-specific GHG impacts. Reference only 
to the Scoping Plan and the RTP/SCS does not alone satisfy this requirement.  

Response to Comment Manatt-37 

The comment contains several inaccuracies regarding the characterization of the Project’s impacts 
related to GHG emissions, and ultimately the suggestion that the GHG analysis does not comply 
with CEQA is baseless. On the contrary, the GHG emissions analysis presented in the EIR is 
entirely consistent with the requirements set forth by the CEQA Guidelines, and the analysis does 
not rely solely on the CARB Scoping Plan or the SCAG RTS/SCS as the comment alleges. The 
GHG analysis in the EIR—as required by Section 15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines—
quantitatively estimates and discloses GHG emissions that would be directly and indirectly 
generated by construction and operation of the Project. The CEQA Guidelines recommend that a 
Lead Agency should consider, “whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance 
that the Lead Agency determines applies to the project,” and, “the extent to which the project 
complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan 
for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.” The emissions are analyzed at the 
project-level, and there are no officially promulgated project-level quantitative thresholds for 
comparison established by the City, SCAQMD, or SCAG. Therefore, the City’s invocation of 
elements of the CARB Scoping Plan and SCAG RTP/SCS to inform the significance determination 
are entirely consistent with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Furthermore, the comment is inaccurate as there is no requirement in the CEQA Statute and 
Guidelines for urban infill projects to develop GHG emission reductions plans. Even for projects 
that have significant impacts, which is not the case for the Project, significant impacts would require 
mitigation measures, which would not necessarily include a GHG reduction plan. The EIR 
appropriately discloses GHG emissions and draws the impact conclusion based on compliance 
with adopted GHG reduction plans programmed with environmental documentation under CEQA, 
such as the Scoping Plan and RTP/SCS. Regarding the GHG Scoping Plan, the commenter states 
that the EIR should update the Scoping Plan recommendations to present conditions. It is not in 
the purview of the Applicant, or even the City, to update the Scoping Plan that is prepared by the 
California Air Resources Board. The commenter references the 2007 Scoping Plan, disregarding 
the fact that the EIR clearly described the Scoping Plan as well as subsequent updates, including 

                                                 
78  Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Governments (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 512.  
79  Id. at 519.  
80 Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 229.  
81  DEIR at 4.E-28. 
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the latest 2017 Scoping Plan update. The EIR appropriately states that the Project would not 
conflict with implementation of the statewide Scoping Plan. The commenter has failed to provide 
any evidence to the contrary. The GHG impact conclusions in the EIR are accurate. The Project 
would not result in significant impacts related to GHG emissions.  

Comment Manatt-38 

 ii. The Final EIR Incorrectly Relies on LEED Certification to Ensure GHG Reductions.  

 The Final EIR provides that “the design of the new buildings shall incorporate features to be capable 
of achieving at least a Silver certification under the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) or equivalent.”82 

This is illusory to the extent it assumes 
some reduction in GHGs, because LEED does not demand energy efficiency measures and does 
not ensure greater energy efficiency than the California Building Code. The Final EIR is unclear as 
to what reduction, if any, is assumed as a result of GHG-PDF-2. However, if a reduction is assumed, 
GHG-PDF-2 is not sufficient to guarantee a reduction. At minimum, GHG-PDF-2 must mandate 
LEED measures, or other environmental measures, sufficient to ensure any claimed reduction. 
LEED is concerned with sustainability rather than focusing solely on energy efficiency. Additionally, 
it is unclear in the Final EIR whether any reduction credit from GHG-PDF-2 may be double-counting 
beyond California Building Code claimed reductions. The Final EIR’s GHG analysis contains 
significant deficiencies and must be substantially revised to fully analyze the project-specific GHG 
impacts and the likely effect of any condition, project design feature, or mitigation measure 
designed to reduce those impacts.  

Response to Comment Manatt-38 

No emissions reductions were taken in the analysis beyond regulatory compliance, such as Title 
24 and the LA Green Building Code. GHG emissions are shown in Tables 4.E-4 and 4.E-5 in the 
EIR and were not determined to be significant, therefore no measures are specifically identified to 
mitigate potentially significant GHG emissions. The EIR analysis qualitatively takes into 
consideration implementation of GHG PDF-1 and GHG-PDF-2 and the emissions modeling 
accounts for some of the requirements set forth in the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code—
specifically low-flow plumbing fixtures and the prohibition of fireplaces and woodstoves that are 
included as optional emission reduction measures in the CalEEMod program—and the full 
implementation of current state mandates. GHG emissions were quantified and disclosed for 
informational purposes in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines but were not relied upon to make 
a significance determination.  

The PDFs are voluntarily implemented and enhance the proposed Project’s consistency with 
planning efforts to reduce GHG emissions. GHG PDF-1 requires at least 20 percent of the total 
code required parking spaces to be capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment. 
The CalEEMod software includes GHG mitigation measures based on the 2010 California Air 
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) guidance document Quantifying Greenhouse 
Gas Mitigation Measures guidance document. The 2010 CAPCOA guidance does not include a 
quantitative reduction factor for the provision of electric vehicle parking; therefore, this measure 
was not accounted for in the quantitative analysis. GHG PDF-2 requires the Project to incorporate 
features to be capable of achieving at least a Silver LEED certification of equivalent. The LEED 

                                                 
82  Id. at 4.E-24, GHG-PDF-2. 
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Silver or equivalent certification is achieved through a complex and robust combination of building 
design elements that cannot be quantitatively represented in CalEEMod.  However, the PDFs were 
not specifically designed to mitigate any potentially significant impacts and are not required to be 
quantified; they are inherent parts of the Project.    

Additionally, the CalEEMod software incorporates the 2013 Title 24 energy efficiency standards, 
as those standards were concurrent with model development. Construction of the proposed Project 
would comply with 2019 Title 24 energy efficiency standards, further reducing emissions beyond 
those quantified in the EIR. Therefore, the Final EIR analysis does not double-count emissions 
reductions and instead represents a conservative estimate of GHG emissions that would be 
generated by energy use of the proposed Project. As stated above, GHG emissions would be less 
than significant without specific emission reductions.  

Comment Manatt-39 

 III. CONCLUSION.  

 The proposed Project would create a massive new complex with hotel, restaurant, event space, 
commercial, and residential uses all incorporated into the already bustling Abbot Kinney area. The 
Project would draw large numbers of tourists to an area that is already independently a tourist 
attraction, in addition to creating a large number of additional local trips as a result of its commercial, 
restaurant, and event spaces. If developed, the proposed Project would reshape not just its 
immediate surroundings, but Abbot Kinney generally, resulting in significant parking, traffic, and 
noise impacts on neighboring properties and residents. For the reasons stated above, the Project 
Approvals were each made in error and each constitute an abuse of discretion. And in the face of 
potentially massive short and long term environmental impacts, the Final EIR falls far short of 
analyzing and mitigating those impacts to the level required by CEQA.  

 The Final EIR has significant deficiencies in its impacts analyses, and bases some of its impact 
conclusions on unsupported assumptions and unsubstantiated claims about impact reductions. It 
fails to properly analyze the Project’s trip generation estimates and fails to substantiate its claimed 
trip reductions. The Final EIR attempts to avoid analyzing parking impacts entirely, and completely 
fails to account for the secondary impacts the parking issues the Project will create may have on 
the surrounding community. The noise analysis ignores nearby sensitive receptors and fails to 
account for the cumulative impacts of the Project’s numerous outdoor event spaces. And the Final 
EIR does not accurately account for its GHG impacts, relying on statewide and regional plans rather 
than analyzing the project-specific impacts, and assuming LEED certification will be sufficient to 
reduce GHG impacts without accounting for how those reductions will actually occur.  

 The Final EIR fails to accomplish its purposes under CEQA, both because its analyses and 
conclusions are not based on substantial evidence, and because it does not provide sufficient detail 
to allow those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to meaningfully consider 
the issues raised by the proposed Project. CEQA requires that the Final EIR must be substantially 
revised and recirculated.  

 Thank you for your consideration. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 
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Response to Comment Manatt-39 

This comment provides a conclusion and summary of the issues. Each of the issues is expanded 
upon and responded to above. The comment does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 
Project, nor does the comment identify any physical environmental impacts caused by the Project.  
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Comment Letter Keep 

Law Office of John P. Given 
on behalf of Keep Neighborhoods First 
2461 Santa Monica Boulevard, #438, Santa Monica, CA 90404 
March 25, 2020 

Comment Keep-1 

C. The Determination violates CEQA by failing to adequately analyze significant and 
potentially significant land use impacts. 

As discussed in Parts III.A and III.B, Project approval conflicts with the Mello Act, the City’s Rent 
Stabilization Ordinance (RSO), and the City zoning code. The environmental review is premised 
upon an environmental baseline of no existing residential uses on site and therefore no analysis of 
potentially significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.G-12.) But the Determination notes the existence of 
residential buildings at the Project Site, if not uses. (Determination, p.15.) The Determination fails 
to disclose, however, that ongoing non-residential uses in the three dwelling units located at 1047 
S. Abbot Kinney parcel were illegally converted to a day care and never actually approved by the 
City. (See Part III.A.) 

But for the illegal conversion, never authorized by the City, the three residential structures would 
remain a residential use, subject to both the Mello Act and the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance. 
The EIR fails to analyze potentially significant land use impacts due to Project conflicts with the 
Mello Act (Cal. Govt. Code section 65590 and 65590.1) and City’s RSO (LAMC section 151 et 
seq.). In addition, the Project application and Determination are premised upon a misinterpretation 
of the zoning code to allow short-term rentals in an Apartment Hotel. (See Part III.B, above.) The 
EIR also fails to discuss this conflicting interpretation. 

“The role of the EIR, as an informational document, is to identify and describe potentially significant 
environmental effects and feasible alternatives or mitigation measures.” (King & Gardiner Farms, 
LLC v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 852.) Here the EIR fails as an informational 
document because it does not identify, let alone analyze, the above conflicts with state law and 
local zoning and municipal codes. 

In addition to the EIR, the environmental approval documents include a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. (Determination, p. 1.) Here the Statement of Overriding Considerations is 
necessary because the three residential buildings that have been illegally used as a day care, 
allegedly for as many as 15-16 years without any land use approval to authorize such use, are all 
eligible for local historic designation. (Determination, p. 58.) After knowingly allowing the day care 
to use them with no authorization for a decade, the City now seeks to approve this Project that 
would demolish the bungalows, having an obvious significant and unavoidable adverse impact on 
these historical resources. (See ibid.) The EIR identifies three cultural mitigation measures, but 
none mitigate cultural impacts to a degree less than significant. (Id. at p. 59.)83 

                                                 
83  The Determination also explains that some noise impacts analyzed in the EIR will be significant and unavoidable, and will also require a 

Statement of Overriding Considerations. (Determination, pp. 59-62.) 
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Where, as here, the EIR fails as an informational document, that “informational deficiency 
undermines the foundation upon which the statement of overriding considerations rests.” (Gardiner 
Farms, supra, 45 Cal.App.5th at 870.) The lead agency cannot approve a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations here without violating CEQA. (Ibid.) 

Response to Keep-1 

The comment raises issues about the Mello Act and short-term vs. long-term stays and does not 
state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing 
the environmental impacts of the Project, nor does the comment identify any physical 
environmental impacts caused by the Project. This comment is noted for the administrative record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. Nonetheless, a 
response is provided herein.  

The commenter claims that the EIR should have analyzed consistency with the Mello Act and the 
City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). Land Use Threshold B addresses whether the Project 
would “[c]onflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, 
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?” 
Neither the Mello nor the RSO were adopted for the purpose of “avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect.” Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 151.01, the purpose of the 
RSO is to address the “shortage of decent, safe and sanitary housing in the City of Los Angeles…” 
and to “regulate rents so as to safeguard tenants from excessive rent increases, while at the same 
time providing landlords with just and reasonable returns from their rental units.” The commenter 
does not identify a physical environmental impact related to the RSO and the RSO is not a land 
use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
impact.  

The commenter does not identify a physical environmental impact related to the Mello Act or the 
City’s implementation of the Mello Act. Also, as discussed above, neither the Mello Act nor the 
City’s Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act constitute a land use plan, policy 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact. 

 
  



 64 

Comment Letter Citizens 

Citizens Preserving Venice 
March 26, 2020 

Comment Citizen-1 

The applicants have done a bait and switch on the parking system’s service rate. On page 53 of 
the ZA letter, under Project Design Features the service rate is stated:  

TRANS-PDF-9 Automated Parking  

The three lifts in the Main Valet Area will have a total minimum service rate of 80 vehicles 
per hour (combined input and output) (approximately 27 per hour per lift).  

Having stated this rate, the EIR supports it with data from a completely different system, employing 
an entirely different technology from the one being used in this Project. It’s made by the same 
company, which raises the question, why didn’t they supply the service rates for this system? Below 
are brochure photos (side-by-side) of the two systems, “Slide” and “Pace.” The combined service 
rate figures of 80 vehicles per hour, as set forth on page 53 of the Zoning Administrator’s 
Determination, are for the Pace system. The hotel is not using the Pace system, it is using the 
“Slide” system. This issue was raised in a letter from David Ewing to Juliet Oh and Theodore Irving 
dated Aug. 30, 2019, but the issue has not been dealt with in the ZA’s Determination.  

The service rate cited should not be accepted. The actual service rate should have been verified 
before accepting it as factual in the EIR. That mistake should not be perpetuated by continued 
reliance on it going forward. 

Service rates, even when correct, can only tell you the rate that the automation is capable of, but 
in this case, the configuration of the valet court and the system’s elevators create the likelihood of 
bottlenecks and congestion extending into the public right-of-way.  

The current site plan shows there is a very limited queuing area available for vehicles waiting to 
enter the elevators for the parking garage. The DEIR should have included a verified gate service 
rate specifically for vehicle entries and a separate service rate for vehicle exits. A combined rate 
always greatly overstates the system’s ability to park vehicles in a high-demand situation, with cars 
queuing to park. You cannot simply divide the combined rate in half. The one-way rate of service 
is much lower, because the time required is much more than half what it is for the combined rate. 
The elevator can carry cars up and down in one round trip, but the free ride that an exiting car gets 
coming up to street level does not speed up an entering car ride down. In other words, it does not 
increase the time efficiency of the cars being parked. Therefore, the combined service rate, which 
is often used as selling point by manufacturers, which is often used as a sales point by 
manufacturers, is actually deceptive as a description of how many vehicles can be parked or 
delivered in a given period.  

Another concern is some of the cars will be parked eight cars deep, and if the last car (Car X) needs 
to be retrieved, how quickly will the automated system be able to juggle the cars in the row to reach 
the eighth car? When those seven cars are moved to let Car X out, they block the aisle all the way 
past the two paired elevators, tying up the entire system until they can return to their spots.  
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This problem does not only pertain to when there is a full garage. The cars are on pallets, and 
whether a pallet is carrying a car or not, the pallet has to be moved to let the outermost pallet reach 
the transit aisle. While the system is doing all that, the queue may fill up the valet court, blocking 
the exit from the third elevator, where Car X is finally emerging. Or the queue may stretch out into 
the street. That would violate Parking Condition 16, which says:  

“…All valet parking operations shall be conducted onsite; the queuing of vehicles shall be 
prohibited in the public right of way.”  

And that would create yet another problem, with Condition 16 f.:  

“Valet service shall not utilize any local streets for the parking of any vehicles at any time.”  

This could put the applicant in some jeopardy, since:  

“Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor and shall be 
punishable by a fine of not more than $2,500 or by imprisonment in the county jail for a 
period of not more than six months, or by both such fine and imprisonment.” 

As vanishingly unlikely as that may be, the irony is that any such punishment would not be due to 
an intentional transgression by the applicant, but rather to failures by the ZA and Planning 
Commission to address the deficiencies of the parking scheme in the first place, thereby 
guaranteeing subsequent situations that made violations unavoidable. A condition, after all, is not 
a magic wand.  

The EIR did not address any of this. Instead, the EIR substituted an independent study of an entirely 
different type of automation from that being proposed here, located in a very different and more 
efficient installation (West Hollywood City Hall garage). Also, the EIR should have addressed the 
reliability of the proposed system, the failure rate, and the impacts various types of failures would 
have on the gate service rate, garage capacity, and potentially on traffic on Electric Ave. These are 
not passive systems. They require maintenance, or they fail.  

This is completely different than signing off on a conventional concrete garage. 

The depiction above is from the First Floor Plan in Exhibit A of the EIR. The only things added are 
the red labels for clarity. The cars are as depicted in the plan. Notice that all it takes is two cars, #8 
and #9, to block the exit. Also note that car #1 is blocking the third elevator just when it’s most 
needed. Now let’s add pickups and drop-offs into the mix. Is a sensible Uber or Lyft driver going to 
venture into this mess? Of course not. She’s going to drop her passenger on Electric, double 
parking to do so if necessary, but in any case, violating the prohibition on “the use of the adjoining 
right-of-way for loading purposes.” (Electric is very narrow here, especially if the dedication is 
reduced from 7.5 ft. to 5 ft., which is only enough to allow a sidewalk, but not to widen the street.)  

Apparently, the offsite overflow lot for 80 cars at Westminster School that was in the EIR and was 
to serve the 2nd Valet station (on Abbot Kinney) is now off the table. That removes a mitigation and 
makes serious congestion in the valet court, and out into Electric Ave., much more likely. This 
makes it even more crucial that the automated parking be capable of performing as represented.  
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In order for the City to evaluate the site plan, it must know whether the automated parking system 
and the configuration of the valet court and vehicle elevators can accommodate the parking 
demand. As the automated parking system direly impacts the layout of the site plan for the Project, 
there should have been, but there is not, a detailed study of how this particular automated parking 
system and valet court layout will operate.  

These issues should be resolved now, not when it’s too late to substantially change the project 
design. Therefore, as stated earlier, we believe it’s imperative that the City order a preliminary 
inspection of this installation’s plans by LADBS before the Zoning Administrator rules on the 
planning application, to assure that the system can be installed as depicted, will have the promised 
capacity, and will be capable of providing the rate of service claimed in the EIR. That’s the only way 
to be sure the site plan as presented is tenable.  

Response to Citizen-1 

To the extent that the comment refers to automated parking, the commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 3 (Automated Parking).  

The Appellant’s assumed deficiencies with the Automated Parking System is based on speculation, 
and ignores testimony by Applicant provided at the ZA Hearing that the Project is evaluating 
multiple technical designs for the Automated Parking System, which include a variety of vendors, 
technologies, and options. See Exhibit 1, Automated Parking Layouts, which provides proposed 
layouts for CityLift and Unitronics. Automated systems are inherently dynamic and have the ability 
to optimize and move vehicles around the storage space. The system can also focus on vehicle 
entries only (i.e. incoming vehicles to the Site) during periods of higher demand and queuing and 
not rely on vehicle retrieval. Having patrons wait in the lobby or porte-cochere for their vehicles is 
not a CEQA impact.   

The Project has extensively analyzed vehicle queuing, in the DEIR (pages 4.K-46—4.K-47), Traffic 
Study (pages 55-58), and FEIR (pages II-26—II-27).  This analysis does not include the valet 
operator’s ability and discretion to temporarily operate the Automated Parking System in a manner 
which will only bring vehicles into the system and not bring vehicles out if queuing becomes an 
issue and other measures (such as staging vehicles in the porte-cochere or directing vehicles to 
the Secondary Valet Area does not address queuing demand.84        

Because the Automated Parking System is included as a Project Design Feature, it will be included 
in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan and will be enforced by the City.   

Comment Citizen-2 

CEQA Compliance - Historic Resources  

The block of the Project, along Abbot Kinney, is recognized as historically significant in the LUP 
adopted by the Los Angeles City Council. (See Policy 1.F.1. of the LUP.) This designation is 
relevant and important for three distinct reasons. First, Section 17.31 of the Venice Community 
Plan, which is a part of the General Plan, states that policy and decision makers are directed to 

                                                 
84  The Project anticipates that such circumstances would be rare, though the extent to which individuals would have to wait for their vehicle’s 

retrieval is not an issue subject to CEQA analysis. 
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consult with the LUP regarding the specified historical coastal historical resources identified in the 
LUP and to base their decision on the policies it contains. Policy 1.F.1 of the LUP directs that the 
historical and cultural resources that are identified should be protected and restored where 
appropriate, in accordance with historical preservation guidelines. Policy 1.F.2 gives some 
guidelines, including:  

a. Renovating building facades to reflect their historic character as closely as possible, and 
discouraging alterations to create an appearance inconsistent with the actual character of 
the buildings.  

b. Protecting rather than demolishing historic or culturally significant properties by finding 
compatible uses which may be housed in them that require a minimum alteration to the 
historical character of the structure and its environment.  

c. Rehabilitation shall not destroy the distinguishing feature or character of the property and 
its environment and removal or alteration of historical architectural features shall be 
minimized.  

d. The existing character of building/house spaces and setbacks shall be maintained.  

e. The existing height, bulk and massing which serves as an important characteristic of the 
resource shall be retained.  

Response to Citizen-2 

The appellants incorrectly argue that the Project is not in conformance with the policies pertaining 
to historical and cultural resources in the LUP. The policies in the LUP are not prescriptive and 
strict compliance with the historic preservation guidelines in Policy 1.F.2 of the LUP is not required 
as suggested by the appellants. Furthermore, many of the guidelines are not applicable because 
other than 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard, the buildings on the Project Site 
are not historical resources for lack of significance and/or integrity. With regard to the existing 
buildings that will be incorporated into the Project, it is not possible to renovate their façades to 
reflect their historic character as closely as possible (Policy 1.F.2.a) as most of the character-
defining features have already been removed (Policy 1.F.2.c). 

Comment Citizen-3 

In the 1000 block of Abbot Kinney Blvd., where the Project faces Abbot Kinney Blvd., there are six 
buildings dating from the 1900’s, the historical period of the founding of Venice, as we know it 
today. The applicant proposes to retain two of those character defining buildings, but even then, 
the historical integrity of these two buildings will be compromised by the looming second story of 
the hotel on top of them.  

The Zoning Administrator responds by pointing to two of these buildings only stating that they have 
been changed by new construction but are being retained and therefore there is no substantial 
adverse change to the degree that they would no longer be eligible for listing under national, state 
or local landmark programs.  
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This analysis ignores Guidelines Section 15064.5, the term “historical resource” includes not only 
resources that are listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, but also includes properties officially designated or “recognized as historically 
significant by local government pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution.” (Section 5020.1(k) of 
the California Public Resources Code.) As the LUP lists this block of Abbot Kinney as a historical 
resource and the LUP has been approved by the City Council and “adopted by means of a plan 
amendment to the Venice Community Plan,” ergo this block of Abbot Kinney qualifies as a historical 
resource under the definition of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and Section 5020.1(k) of the 
California Public Resources Code. See Relationship to Other City Plans and Procedures, LUP, 
page I-8.  

Accordingly, the City must determine whether the proposed hotel compromises the historical 
integrity of the character-defining features of the remaining buildings and the street that forms this 
historical resource, as required under the Venice Community Plan and LAMC.  

Second, the California Coastal Act requires the local agency, in this case the Planning Department, 
to issue coastal development permits only if the local government finds the proposed development 
is in conformity with the LUP. (Section 30600.5 of the Coastal Act.) The LUP requirements and 
guidelines for development affecting historical resources are specified above. They have been 
ignored by the applicant and must be considered by the Planning Department in approving a 
Coastal Development Permit in connection with the Project. Here, the Project does not conform 
with the LUP, and the Zoning Administrator has erred in his determination.  

While the Zoning Administrator ignored the arguments supporting treatment for many of the 
buildings comprising the Project and the Abbot Kinney Blvd. storefronts, he did determine that three 
of the buildings at the Project Site were historical resources. They are 1047, 1047A and 1047 B S. 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard. But the Zoning Administrator’s Determination permits these structures to 
be demolished, stating that “Specific, economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 
environmental impact report.  

For the reasons stated, we argue that this Finding is deficient in that it does not contain a real 
discussion of feasible mitigation measures that will reduce the adverse environmental impacts on 
the properties they have found are historical resources. An analysis of alternatives to a proposed 
project is a critical component of an EIR. An alternative that included rehabilitation of structures 
should have been analyzed in more detail. The DEIR merely stated that the alternative of saving 
the three bungalow structures recognized as historic resources might not be “economically viable 
due to the reduced amount of square footage and the configuration of the internal spaces.” This 
does not constitute analysis as required by CEQA, but is simply a dismissal based on speculation 
with no supporting evidence.  

Response to Citizen-3 

The comment incorrectly argues that the block on which the Project Site is located is a historical 
resource as defined by CEQA because it was identified in the Venice Local Coastal Program Land 
Use Plan (LUP).  
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The subject block of Abbott Kinney does not qualify as a historical resource as it is not listed in, or 
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (as 
demonstrated in the Draft EIR, page 4.C-24) and in Exhibit 6 to the Responses, “GPA Letter on 
Appeal”).85 The LUP does not define “architectural, historical and cultural landmarks” and does not 
state that the block of Abbott Kinney is specifically a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 
Although the LUP was adopted by the City Council, the list is not itself an official inventory of 
historical resources in Venice. The City’s official inventory of historical resources is comprised of 
properties designated as Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments and located within Historic 
Preservation Overlay Zones. The LUP does not include any meaningful information on the specific 
Abbott Kinney block.  

As Abbot Kinney was evaluated as ineligible as a historic district, contributing and non-contributing 
properties were not identified by SurveyLA. However, a number of properties were evaluated as 
individually eligible (see Exhibit 6 to the Responses, “GPA Letter on Appeal”). GPA mapped the 
data from SurveyLA as well as the properties constructed through the 1920s, according to the Los 
Angeles County Office of the Assessor. This map (see Exhibit 6 to the Responses, “GPA Letter 
on Appeal”) clearly illustrates that Abbot Kinney is ineligible as a historic district. The area does not 
possess a significant concentration of buildings from the early twentieth century to qualify as a 
historic district. Of the 143 parcels located between Westminster Avenue and Venice Boulevard, 
only 52 were constructed before 1929, or 36 percent. Even fewer of the 52 would qualify as 
contributing buildings, if a historic district existed, as they have been so profoundly altered and lack 
integrity. Although there are no guidelines for the minimum number of contributing buildings 
required for national, state, and local historic district programs, the typical percentage is 75. The 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard Planning District no longer conveys a sense of time and place from the 
early twentieth century. The fact that SurveyLA evaluated Abbot Kinney Boulevard between 
Westminster Avenue and Venice Boulevard as ineligible as a historic district and did not even 
include the block on which the Project Site is located as part of the evaluation should be considered 
sufficient evidence that the block is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 

The EIR extensively analyzes all of the buildings on the Project Site to determine whether any 
qualify as historical resources (see Draft EIR pages 4.C-9 to 24, Appendix F.) The only buildings 
on the Project Site that qualify are 1047, 1047A and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The EIR 
discloses that the Project would result in a significant adverse impact on those buildings and 
identifies mitigation measures (CUL-MM-1, CUL-MM-2, and CUL-MM-3) to document their history 
for the sake of posterity. Therefore, the EIR properly identified and analyzed the historical resources 
and such analysis was supported by substantial evidence. 

 
  

 

                                                 
85 Draft EIR page 4.C-24: “The 1000 block of S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard does not appear to be eligible for listing as a historical resource under 
national, state, and local criteria A/1/1, B/2/2, or C/3/3.” 
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June 30, 2020 
 
 
Juliette Oh 
Senior Planner 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
Juliet.Oh@lacity.org 
 
 
 
 
Re: Supplemental Responses to Comments for the Venice Place Project – Air Quality and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
 
Dear Ms. Oh: 
 
Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc. (TAHA) prepared the Air Quality and GHG analysis for the Venice Place 
Project. Two appeal letters have been submitted to the City with relevance to these resources. The 
following provides our response to the comments in the appeal letters. The appeal letters with comment 
identifications are attached to this document.  
 
UNITE HERE Appeal Letter 
 
Comment AQ-1  
 
Upon review of the CalEEMod output files, the model shows multiple discrepancies from the narrative 
discussion in the Draft EIR, such as: 
 

 The DEIR states the Project includes 3,371-SF of office uses, which is 788 SF more than the 
2,583-SF of said uses currently existing on-site (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2). However, CalEEMod analyzed 
a Project of 2,027-SF of office uses (i.e., underestimated by 1,344 SF), which is 557 SF less than 
said uses currently on-site (APP-E, PDF pp. 1, 35, 89). 

 The DEIR states the Project includes 4,670-SF of retail and spa uses (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2), but 
CalEEMod analyzed 4,269-SF of strip mall and health club uses (i.e., underestimated by 401 SF) 
(APP-E, PDF p. 35). 

 The DEIR states the Project includes 8,855-SF of restaurant uses, which is 1,368 SF more than 
the 7,517-SF of said uses currently existing on-site (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2). However, CalEEMod 
analyzed a Project of 4,200-SF of restaurant uses (i.e., underestimated by 4,655 SF), which is 
3,320 SF less than said uses currently on-site (APP-E, PDF pp. 1, 35, 89). 

 



Juliette Oh  
June 30, 2020 
Page 2 
 
 

1832520.4 

Response AQ-1 
 
The comment refers to Table 2-2 in the DEIR Project description—which provides a summary of the 
Existing Uses, Proposed Project uses, and Project + Remaining uses that would be present on the site at 
completion of construction activities—and inputs to the CalEEMod emissions modeling files provided as 
Appendix E to the DEIR. The response addresses each of the items individually.  
 

a) This portion of the comment misinterprets the information contained in Table 2-2 and the 
CalEEMod input related to Proposed Project office land use area. Emissions modeling in 
Appendix E analyzed net new land uses, and the operational GHG emissions analysis presented 
in Table 4.E-5 of the DEIR did not subtract emissions from existing uses. Currently, there is 
2,583 square feet of existing office space on-site. A portion of the office space would be retained 
and a portion of would be demolished As disclosed in Table 2-2 of the EIR, the Proposed Project 
would introduce 2,027 square feet of net new office use floor area to the project site. The 3,371 
square feet of office space mentioned in the comment includes 1,344 square feet of existing office 
space that would be retained throughout renovations on the site. The operational analysis in the 
Air Quality emissions modeling for the Proposed Project presented in Table 4.B-7 of the DEIR 
analyzed emissions from net new land use development. The operational GHG emissions analysis 
presented in Table 4.E-5 of the DEIR analyzed net new emissions also. Therefore, the 2,027 
square feet of office use area modeled for the Proposed Project in the DEIR is appropriate and 
does not underestimate the incremental change in land use and associated emissions that would 
result from implementation of the Proposed Project. No change is warranted. 

 
b) This portion of the comment identifies a discrepancy between the information contained in Table 

2-2 and the CalEEMod input related to retail and spa uses included in the Proposed Project. As 
shown in Table 2-2, “other retail uses” would comprise 2,935 square feet of commercial space in 
the project, and the CalEEMod Proposed Project files included 2,534 square feet of retail space, a 
difference of 401 square feet. The discrepancy exists due to late minor changes to the Project 
Description following completion of emissions modeling. Regardless, because it is such a small 
difference in retail use, modifying the CalEEMod inputs would not materially affect the outcome 
of the analysis. The operational emissions analysis used the appropriate trip generation estimates, 
therefore emissions associated with mobile vehicle trips are not underestimated.  
 
Compared to the 2,534 square feet of retail use analyzed in the EIR, the additional 401 square feet 
of retail space would represent a 16 percent increase relative to the retail space included in the 
CalEEMod files and would not cause a substantial change to daily air pollutant emissions or 
annual GHG emissions. The retail use daily air pollutant emissions would not increase by more 
than 0.1 pounds per day for any regulated pollutant after accounting for the additional retail 
space, and therefore emissions would still not exceed any air quality threshold. The annual GHG 
emissions associated with retail building operation would increase from approximately 23.5 
MTCO2e to 27.25 MTCO2e, an increase of 3.75 MTCO2e. Although the discrepancy in retail use 
is accurately identified, no change to the analysis is warranted. Tables 4.E-4 and 4.E-5 in the 
Draft EIR show that the proposed project would generate approximately 38 MTCO2e per year 
during construction and 1,792 MTCO2e per year during operation of the Project with a combined 
net total of 1,830 MTCO2e per year. The 3.75 MTCO2e would increase would not result in the 
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Proposed Project conflicting with GHG reduction goals, plans or strategies, and impacts would 
continue to be less than significant.  
 

c) This portion of the comment misinterprets the information contained in Table 2-2 and the 
CalEEMod input related to Proposed Project restaurant land use area. As presented in Table 2-2, 
the Proposed Project would introduce 3,810 square feet of new and renovated restaurant use floor 
area to the project site. The 8,885 square feet of restaurant space includes 5,075 square feet of 
existing floor area that would be retained throughout renovations. The CalEEMod input files in 
Appendix E were prepared prior to late minor changes to the Project Description, and actually 
overestimated the Proposed Project restaurant use by approximately 390 square feet (4,200 square 
feet of restaurant uses, rather than 3,810 square feet, were included in the CalEEMod 
calculations). The CalEEMod analysis focused only on Proposed Project changes to the site. The 
overestimation of 390 square feet of restaurant uses resulted in a conservative estimate of 
operational restaurant use air pollutant and GHG emissions, representing approximately nine 
percent more restaurant space than would be included in the Proposed Project.  
 
Accounting for the correction to reflect the reduced restaurant space, GHG emissions associated 
with Proposed Project restaurant uses excluding mobile vehicle trips would be approximately 
nine percent lower, representing an overestimation of approximately 15.8 MTCO2e annually; 
emissions of other air pollutants would also be marginally lower compared to those modeled and 
disclosed in the EIR. Combined with the square footage discrepancy identified related to retail 
space, late stage minor modifications to the Proposed Project resulted in an overestimation of 
approximately 12 MTCO2e annually as disclosed in the DEIR. Therefore, the GHG emissions 
presented in the DEIR for the Proposed Project represent a slightly conservative characterization 
due to late stage changes in the Project Description. As these adjustments would not result in an 
incremental increase in emissions, and would not conflict with GHG emissions reduction goals, 
plans, and policies, no further analysis is warranted as there would be no additional impacts.  
 

Comment AQ-2 
 
The DEIR shows below-grade floor plans of approximately 34,861-SF floor plan (DEIR, Fig. 2-5) 
reaching depths of a minimum of 24.5 feet’ (DEIR, Fig. 2-11)—resulting in approximately 31,633-CY of 
material to be excavated. However, DEIR states only 30,936 CY of material (i.e., underestimated by 697 
CY) (DEIR, p. 2-32; APP-E, PDF p. 1). Based on the DEIR’s assumed 9-CY truck capacity (DEIR, p 2-
32), 31,633 CY of exported material would require approximate 3,515 round-trip truck trips (equivalent 
to 7,030 one-way trips). However, the CalEEMod analyzed only 6,876 one-way trips (i.e., underestimated 
by 154 trips). 
 
Response AQ-2 
 
The comment incorrectly estimates excavation at 31,633 CY. The project engineers estimate the 
excavated volume to be 30,936 CY when accounting for architectural details. The excavated volume 
listed in the EIR is a reasonable assumption to support the environmental planning analysis for CEQA 
compliance. As the truck trip count is also based on the estimate of 30,936 CY, the truck trips are also a 
reasonable assumption. Regardless, the impact conclusion in the EIR is accurate and would be unaffected 
even if the slight discrepancy asserted by the Appellant was accurate. Nitrogen oxide (NOX) is the 
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regional pollutant assessed in the EIR that is most influenced by truck trips. As shown in Table 4.B-5 in 
the EIR, NOX emissions during the grading phase would be well below the SCAQMD significance 
thresholds. NOX emissions were estimated to be 56 pounds per day and the significance threshold is 100 
pounds per day. If, as the Appellant asserts, an additional 154 trips is required and those trips are spread 
out over the 3-month construction period for this phase, emissions would increase by less than five 
pounds per day. Accordingly, no further analysis is warranted as the EIR assumptions for excavation and 
haul trips were supported by evidence based on project engineer estimates. Nevertheless, the inclusion of 
the disputed additional 154 trips would not result in exceeding emission thresholds or other additional 
impacts.  
 
Comment AQ-3  
 
The DEIR states the Project’s existing GHG emissions total 1,207.9 metric tons of CO2 equivalents per 
year (“MTCO2e/yr”) (DEIR, Tbl. 4.E-3), but CalEEMod shows existing uses GHG emissions of 940 
MTCO2e/yr (i.e., overestimated by 267.65 MTCO2e/yr) (APPE, PDF p. 92). 
Response AQ-3 
 
The comment correctly identifies a discrepancy between the existing uses GHG emissions presented in 
DEIR Table 4.E-3 and the CalEEMod input files in Appendix E. Furthermore, the land uses described in 
Table 2-2 are consistent with those included in the existing uses CalEEMod inputs provided as Appendix 
E. The origin of the emissions value discrepancy is unclear given that the existing land uses shown in 
Table 2-2 and those included in Appendix E are consistent (approximately 2,583 square feet of office 
space, 7,517 square feet of restaurant space, and 1,572 square feet of school/daycare space). The existing 
emissions presented in Table 4.E-3 reflect an overestimation based on the current description of existing 
land uses and therefore incremental increases in GHG emissions attributed to the Proposed Project are 
even more conservative. Table 4.E-3 could be updated to reflect the CalEEMod results in Appendix E,. 
however, no further analysis is warranted as the change would have no effect on the impact analysis or 
significance determinations, since the analysis and conclusions in the EIR that the Proposed Project 
would not conflict with GHG reduction plans, goals, and policies would continue to be valid.. Proposed 
Project emissions modeling conservatively accounted for GHG emissions associated with change in land 
uses on the project site, as described in Response AQ-1 .  
 
Comment AQ-4  
 
Furthermore, CalEEMod assumed reduced vehicle speed on unpaved roads as a construction mitigation 
measure (APP-E, PDF p. 45), which is not present in the MMRP. 
 
Response AQ-4 
 
This CalEEMod input is part of compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust). Compliance with 
SCAQMD rules are mandated by law for all projects, and legally mandated measures do not need to be 
included in the MMRP to ensure Applicant and the construction contractor compliance.    
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MANATT Appeal Letter 
 
Comment AQ-1  
 
As noted above, the Project proposes to develop the entire block around the AK Properties. The ZA 
Determination’s Project Conditions and the Final EIR, however, give only cursory treatment to potential 
impacts on the AK Properties, and in some cases none whatsoever. This failure is significant, particularly 
because 1043 Abbot Kinney is a sensitive use and was required to be treated as such in the Final EIR’s 
analyses (noise and air quality, among others). The failure of the Final EIR to adequately study impacts 
on the AK Properties means that the ZA Determination was made without reference to those impacts, 
which are therefore almost entirely unmitigated under the ZA Determination. This is a fatal flaw of both 
the Final EIR and the Project Approvals. 
 
Response AQ-1 
 
In October 2018, the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw Units 
from Rental Housing Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the owner was 
requesting a demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit at 1043 Abbot 
Kinney. Therefore, it was reasonably concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not contain residential uses, 
rendering the property a non-a sensitive use at the time of the EIR’s circulation.  Following Appellant’s 
assertion at the ZA Hearing that it had reversed that decision and/or that it intended to use the building for 
residential uses (even though no paperwork returning the unit to the rental market has been filed with the 
City), Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc. prepared a Technical Memorandum for the ZA to consider the 
potential for air quality and noise impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. Dated August 21, 2019, prior to 
the ZA’s determination, the Technical Memorandum is part of the CEQA Administrative Record. The 
Technical Memorandum lists each CEQA threshold statement, the EIR conclusions, and the potential for 
the proposed project to significantly impact the property at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The 
Technical Memorandum concludes that considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard as a 
residential land use would not result in new undisclosed impacts. Similar to the conclusions presented in 
the EIR, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration 
impacts at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard, but no other significant and unavoidable impacts have 
been identified related to air quality, GHG emissions, or noise. The air quality contents in the Technical 
Memorandum are copied below for reference.  
 
 

Threshold a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

The Draft EIR assesses this threshold by considering consistency with the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Air Quality Management Plan and the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). In accordance with SCAQMD methodology, the potential for an 
impact is related to the significant of emissions and the consistency with population, housing, and 
employment growth projections.1 The consideration of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard as a 

 
1SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993.  
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receptor in the air quality analysis has no effect to the proposed project’s population, housing, and 
employment growth projections. With respect to the first criterion, as discussed below in Threshold 
b), the proposed project would not result in significant regional emissions or localized pollutant 
exposure at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, the proposed 
project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to consistency with air quality 
management plans when considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Threshold b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

Construction activities were assessed for regional mass emissions and localized pollutant exposure. 
Regional mass emissions are a function of the amount of proposed development and independent of 
the surrounding land uses. However, localized pollutant exposure is a function of the distance 
between the emissions source and the sensitive land use. The Draft EIR includes a detailed Localized 
Significance Threshold (LST) analysis in accordance with SCAQMD methodology. The mass rate 
look-up tables were developed for each source receptor area and can be used to determine whether or 
not a project may generate significant adverse localized air quality impacts. LSTs represent the 
maximum emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of 
the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard and are developed based on 
the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the nearest 
sensitive receptor.  

SCAQMD provides LSTs applicable to nitrogen oxides (NOX), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate 
matter 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10), and particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter 
(PM2.5).2 The closest receptor distance on the SCAQMD mass rate LST look-up tables is 25 meters. 
Based on SCAQMD LST methodology, projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to the 
nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.3 Table 4.B-6 in the Draft EIR 
shows project-related localized emissions and LSTs for the 25-meter exposure distance. The analysis 
demonstrates that localized emissions would not exceed the relevant LST at adjacent properties. 
Maximum daily NOX emissions were estimated to be 26.1 pounds per day (ppd) with a threshold of 
103 ppd, CO emissions were estimated to be 24.2 ppd with a threshold of 103 ppd, PM10 emissions 
were estimated to be 2.7 ppd with a threshold of 4 ppd, and PM2.5 emissions were estimated to be 1.7 
ppd with a threshold of 3 ppd. The LST thresholds are designed to prevent the occurrence of localized 
increases in pollutant concentrations that could pose potential air quality concerns to sensitive 
receptors. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, construction emissions would result in a less-than-
significant impact when considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Operational activities were also assessed for regional mass emissions and localized pollutant 
exposure. Similar to the construction analysis, regional emissions are a function of the amount of 

 
 
 
 
 
 
2SCAQMD, LST Methodology Appendix C-Mass Rate LST Look-Up Table, October 2009.  
3SCAQMD, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, revised July 2008.  
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proposed development and independent of the surrounding land uses. Operational localized emissions 
include various area and stationary sources (e.g., landscaping equipment). Table 4.B-7 in the Draft 
EIR shows project-related localized emissions and LSTs for the 25-meter exposure distance. NOx 
emissions were estimated to be 0.6 ppd with a threshold of 103 ppd, CO emissions were estimated to 
be 0.8 ppd with a threshold of 562 ppd, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions were estimated to be less than one 
ppd with a threshold of one ppd, PM2.5 emissions. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, operational 
emissions would result in a less-than-significant impact when considering the 1041/1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard property. 

Threshold c) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal 
or State ambient air quality standard (including release in emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

The Draft EIR states that according to the SCAQMD, individual projects that exceed the SCAQMD’s 
recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts would cause a cumulatively considerable 
increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the South Coast Air Basin is in non-attainment. 
As discussed above and in Tables 4.B-5 through 4.B-7 in the Draft EIR, construction and operational 
daily emissions would not exceed any of the SCAQMD’s thresholds for ozone precursors or 
nonattainment pollutants. Therefore, the proposed project contribution to cumulative construction-
related regional emissions would not be cumulatively considerable and, thus, would be less than 
significant. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, cumulative emissions would result in a less-than-
significant impact when considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Threshold d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

The Draft EIR included detailed construction and operational assessments of localized pollutant 
concentrations and toxic air contaminants (TACs) exposure. Regarding localized pollutants, 
maximum daily localized unmitigated emissions of NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 from would remain 
below each of the respective LST values. Unmitigated maximum daily localized emissions would 
represent less than 26 percent of the allowable NOX limit, less than 5 percent of the allowable CO 
limit, less than 68 percent of the allowable PM10 limit, and less than 57 percent of the allowable PM2.5 
limit for a one-acre site having sensitive receptors within a proximity of 85 feet (approximately 25 
meters). This is the most conservative receptor distance allowed by the SCAQMD LST methodology 
and is applicable to the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. Regarding TACs, the primary 
pollutant that would be generated by construction activities is diesel PM, which would be released 
from the exhaust stacks of construction equipment.  

Construction is anticipated to span approximately 395 workdays and 545 calendar days. No emissions 
would occur on days on which diesel equipment is not in use. The construction emissions modeling 
conservatively assumed that all equipment on-site would be operating simultaneously and 
continuously throughout most of the day, while in all likelihood this would rarely be the case. 
Average daily emissions of diesel PM would be less than one pound per day throughout the course of 
construction on the days equipment is in use, and the average daily diesel PM emissions would be 
less than 0.81 ppd. Construction activities would also be limited to the hours of 7:00 AM to 9:00 PM 
on weekdays and Saturdays. The magnitude of daily diesel PM emissions, which is anticipated to be 
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less than the values presented above, would not be sufficient to result in substantial pollutant 
concentrations at off-site residential locations nearby. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, 
construction pollutant concentrations would result in a less-than-significant impact when considering 
the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Regarding operations, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has published guidance for siting 
new land uses near sensitive receptors.4 The recommendations are relevant to the siting of new 
sensitive land uses near potential sources of air toxic emissions (e.g., freeways, distribution centers, 
rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities). 
Hotel and commercial properties are not listed as a source of air toxic emissions. The primary source 
of operational air toxics is diesel PM from delivery trucks. The SCAQMD recommends that health 
risk assessments be conducted for substantial individual sources of diesel PM (e.g., truck stops and 
warehouse distribution facilities that generate more than 100 trucks per day or more than 40 trucks 
with operating transport refrigeration units) and has provided guidance for analyzing mobile source 
diesel emissions.5 The proposed project is not considered to be a substantial source of diesel PM 
warranting a refined health risk assessment since daily truck trips would not exceed 100 trucks per 
day or more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units. In addition, the CARB-
mandated Air Toxics Control Measure limits diesel-fueled commercial vehicles (delivery trucks) to 
idle for no more than 5 minutes at any given time, which would further limit diesel particulate 
emissions. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, operational pollutant concentrations would result in a 
less-than-significant impact when considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Threshold e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

The Draft EIR (Section 5, Other CEQA Considerations) and the Initial Study (Appendix A-1 of the 
Draft EIR) determined that project-generated odors would not result in a significant impact. A 
detailed analysis was not necessary as this threshold was screened from further analysis in the Initial 
Study. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, odors would not result in a significant impact when 
considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Comment AQ-2  
 
The potential “secondary issues” created by parking are direct, physical environmental impacts (including 
air quality and traffic impacts) that will result from people being redirected to other parking areas and/or 
people unwilling to wait for valet service due to future inadequacies.  
 
Response AQ-2 
 
The commenter makes an unsubstantiated assumption that visitors will be unwilling to wait for valet 
service. The EIR reasonably assumes that visitors will wait for valet service rather than redirect to another 
parking area. Regardless, it is not clear from the comment what secondary air quality effects would result 
from parking activities. Abbott Kinney is an existing dense urban environment with street parking, 

 
4CARB, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005.  
5SCAQMD, Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Idling 
Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis, 2002.  
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surface parking lots, and parking garages. As stated on page 2.B-38 of the Draft EIR, the operation of the 
proposed project would not create a significant source of mobile source emissions, such as truck trips. 
Similarly, carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots may occur at congested intersections with high traffic 
volumes. Level of Service (LOS) describes the quality of traffic flow ranging from excellent conditions at 
LOS A to failure conditions at LOS F. The SCAQMD recommends a CO hotspot evaluation when a 
Project increases the volume-to-capacity ratio at an impacted intersection by two percent at intersections 
with a LOS of D or worse. The SCAQMD also recommends a CO hotspot evaluation when an 
intersection decreases in LOS by one level beginning when LOS changes from C to D. According to the 
traffic study, the proposed project would not result in any intersections decreasing in LOS by one level 
beginning when LOS changes from C to D, including traffic movements associated with valet activities. 
The intersections of Pacific/Rose Avenues and Pacific/Brooks Avenues would operate at an LOS D 
without and with the proposed project during the AM and PM peak hours. Additionally, since the 
volume-to-capacity ratio would increase by less than one percent due to the proposed project, detailed CO 
hotspot analysis is not required.  
 
Comment AQ-3 
 
Additionally, even if Section 21099 were to apply here, it does not eliminate the need for the project to 
analyze “secondary parking impacts caused by ensuing traffic congestion” including “air quality, noise, 
safety, or any other impact associated with transportation.” 
 
Response AQ-3 
 
Refer to Response to Comment AQ-2 for a discussion of the potential for secondary air quality impacts 
associated with parking.   
 
Comment GHG-1 
 
The Final EIR’s GHG Analysis Does Not Comply with CEQA. The Project’s Greenhouse Gas 
(“GHG”) analysis relies on the California Air Resources Control Board’s (“CARB”) Climate Change 
Scoping Plan (“Scoping Plan”) and the Southern California Association of Governments (“SCAG”) 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (“RTP/SCS”), neither of which are 
applicable to a project-specific analysis. Additionally, proposed Project Design Features rely on LEED 
certification, which is not sufficient to ensure GHG reductions. These errors must be remedied, and the 
analysis revised to ensure compliance with CEQA. 
 
Response GHG-1 
 
The comment summarizes the following two GHG comments. Refer to the following comments for 
detailed responses.  
 
 
 

Comment GHG-2 
 
The Final EIR Determines Significance Based on a Statewide Scoping Plan and Regional 
Transportation Plan, Neither of Which Can Be Applied to a Project-Specific Analysis. The Final 
EIR determines significance based on compliance with (1) the CARB Scoping Plan, and (2) SCAG’s 
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RTP/SCS. To begin with, the CARB Scoping Plan is more than ten years old, and the DEIR makes no 
effort to update the Scoping Plan’s recommendations to present conditions. Beyond that, the Scoping Plan 
is a statewide plan, which analyzes specific measures to be implemented at the state-level. It is not 
applicable to a project-specific analysis. 
 
CEQA requires a determination of significance to be based on substantial evidence in light of all 
information before the agency. As with other environmental impacts, the focus must be on what 
constitutes a significant impact on climate change that may be caused by the project’s physical changes. 
With respect to GHG impacts, “[t]he question therefore becomes whether the project’s incremental 
addition of greenhouse gases is ‘cumulatively considerable’ in light of the global problem, and thus 
significant.” An analysis of GHG impacts is required to keep pace with scientific knowledge and 
regulatory schemes. Because the issue of climate change must be discussed in a cumulative context, an 
important consideration in selecting and developing significance thresholds is identifying the level at 
which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable. While it is not inappropriate 
to reference statewide or regional plans, “[a] significance analysis based on compliance with such 
statewide regulations … only goes to impacts within the area governed by the regulations.” 
 
Here, the Final EIR does not take that necessary additional step to analyze the project-specific GHG 
impacts. Instead, the DEIR concludes that “compliance with a GHG emissions reduction plan results in a 
less than significant impact.” This is not accurate. The Final EIR’s GHG emissions reduction plan must 
be developed with reference to project-specific GHG impacts. Reference only to the Scoping Plan and the 
RTP/SCS does not alone satisfy this requirement. 
 
Response GHG-2 
 
The comment contains several inaccuracies regarding the characterization of the Project’s impacts related 
to GHG emissions, and ultimately the suggestion that the GHG analysis does not comply with CEQA is 
baseless. On the contrary, the GHG emissions analysis presented in the EIR is entirely consistent with the 
requirements set forth by the CEQA Guidelines, and the analysis does not rely solely on the CARB 
Scoping Plan or the SCAG RTS/SCS as the comment alleges. The GHG analysis in the EIR—as required 
by Section 15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines—quantitatively estimates and discloses GHG 
emissions that would be directly and indirectly generated by construction and operation of the Project. 
The CEQA Guidelines recommend that a Lead Agency should consider, “whether the project emissions 
exceed a threshold of significance that the Lead Agency determines applies to the project,” and, “the 
extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, 
regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.” The emissions are 
analyzed at the project-level, and there are no officially promulgated project-level quantitative thresholds 
for comparison established by the City, SCAQMD, or SCAG. Therefore, the City’s invocation of 
elements of the CARB Scoping Plan and SCAG RTP/SCS to inform the significance determination are 
entirely consistent with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines.  
 
Furthermore, the comment is inaccurate as there is no requirement in the CEQA Statute and Guidelines 
for urban infill projects to develop GHG emission reductions plans. Even for projects that have significant 
impacts, which is not the case for the proposed project, significant impacts would require mitigation 
measures, which would not necessarily include a GHG reduction plan. The EIR appropriately discloses 
GHG emissions and draws the impact conclusion based on compliance with adopted GHG reduction 
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plans programmed with environmental documentation under CEQA, such as the Scoping Plan and 
RTP/SCS. Regarding the GHG Scoping Plan, the commenter states that the EIR should update the 
Scoping Plan recommendations to present conditions. It is not in the purview of the Applicant, or even the 
City, to update the Scoping Plan that is prepared by the California Air Resources Board. The commenter 
references the 2007 Scoping Plan, disregarding the fact that the EIR clearly described the Scoping Plan as 
well as subsequent updates, including the latest 2017 Scoping Plan update. The EIR appropriately states 
that the proposed project would not conflict with implementation of the statewide Scoping Plan. The 
commenter has failed to provide any evidence to the contrary. The GHG impact conclusions in the EIR 
are accurate. The proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to GHG emissions.  
 
 
 

Comment GHG-3 
 
The Final EIR Incorrectly Relies on LEED Certification to Ensure GHG Reductions. The Final EIR 
provides that “the design of the new buildings shall incorporate features to be capable of achieving at 
least a Silver certification under the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED®) or equivalent.” This is illusory to the extent it assumes some reduction 
in GHGs, because LEED does not demand energy efficiency measures and does not ensure greater energy 
efficiency than the California Building Code. The Final EIR is unclear as to what reduction, if any, is 
assumed as a result of GHG-PDF-2. However, if a reduction is assumed, GHG-PDF-2 is not sufficient to 
guarantee a reduction. At minimum, GHG-PDF-2 must mandate LEED measures, or other environmental 
measures, sufficient to ensure any claimed reduction. LEED is concerned with sustainability rather than 
focusing solely on energy efficiency. Additionally, it is unclear in the Final EIR whether any reduction 
credit from GHG-PDF-2 may be double-counting beyond California Building Code claimed reductions. 
The Final EIR’s GHG analysis contains significant deficiencies and must be substantially revised to fully 
analyze the project-specific GHG impacts and the likely effect of any condition, project design feature, or 
mitigation measure designed to reduce those impact 
 
Response GHG-3 
 
No emissions reductions were taken in the analysis beyond regulatory compliance, such as Title 24 and 
the LA Green Building Code. GHG emissions are shown in Tables 4.E-4 and 4.E-5 in the EIR and were 
not determined to be significant, therefore no measures are specifically identified to mitigate potentially 
significant GHG emissions. The EIR analysis qualitatively takes into consideration implementation of 
GHG PDF- 1 and GHG-PDF-2 and the emissions modeling accounts for some of the requirements set 
forth in the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code—specifically low-flow plumbing fixtures and the 
prohibition of fireplaces and woodstoves that are included as optional emission reduction measures in the 
CalEEMod program—and the full implementation of current state mandates. GHG emissions were 
quantified and disclosed for informational purposes in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines but were 
not relied upon to make a significance determination.  
 
The PDFs are voluntarily implemented and enhance the Proposed Project’s consistency with planning 
efforts to reduce GHG emissions. GHG PDF-1 requires at least 20 percent of the total code required 
parking spaces to be capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment. The CalEEMod 
software includes GHG mitigation measures based on the 2010 California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA) guidance document Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures guidance 
document. The 2010 CAPCOA guidance does not include a quantitative reduction factor for the provision 
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of electric vehicle parking; therefore, this measure was not accounted for in the quantitative analysis. 
GHG PDF-2 requires the Project to incorporate features to be capable of achieving at least a Silver LEED 
certification of equivalent. The LEED Silver or equivalent certification is achieved through a complex 
and robust combination of building design elements that cannot be quantitatively represented in 
CalEEMod  However, the PDFs were not specifically designed to mitigate any potentially significant 
impacts and are not required to be quantified; they are inherent parts of the Project.  
 
Additionally, the CalEEMod software incorporates the 2013 Title 24 energy efficiency standards, as those 
standards were concurrent with development of the model. Construction of the Proposed Project would 
comply with 2019 Title 24 energy efficiency standards, further reducing GHG emissions attributed to 
building energy use beyond those quantified in the EIR. Therefore, the Final EIR analysis does not 
double-count emisisons reductions and instead represents a conservative estimate of GHG emissions that 
would be generated by energy use of the Proposed Project. To reiterate, no emissions reductions were 
taken in the analysis beyond regulatory compliance, and no mitigation measures have been identified to 
reduce potentially significant GHG emissions that would be generated by construction and operation of 
the Proposed Project. As stated above, GHG emissions would be less than significant without specific 
emission reductions.  
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June 30, 2020 
 
 
Juliette Oh 
Senior Planner 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
Juliet.Oh@lacity.org 
 
 
Re: Supplemental Responses to Comments for the Venice Place Project  
 
 
Dear Ms. Oh: 
 
Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc. (TAHA) prepared the noise analysis for the Venice Place Project. One 
appeal letter has been submitted to the City with relevance to this resource. The following provides our 
response to the comments in the appeal letters. The appeal letters with comment identifications are 
attached to this document.  
 
Comment NOI-1 
 
The Project will Result in Significant Noise Impacts to Neighboring Properties and Residences. 
Both 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney contain uses that will be significantly impacted by noise emanating 
from the Project. 1041 Abbot Kinney is designed for use as a creative space, and is dependent on a 
relatively quiet environment, as individuals endeavor to complete creative projects or consult as to 
potential artistic or business goals. Even if 1041 Abbot Kinney is ultimately utilized as office space, the 
ability of a business to operate out of the property depends on a quiet environment in which business can 
be conducted. 1043 Abbot Kinney, on the other hand, not only has retail uses but residential uses, the 
function and enjoyment of which will be thwarted by the extreme noise generated by the Project. Even 
worse, the Project’s EIR did not identify this use as a sensitive receptor.  

Response NOI-1 
 
The comment incorrectly asserts that the uses were not identified as sensitive receptors. In October 2018, 
the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw Units from Rental Housing 
Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the owner was requesting a 
demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit at 1043 Abbot Kinney. 
Therefore, it was reasonably assumed concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not contain a sensitive use 
at the time of the EIR’s circulation.  Following Appellant’s assertion at the Zoning Administrator (ZA) 
Hearing that it had reversed that decision and/or that it intended to use the building for residential uses 
(even though no paperwork returning the unit to the rental market has been filed with the City), Terry A. 
Hayes Associates Inc. prepared a Technical Memorandum for the ZA to consider the potential for air 
quality and noise impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. Dated August 21, 2019, prior to the ZA’s 
determination, the Technical Memorandum is part of the CEQA Administrative Record.  
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The Technical Memorandum concludes that consideration of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard as a 
noise-sensitive land use would not result in a new, undisclosed significant impact. As disclosed in the 
EIR, construction activities would result in a short-term significant and unavoidable impact to adjacent 
land uses. Similar to the nearby uses, the proposed project would not result in a significant operational 
noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property.  
 
Additionally, the City does not consider offices uses to be sensitive to noise. This is especially the case 
for office uses located on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, which is a dense and busy commercial corridor. 
 
Comment NOI-2 
 
The Project effectively surrounds 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney with new noise sources. Yet somehow, 
inexplicably, twelve of the thirteen noise mitigation measures in the Final EIR are limited to construction 
mitigation. Among the issues the mitigation measures do not address are the following . . . [Refer to 
Comments NOI-3 through NOI-9]. Each of these impacts must be thoroughly evaluated and, if necessary, 
mitigated. Failure to do so will result in significant noise impacts to the AK Properties and other 
surrounding properties. 
 
Response NOI-2 
 
The EIR addresses all noise sources and includes mitigation measures, where applicable, to reduce 
potential impacts. No mitigation is required for sources that would not result in impacts, which includes 
the majority of operational sources. It is acknowledged that noise created at the project site would be 
audible at adjacent properties. Audible noise only needs to be mitigated if it is determined to be a 
significant impact. However, as further discussed below, audible noise is not necessarily a significant 
impact as the effect depends on the magnitude of noise.   
 
Comment NOI-3 
 
The Project seeks entitlements to serve alcohol in basically every outdoor space. This will inevitably 
increase the noise impacts on the surrounding sensitive receptors.  
 
Response NOI-3 
 
The supplemental Technical Memorandum comprehensively addressed outdoor noise exposure at 
1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The noise analysis conservatively assumed that people would be 
speaking in a very loud voice and accounts for noisier than typical conditions associated with people 
consuming alcohol. Furthermore, the analysis utilized a group noise level for 20 people speaking 
simultaneously, rather than a single source noise level. The analysis prepared for the 1041/1043 properties 
concluded that operational conversational noise would be audible at adjacent uses, but would not result in 
a permanent Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) increase of 3 dBA CNEL to or within 70 to 75 
dBA CNEL at the property line. Additionally, operational conversational noise would not result in any 5-
dBA or more increase in noise level at the property line. The proposed project would not result in a 
significant operational noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. 
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Guests conversing in the courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area would be dispersed throughout 
these spaces and most people would not be located within the line-of-sight of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard structures1 Portions of the courtyard would be enclosed by the proposed project structure, 
resulting in noise being funneled away from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. Nonetheless, 
crowd noise would still be audible at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. It is 
conservatively assumed during an event 20 people (10 people at the restaurant outdoor dining area and 10 
people at the restaurant bar) would be speaking at the boundary of the courtyard. This would result in a 
combined noise level of approximately 65.0 dBA Leq at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property 
line. This would not be significantly different from the existing noise environment along Abbott Kinney 
Boulevard, which has an existing noise level of 68.3 dBA Leq, and would not represent a significant 
increase in noise. Furthermore, the boundary to the courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area 
would almost be entirely blocked by the building at 1041 Abbot Kinney which would limit noise levels at 
1043 Abbot Kinney.  

The distance from the pool deck to the 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard property line is 
approximately 25 feet and the pool-related noise level is anticipated to be approximately 66.6 dBA Leq at 
1041/1043 Abbott Kinney property line The daytime existing noise level along Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
was recorded at 68.3 dBA Leq and the existing CNEL along Abbot Kinney Boulevard is between 
approximately 60 and 65 dBA. The pool deck noise would result in a less than 1.0 dBA increase over the 
existing noise level, not accounting for attenuation provided by an intervening building at 1041 Abbot 
Kinney. Therefore, although pool activities may be audible, it would not result in a permanent CNEL 
increase at the affected use.  

The rooftop garden would be located approximately 100 feet away from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard property line. The rooftop garden noise level at the property line of 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney 
Boulevard property would be 54.6 dBA Leq. Crowd noise at the guest roof deck along Westminster 
Avenue would be located approximately 25 feet from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property 
line. At this distance crowd noise would be approximately 66.6 dBA. Although crowd noise may be 
audible, a significant permanent CNEL increase is not anticipated, particularly due to the elevated 
existing noise level along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Live entertainment and amplified music are barred 
on the premises by Condition of Approval 43 of the March 21, 2020 Letter of Determination and would 
not result in additional noise impacts. 

                                                
1 Sounds emanating from a source within direct line-of-sight from a receptor are more likely be audible at the 
receptor than sounds of a similar nature which do not have a direct line-of-sight to the receptor. 
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Comment NOI-4 
 
The proposed outdoor bar/patio is located immediately adjacent to 1041 Abbot Kinney, and no limit on 
noise or hours of operation is imposed.  

Response NOI-4 
 
The outdoor bar/patio was previously assessed in the supplemental Technical Memorandum. Portions of 
the courtyard would be enclosed by the proposed project structure and noise would be funneled away 
from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. Nonetheless, crowd noise would still be audible at 
the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. It is assumed during an event 20 people (10 people 
at the restaurant patio and 10 people at the restaurant bar) would be speaking at the boundary of the 
courtyard. This would result in a combined noise level of approximately 65.0 dBA Leq at 1041/1043 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line.2 This would not be significantly different from the existing noise 
environment along Abbott Kinney Boulevard, which has an existing noise level of 68.3 dBA Leq, and 
would not represent a significant increase in noise.  Furthermore, Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 
Letter of Determination prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the premises. 
 
Comment NOI-5 
 
The proposed motor court will create significant traffic noise, in addition to noise created by the opening 
and shutting of car doors, honking, and conversation, all of which will occur immediately adjacent to 
1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney. All of these impacts are likely to be greater during peak hours, when there 
are likely to be substantially more vehicles, and when the Project’s proposed Secondary Valet Area is the 
only contingency plan in place.  

Response NOI-5 
 
The motor court and valet were analyzed as part of the DEIR and further analyzed for impacts at 
1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard in the supplemental Technical Memorandum. The motor court and 
valet are one continuous unit and the project would not have self-parking. Parking activities would likely 
generate instantaneous audible noise. However, the City’s significance threshold for audible noise is the 
24-hour CNEL metric. The motor court and valet would not result in a permanent increase of 1.0 dBA 
CNEL or more at adjacent uses. To further elaborate, the noise generating elements of the lifts, such as 
the electric motor and gears, would be located on subterranean levels of the project and would not be 
readily audible at the ground level. Noise related to the aboveground elements of the valet would be 
similar to the existing surface parking lot and would not constitute a significant change in the existing 
noise environment.  Further, while the existing parking lot is an open-air format with no structures located 
between the existing parking and 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney, the parking activities proposed for that 
location would take place largely in an enclosed environment and new structures would block the noise, 
further reducing noise associated with parking activities Typically, valet noise levels are lower than those 
generated by vehicle circulation. Passenger vehicles traveling at 10 miles per hour through the valet area 
would generate a noise level of approximately 44 dBA at 50 feet. Furthermore, as a project design feature 

                                                
2 The structure at 1041 Abbot Kinney is approximately forty feet east of this location, and the sensitive receptor at 
1043 Abbot Kinney is another forty feet further east of that. 
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(PDF NOI-2), the valet area would be coated with a non-squeal paving finish which would reduce tire 
squeal noise. Valet noise would likely be intermittently audible but would not significantly change the 24-
hour CNEL. 
 
Comment NOI-6 
 
The swimming pool and pool deck are located immediately adjacent to 1041 Abbot Kinney, and aim to 
accommodate up to 70 people and to operate between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 1:00 a.m. Thursday to 
Saturday, and 9:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. Sunday to Wednesday. The proposed Project would include live 
entertainment “during non-school hours,” but this limitation is not included as a condition or mitigation 
measure. 
 
Response NOI-6 
 
See response to NOI-3, relating to the pool area.  Furthermore, Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 Letter 
of Determination prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the premises.  

Comment NOI-7 
 
The rooftop garden and deck can accommodate 100 people and is within roughly 50 feet of 1041 Abbot 
Kinney. An additional northeast rooftop deck can accommodate an additional 95 people, and is located 
immediately adjacent to the residential use at 1043 Abbot Kinney. There are no conditions imposed with 
respect to when events can take place on these roof decks, and the Final EIR provides no reason to 
assume that crowd-generating activities would occur for any limited period, or only during evening hours. 
Additionally, there is no condition imposed against utilizing these rooftop decks as an event space, which 
would create additional and unanalyzed noise impacts during any hours an event is being held on the 
rooftop. 
 
Response NOI-7 
 
The analysis in the DEIR assessed noise regarding crowds and groups of people. See page 4.H-23 of the 
DEIR. In addition, the supplemental Technical Memorandum includes an analysis of roof deck noise, and 
in particular crowd noise at these properties. The rooftop garden would be located approximately 100 feet 
away from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. The rooftop garden noise level at the 
property line of 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard property would be 54.6 dBA Leq. Crowd noise at 
the guest roof deck along Westminster Avenue would be located approximately 40 feet (diagonal 
distance) from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. At this distance crowd noise would be 
approximately 63 dBA Leq. Although crowd noise may be audible, a significant permanent CNEL 
increase is not anticipated, particularly due to the elevated existing noise level along Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard. Therefore, as these project components would not result in any potentially significant noise 
impacts, mitigation measures are not required. 



Juliette Oh 
June 30, 2020 
Page 6 

1832521.6 

Comment NOI-8 

The central courtyard can accommodate up to  200 people and will utilize non-amplified music, with 
operating hours between 7:00 a.m. and 1:00 a.m. The only project design feature proposed to mitigate this 
noise is the courtyard’s placement in the center of the newly constructed Project. There are no estimates 
as to the noise reduction that can realistically be anticipated based on this, and no analysis of the likely 
noise created by events or routine occupation and use of the courtyard space. 

Response NOI-8 

The supplemental Technical Memorandum includes a detailed analysis of this issue. Guests conversing in 
the courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area would be dispersed throughout these spaces and 
most people would not be located within the line-of-sight of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
property. Portions of the courtyard would be enclosed by the proposed project structure and noise would 
be funneled away from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. Nonetheless, crowd noise would 
still be audible at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. It is assumed during an event 20 
people (10 people at the restaurant outdoor dining area and 10 people at the restaurant bar) would be 
speaking at the boundary of the courtyard. This would result in a combined noise level of approximately 
65.0 dBA Leq at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property.3 This would not be significantly different 
from the existing noise environment along Abbott Kinney Boulevard, which has an existing noise level of 
68.3 dBA Leq, and would not represent a significant increase in noise. Condition 43 of the March 12, 
2020 Letter of Determination prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the premises, and non-
amplified music would be regulated by Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which prohibits sound emanating 
from equipment and musical instruments from being audible at a distance greater than 150 feet from the 
property line of the sound equipment. 

Comment NOI-9 

Though the Final EIR is silent as to the cumulative effect of the event spaces, the event spaces alone 
could accommodate more than 450 people, with no clear mitigation for cumulative noise impacts. Each of 
these impacts must be thoroughly evaluated and, if necessary, mitigated. Failure to do so will result in 
significant noise impacts to the AK Properties and other surrounding properties.  

Response NOI-9 

Like most hotels, the proposed project includes gathering spaces spread across the project site. The 
gathering spaces are spread out across the proposed development and it is highly unlikely that the event 
spaces would be occupied at one time with 450 people. It does not take a technical analysis to 
demonstrate that noise created on one side of the building would not be disruptive to land uses on the 
other side of the building. Sound waves would be blocked by existing buildings and other structures. This 
is evident from field visits to the project area and can be observed from similar hotels in the area. Refer to 
Response NOI-3 for a detailed discussion of outdoor noise. Moreover, conditions of approval would 
further limit the cumulative number of people within these spaces.    

3 The structure at 1041 Abbot Kinney is approximately forty feet east of this location, and the sensitive receptor at 1043 Abbot 
Kinney is another forty feet further east of that.



Juliette Oh 
June 30, 2020 
Page 7 

1832521.6 

Comment NOI-10 

The Final EIR’s Noise Analysis Does not Comply with CEQA. The Project’s noise impact analysis 
contained in the Final EIR relies on incorrect and unsupported assumptions, applies inappropriate 
thresholds, and omits significant information necessary for informed decision-making. These errors must 
be remedied and the analysis revised to ensure compliance with CEQA.  

Response NOI-10 

The analysis utilized industry standard assumptions and foundational principles on how sound waves 
behave to conduct the analysis and the methodology is consistent with the manner that other urban infill 
projects are assessed within the City of Los Angeles. The noise analysis assessed the project against both 
the Appendix G Checklist Questions and the applicable City of Los Angeles significance thresholds. All 
anticipated effects on sensitive receptors have been disclosed, impacts identified, and reasonable 
mitigation put in place to reduce these impacts. This comment is not supported by substantial evidence. 

Comment NOI-11 

The Noise Analysis Relies on Outdated Traffic Calculations. As discussed above, the Traffic Study 
includes stale and outdated traffic counts that severely discount the traffic levels existing in the vicinity of 
the Project. Because the Final EIR’s analysis of off-site traffic noise depends upon these counts, the noise 
analysis likewise significantly underestimates existing off-site traffic noise. The EIR process is intended 
to protect not only the environment, but also the ability of the public to engage in informed self-
government. However, without an appropriate analysis of the existing noise around the Project Site, both 
of these purposes are thwarted. 

Response NOI-11 

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time of the 
January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline.   For avoidance of doubt, the 
traffic analysis was updated during multiple occasions throughout the environmental clearance process 
and the most up to date information was utilized to conduct the mobile noise analysis. It is anticipated that 
traffic patterns along Abbott Kinney Boulevard and the nearby local roadways have not significantly 
changed.  

Table 1 below includes noise levels from the DEIR (Existing 2017) and noise levels calculated from 
traffic volumes with an 8.8% growth factor applied. As shown, the noise levels along each roadway 
segment would increase by less than 0.5 dBA CNEL compared to Existing 2017 conditions. The 
comment is incorrect in stating that the impact determination of the analysis is dependent on the existing 
traffic noise levels. The incremental increase used to determine if a significant impact in the DEIR would 
occur is calculated by subtracting the Future with Project noise level from the Future without Project 
Noise level. The determination of significance is not based on the existing traffic volumes and existing 
noise levels.  
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Table 2 shows updated noise levels that were calculated using traffic volumes that have had an 8.8% 
growth factor applied from the updated traffic study. The maximum increase along any roadway segment 
in the future year would be 0.5 dBA CNEL on Electric Avenue between Broadway Avenue and 
Westminster Avenue. Even in the Existing (2017 with growth factor) versus Existing with Project (2017 
with growth factor) scenario the maximum increase would only be 0.6 dBA CNEL on Electric Avenue. 
Both of these incremental increases would be less than the 3 dBA CNEL significance threshold and a 
mobile noise impact would still not result. As stated in the DEIR, the greatest project related increase 
would be 0.4 dBA CNEL, which would occur along Electric Avenue between Broadway Avenue and 
Westminster Avenue. The incremental increase of 0.4 dBA CNEL noted in the DEIR would be less than 
the 3 dBA CNEL Threshold. The results of the updated mobile noise analysis produce a similar 
incremental increase compared to the analysis used in the DEIR, with less than a 0.2 dBA CNEL 
difference. Impacts regarding mobile noise would be less than significant for both the updated analysis 
and the analysis presented in the DEIR. The analysis used in the DEIR is therefore sufficient. 
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Table 1 Existing Mobile Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Noise Level (dBA, CNEL) 

Existing (2017) 
Existing (2017 with 
growth factor) /a/ Increase 

AM Peak hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. and Main St. 60.3 60.7 0.4 
Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main St. and Westminster Ave. 64.7 65.0 0.3 
Westminster Ave. between Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 60.7 61.0 0.3 
Pacific Ave. between Westminster Ave. and Pacific Ave. 66.9 67.3 0.4 
Electric Ave. between Broadway Ave. and Westminster Ave. 56.3 56.7 0.4 

PM Peak Hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. and Main St. 60.1 60.4 0.3 
Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main St. and Westminster Ave. 64.4 64.8 0.4 
Westminster Ave. between Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 62.5 62.9 0.4 
Pacific Ave. between Westminster Ave. and Pacific Ave. 67.2 67.6 0.4 
Electric Ave. between Broadway Ave. and Westminster Ave. 58.6 58.9 0.3 
Notes: /a/ An 8.8 percent growth factor has been applied to 2017 traffic counts to obtain 2020 traffic volumes. 
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Table 2 Mobile Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Noise Level (dBA, CNEL) 

Existing (2017 
with growth 

factor) /a/ 

Existing (2017 with 
growth factor) with 

Project /a/ 

Increase 
(Existing with 
Project minus 

Existing) 

Future 
(2020) 

without 
Project 

Future 
(2020) 
with 

Project 

Increase (Future 
with Project 

minus Future 
without Project) 

AM Peak hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. 
and Main St. 60.7 60.7 0.0 61.4 61.4 0.0 

Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main 
St. and Westminster Ave. 65.0 65.2 0.2 65.5 65.6 0.1 

Westminster Ave. between Abbot 
Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 61.0 61.0 0.0 61.6 61.6 0.0 

Pacific Ave. between Westminster 
Ave. and Pacific Ave. 67.3 67.3 0.0 67.9 67.9 0.0 

Electric Ave. between Broadway 
Ave. and Westminster Ave. 56.7 57.2 0.5 56.9 57.4 0.5 

PM Peak Hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. 
and Main St. 60.4 60.5 0.1 62.2 62.3 0.1 

Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main 
St. and Westminster Ave. 64.8 65.1 0.3 65.7 65.9 0.2 

Westminster Ave. between Abbot 
Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 62.9 62.9 0.0 64.0 64.0 0.0 

Pacific Ave. between Westminster 
Ave. and Pacific Ave. 67.6 67.6 0.0 68.2 68.2 0.0 

Electric Ave. between Broadway 
Ave. and Westminster Ave. 58.9 59.5 0.6 59.1 59.6 0.5 

Notes: /a/ An 8.8 percent growth factor has been applied to 2017 traffic counts to obtain 2020 traffic volumes. 
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Comment NOI-12 

The Final EIR Fails to Identify Important Sensitive Receptors and Analyze Impacts to Those 
Receptors.  

The Final EIR does not identify 1043 Abbot Kinney, which maintains a Certificate of Occupancy as a 
live/work space that can be utilized for residential purposes, as a sensitive receptor. The Final EIR’s 
characterization of 1043 Abbot Kinney as non-sensitive, and thus its failure to conclude that noise 
impacts to the property are significant, appears based on the Project proponent’s misunderstanding of the 
use designations for that property. The LA CEQA Thresholds Guide states that “[r]esidences, schools, 
hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered noise-and 
vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intruding noise.” The Final EIR 
recognizes that 500 feet is the appropriate screening distance for assessing construction-related noise, yet 
inexplicably excludes 1043 Abbot Kinney, mere feet away from the Project, as a sensitive use. Instead, it 
incorrectly identifies 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney as office space.

 

A sensitive receptor may include any area, use, or building where human activity may be adversely 
affected when noise levels exceed applicable thresholds. Without a doubt, both 1041 and 1043 Abbot 
Kinney contain uses that will be significantly impacted by noise emanating from the Project. 1041 Abbot 
Kinney is designed for use as a creative space, and is dependent on a relatively quiet environment, as 
individuals endeavor to complete creative projects or consult as to potential artistic or business goals. 
Even if 1041 Abbot Kinney is ultimately utilized as office space, the ability of a business to operate out of 
the property depends on a quiet environment in which business can be conducted. 1043 Abbot Kinney, on 
the other hand, includes residential uses, the function and enjoyment of which will be thwarted by the 
extreme noise generated by the Project. By assessing these uses as simply “office space,” the Final EIR 
failed to recognize these as potential sensitive receptors that could be negatively impacted by the Project. 

An EIR must analyze and disclose the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts of a project. 
Here, the Final EIR attempts to rely on a generalized identification of those uses that are considered 
sensitive to foreclose the possibility of additional sensitive receptors. This is inappropriate, especially 
when the other area receptors are of the nature that significant construction and operational noise would 
negatively impact their usage. The Final EIR’s failure to identify these impacts as significant violates 
CEQA.  

Response NOI-12 

The comment incorrectly asserts that the uses were not identified as sensitive receptors. 

In October 2018, the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw Units 
from Rental Housing Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the owner was 
requesting a demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit at 1043 Abbot 
Kinney. Therefore, it was reasonably assumed concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not contain a 
sensitive use at the time of the EIR’s circulation.  Following Appellant’s assertion at the ZA Hearing that 
it had reversed that decision and/or that it intended to use the building for residential uses (even though no 
paperwork returning the unit to the rental market has been filed with the City),Terry A. Hayes Associates 
Inc. prepared a Technical Memorandum for the ZA to consider the potential for air quality and noise 
impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney, prior to the ZA Determination. Dated August 21, 2019, the 
Technical Memorandum is part of the CEQA Administrative Record.  
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The Technical Memorandum concludes that consideration of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard as a 
noise-sensitive land use would not result in a new, undisclosed significant impact. As disclosed in the 
EIR, construction activities would result in a short-term significant and unavoidable impact to adjacent 
land uses. Similar to the nearby uses, the proposed project would not result in a significant operational 
noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property.  

Additionally, the City does not consider offices uses to be sensitive to noise for the purposes of CEQA. 
This is especially the case for office uses located on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, which is a dense and busy 
commercial corridor. 

Comment NOI-13 

Construction Noise Is Quantified Incorrectly and Underestimated. 

The Final EIR admits that “the worst-case analysis below does not account for the 10 dBA ground-level 
source to ground-level receptor reduction. The 5-dBA significance threshold would be exceeded at 
multiple sensitive receptors during construction activities.” This “worst-case” analysis does not analyze 
construction noise or vibration impacts at 1041 or 1043 Abbot Kinney. This grossly underestimates the 
actual construction noise and vibration impacts created by the Project. 

Response NOI-13 

The 10 dBA source to ground level receptor reduction is a reduction in noise levels due to the vertical 
distance between a source at an elevated position and a ground level receptor. The analysis only assumes 
noise attenuation due to horizontal distance to present the most conservative assessment of construction 
noise. Therefore, the presented noise levels are conservative and would likely be quieter as the vertical 
distance from the source to receptor increases. Equipment vibration for an aboveground project is only 
related to the ground level construction equipment and the 10 dBA attenuation has no bearing on the 
vibration levels. 

See Response NOI-1 regarding analysis of noise and vibration at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

Comment NOI-14 

Moreover, the present uses at 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney are excluded from the Final EIR’s analysis of 
existing noise levels for the Project site.

 
This inevitably affects the ultimate construction noise analysis, as 

the methodology for evaluating construction noise depended on collection of ambient noise measurements 
in the vicinity of the Project Site, and the exclusion of the closest properties to the Project inevitably 
skews those results. 

Response NOI-14 

The existing noise measurements include a measurement directly on Abbott Kinney Boulevard in front of 
the use at 1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. See Figure 4.H-1 Noise Monitoring Location 1 in the Draft 
EIR. This statement is incorrect. 
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Comment NOI-15 

The Final EIR also utilizes the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment from May 2006 and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s “Noise from Construction 
Equipment and Operations, Building and Home Appliances” assessment from 1971 in order to evaluate 
noise and vibration impacts. This results in numbers that are inconsistent with those provided by the 
Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide, and the more 
recently updated Federal Highway Administration’s Noise Measurement Handbook. The construction 
noise numbers asserted in the Final EIR must be thoroughly examined to ensure they accurately reflect 
the most recent estimates as to noise generated by construction and revised as necessary. Any failure to do 
so constitutes a violation of CEQA.

 

Response NOI-15 

The Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide (RCNM) User’s 
Guide utilizes noise levels taken from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) study for its 
equipment noise levels, as stated on page 2 of the RCNM user guide. Therefore, there cannot be an 
inconsistency with noise levels presented in RCNM as they are derived from the USEPA study. The 
RCNM user guide only presents individual equipment noise levels and does not present combined 
equipment phased noise levels. Generally, utilizing noise levels from RCNM and summing equipment 
noise levels to generate a combined phase noise level results in lower noise levels than are presented by 
the USEPA. Therefore, the analysis methodology utilized is more conservative than an RCNM based 
analysis. Furthermore, modern day equipment is often quieter than equipment measured during the 
USEPA study, resulting in lower noise levels than presented within the FEIR. The methodology and 
construction equipment noise levels presented and utilized for the analysis are conservative and do not 
require reconsideration. 

Comment NOI-16 

The Noise Attenuation Assumed Is Unsupported. 

The Final EIR generally asserts that “[n]oise levels generated by a stationary noise source, or ‘point 
source,’ will decrease by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces (e.g., pavement) and 7.5 dBA over soft 
surfaces (e.g., grass) for each doubling of the distance.” The Final EIR fails to provide any factual 
evidence or support for this assumption. Moreover, in making this assertion without factual support, the 
Final EIR wholly ignores the physical characteristics of the Project Site and surrounding area, which are 
both characterized by hardscape (over which noise attenuates slower). The Final EIR does not support its 
analysis of noise attenuation, and does not provide a site-specific analysis of the likely attenuation levels 
at the Project site.  

Response NOI-16 

This is a foundational mathematical principle in how sound waves perform over different material 
surfaces. The source for this information is the California Department of Transportation Technical Noise 
Supplement 2006. The 2013 version does not include the formulas as the formulas were integrated into 
the traffic noise model and no longer required manual calculation by the analyst. This information can 
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also be found in the FTA transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidance and various other 
noise assessment guidance. The supplemental Technical Memorandum took into account attenuation of 
noise levels over distance for the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. A site-specific analysis 
was provided for the CEQA Administrative Record. 

Comment NOI-17 

The Final EIR Fails to Properly Evaluate Operational Noise Impacts. 

When analyzing operational noise, the Final EIR assesses (1) vehicle noise, (2) parking noise, (3) valet 
noise, (4) truck unloading noise, (4) mechanical equipment noise, (5) pool deck noise, (6) rooftop garden 
noise, and (5) courtyard activity. However, only the noise levels for off-site sources are actually 
quantified and compared to existing ambient levels.

 
This analysis is inappropriate as it omits important 

information necessary for the public and decisionmakers to fully understand the significant noise impacts
 

Response NOI-17 

The operational noise analysis assesses both on-site and off-site noise sources. On-site sources of noise 
assessed are vehicle noise, parking noise, valet noise, truck unloading noise, mechanical equipment noise, 
pool deck noise, rooftop garden noise, and courtyard activity (see Draft EIR pages 4.H-19 to 24).  The 
Technical Memorandum specifically analyzes operational noise as it relates to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. 
The off-site source of noise assessed in the analysis are mobile trips associated with the project. The 
comment incorrectly asserts that the analysis only assesses off-site noise sources. 

Comment NOI-18 

Where an agency fails to include information mandated by CEQA, the agency fails to proceed in a 
manner required by law. Here, the Final EIR fails in two important ways. First, the Final EIR fails to 
quantify operational noise emanating from different sources. For example, the Final EIR indicates that 
“the pool deck would also include live entertainment, but only during non-school hours.”

 
However, the 

Final EIR does not estimate the noise level of live entertainment on the pool deck, and this temporal 
limitation is not included as a condition, project design feature, or mitigation measure. Thus, it is an 
unenforceable assumption upon which the analysis is based. This is inappropriate. Second, the Final EIR 
fails to quantify the totality of operational impacts by combining the various sources of operational noise. 
Certainly, each of the discussed operational noise sources do not operate independently, but rather are 
multiple sources that will intermingle to create operational noise. The tactics and methodology employed 
by the Final EIR erroneously discount these impacts. 

Response NOI-18 

The EIR included operational noise estimates based on an industry standard methodology.  Operational 
source noise would be dependent on the location of the source and receptor as well as other 
considerations such as the physical interference of buildings. Due to the complex architectural design of 
the project, the events spaces would not combine to result in a cumulative noise impact. For instance, the 
western guest roof deck noise would not combine with noise generated by the eastern hotel guest roof 
deck at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard due to the physical interference of the hotel. Condition 43 of 
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the March 12, 2020 Letter of Determination prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the 
premises, additional noise impacts from these sources would not result. In addition, Table 3 below 
demonstrates that combined noise levels would not be disruptive at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard 
at either the western property boundary or the eastern property boundary, which are the two property 
boundaries where the most noise sources would likely combine. 

Table 3: Cumulative Stationary Source Noise Levels 
Source Noise Level (dBA, Leq) 

Western Property Line Eastern Property Line 
Courtyard Bar and Outdoor dining area 65.0 51.0 
Pool Deck 66.6 51.3 
Rooftop Garden 54.6 47.3 
Westminster Ave Guest Roof Deck 52.3 66.6 
Broadway Street Guest Roof Deck Not Audible Not Audible 
Valet Parking Not Audible Not Audible 
Truck Loading Not Audible Not Audible 

Combined Noise Level from Project Sources 69.1 66.9 
Existing Noise Level 68.3 68.3 

Combined Project and Existing Noise Levels 71.8 70.7 
Increase 3.5 2.4 

Comment NOI-19 

Further, the Final EIR does not identify a post-mitigation noise level by clarifying what noise reductions 
would result. For example, the Final EIR proposes to mitigate noise from the roof deck by positioning 
non-amplified music and live entertainment on the south side of the decks, “as far as possible from 
residences on Electric Avenue.” Leaving aside that this once again does not account for residential uses at 
1043 Abbot Kinney, and that this mitigation measure in fact proposes to place music and live 
entertainment closer to the residential uses at that property, the Final EIR is unclear as to what reduction, 
if any, would result from this mitigation measure.  

Response NOI-19 

Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 Letter of Determination prohibits live entertainment or amplified 
music at the premises. Therefore, noise impacts related to live entertainment would not result. 
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Comment NOI-20 

The Final EIR also did not take noise measurements from similar establishments to establish a baseline 
level of noise the Project may generate once fully operational. This renders the Final EIR’s analysis of 
operational noise impacts under-informed and highly speculative. 

Response NOI-20 

The EIR analysis methodology is appropriate and does not require measurements at similar 
establishments. Utilizing measurements of a similar establishment would necessitate isolating each noise 
source to obtain the reference noise level. Real world conditions have numerous competing noise source 
such as traffic, aircraft, and other sources of urban noise which contribute to any measured noise source. 
Industry practice is to utilize reference noise levels from technical specifications or dedicated acoustical 
studies which are conducted under singular conditions.  

Comment NOI-21 

If developed, the proposed Project would reshape not just its immediate surroundings, but Abbot Kinney 
generally, resulting in significant parking, traffic, and noise impacts on neighboring properties and 
residents.  

The noise analysis ignores nearby sensitive receptors and fails to account for the cumulative impacts of 
the Project’s numerous outdoor event spaces. 

Response NOI-21 

The noise analysis has considered potential noise impacts related to both construction and operational 
sources of noise. The noise analysis has identified sensitive receptors that would be reasonably affected 
by construction and operational noise due to their proximity to the project site, including the property at 
1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The analysis has assessed reasonable scenarios for noise related to 
events at nearby sensitive receptors. Due to the complex architectural design of the project, the events 
spaces would not combine to result in a cumulative noise impact.  
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July 1, 2020 
 
Juliette Oh 
Senior Planner 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
Juliet.Oh@lacity.org 
 
 
Re: Responses to Traffic Comments for the Venice Place Project ZA Letter of Determination 
 
 
Dear Ms. Oh: 
 
KOA Corporation prepared the Transportation analysis and Traffic Impact Study for the Venice Place 
Project. Two letters appealing the recent ZA Letter of Determination (ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)) have been 
submitted to the City, which reference traffic analysis in both the Letter of Determination and 
Environmental Impact Report. The following provides our response to the comments in the appeal letters. 
 
Manatt Appeal Letter 
 
Timeliness of Traffic Impact Study 
 
Comment 
 
“First, although the DEIR was released publicly in early 2019, the traffic counts used to represent “existing 
conditions” were taken in 2016, more than two years before the DEIR’s release. The use of 2016 counts as 
representative existing conditions understates area traffic and potential impacts of the Project.”  (Page 10) 
 
Response 
 
The traffic counts were conducted for the traffic study intersection and roadway segments in November 
2016.  The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) issued an approval letter for the 
traffic study after City review was provided in December 2018, roughly within two years of the traffic 
counts. The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time 
of the January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline.   For avoidance of doubt, 
newer traffic counts at study intersections, made available subsequent to the Traffic Impact Study for the 
Project, have also been reviewed in a supplemental analysis provided here.  The effects of the application 
of these newer counts would not change the study conclusions, including determinations of significant 
impact, as shown by the supplemental analysis.   
 
The LADOT on-line count database, a clearinghouse of traffic data collected by the City for development 
traffic studies made available through the Navigate LA website, contains more recent traffic counts for 
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four of the project study intersections, all located near the project site. Based on the more recent counts 
identified, the following count volumes were reviewed and incorporated into the Project analysis: 
 

 Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 5.5 percent higher in 
the AM peak hour and 0.4 percent lower in the PM peak hour.  

 Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 2.4 percent higher 
in the AM peak hour and 8.8 percent higher in the PM peak hour.  

 Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 4.8 
percent lower in the AM peak hour and 4.6 percent lower in the PM peak hour. 

 Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue – Traffic counts from May 2018 are 1.8 percent lower in the 
AM peak hour and 6.3 percent higher in the PM peak hour. 

 
Across these four intersections, there are eight time periods (AM and PM peak). Out of these eight 
periods, there are four instances where newer counts have higher volumes.  The remainder of the 
locations had lower volumes and therefore the counts used in the traffic study were more conservative for 
those locations.   
 
Those instances with higher volumes were analyzed further, with project increments remaining constant. 
The overall range in adjustment from -4.8% to +8.8% could be seen in any comparison of multiple counts 
within a short timeframe, due to traffic patterns variation on a day by day basis.   
 
At the Pacific and Brooks intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak hour would not 
change the significant impact calculations, as the project incremental impact on the volume-to-capacity 
ratio is 0.001 and the impact standard is 0.01 at LOS E.   
 
At the Main and Brooks-Abbot Kinney intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak and PM 
peak hours would not change the significant impact calculations, as the project incremental impact on the 
volume-to-capacity ratio is 0.004 to 0.006 and the impact standard is 0.04 at LOS C.   
 
At the Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak 
hour would not change the significant impact calculations, as the analyzed LOS remains at a value of A, 
and City significant impact standards do not define impacts at that LOS value.  
 
At the Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak hour 
would not change the significant impact calculations, as the analyzed LOS remains at a value of B, and 
City significant impact standards do not define impacts at that LOS value. 
  
In order to assure that any potential increase in traffic volumes between the counts taken in 2016 and the 
current conditions would not create new project traffic impacts, the highest calculated percentage 
discovered from the traffic count comparison summarized above was applied to the study traffic volumes 
and analyzed. Traffic volumes normally increase between one to two percent per year to reflect 
population and visitor growth. As can be seen by the percentage change analysis, sometimes count 
volumes decrease and sometimes they increase on a year-by-year basis.   
 
The highest percentage growth of 8.8 percent from the traffic counts comparison was added to the base 
traffic counts and carried through the future with-project impacts analysis. This analysis is conservative as 
the expected growth in volumes between 2016 and 2020 would be 8 percent. The table below provides a 
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summary of this analysis, and the status of impacts in the column furthest to the right indicates that no 
impacts would occur, even with newer traffic counts.   
 

FUTURE PROJECT IMPACTS ANALYSIS – WITH ADDITIONAL GROWTH 
 

 
 

 
Methodology of Data Collection 
 
Comment  
 
“[T]he calculations were taken on one single day, providing no information or analysis as to how traffic 
patterns might vary across several days or across different weeks or months throughout the year…. There 
are also no weekend counts, which hides the fact that the Abbot Kinney area is a weekend destination.” 
(Page 11) 

Peak

Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS

1 Pacific Avenue & Rose Avenue AM 0.695 B 0.696 B 0.001 No

PM 0.875 D 0.876 D 0.001 No

2 Main Street & Rose Avenue AM 0.727 C 0.729 C 0.002 No

PM 0.762 C 0.765 C 0.003 No

3 Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue AM 0.992 E 0.993 E 0.001 No

PM 1.246 F 1.254 F 0.008 No

4 Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney AM 0.847 D 0.851 D 0.004 No

PM 0.812 D 0.814 D 0.002 No

5 Broadway Street & Abbot Kinney Boulevard* AM 15.4 C 17.2 C 1.8 *

PM 20.6 C 24.8 C 4.2 *

6 Broadway Street & Electric Avenue* AM 7.9 A 8.1 A 0.2 *

PM 9.1 A 9.7 A 0.6 *

7 4th Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 10.6 B 11.1 B 0.5 *

PM 13.9 B 16.8 C 2.9 *

8 Westminster Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 8.9 A 9.3 A 0.4 *

PM 12.4 B 16.6 C 4.2 *

9 Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.631 B 0.637 B 0.006 No

PM 0.624 B 0.669 B 0.045 No

10 Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue AM 0.425 A 0.425 A 0.000 No

PM 0.508 A 0.508 A 0.000 No

11 California Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.670 B 0.673 B 0.003 No

PM 0.559 A 0.564 A 0.005 No

12 Venice Boulevard & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 1.118 F 1.120 F 0.002 No

PM 1.211 F 1.215 F 0.004 No

LOS = Level of Service

V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio

Sig 

Impact?
Study Intersections

Future

No Project 

Future

With Project 
Change 

in V/C

* Significant impacts were not defined at these locations, as LOS would not be poor (E or F values). LADOT does not have significant impact standards for unsignalized 

intersections.  
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Response 
 
The LADOT traffic study guidelines recognize traffic counts taken on one day for the peak periods as the 
acceptable standard level of service data input for project traffic studies submitted to the City of Los 
Angeles.  This methodology is also an industry standard, with such techniques used in studies for local 
jurisdictions throughout California.   
 
Regarding weekend volumes, Abbot Kinney Boulevard was included in the neighborhood roadway 
analysis within the traffic study. Poor level of service and project impacts were not identified in that 
analysis. In addition, a comparison of weekday and weekend daily volumes were compared for this 
roadway, and weekday volumes were 15.7% higher. Therefore, the weekday analysis of impacts is more 
conservative.   
 
Transportation Demand Management Plan 
 
Comment 
 
“The trip generation analysis assumes, for instance, that a proposed Transportation Demand Measure plan 
will result in a decrease of 15% hotel-related trips. There is no evidence whatsoever supporting the 
contention that the proposed TDM measures will result in a 15% decrease in trips, especially given that 
the TIS notes that the “project owner plans on including TDM elements” but fails to specify specific 
measures.”  (Page 12, emphasis included) 
 
Response 
 
The proposed Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan of the project has been defined and the 
trip reduction will be monitored. The Project Applicant will prepare and implement a TDM Program that 
includes strategies to promote non-auto travel and reduce the use of single-occupant vehicle trips, as 
discussed further below.  The identified TDM measures have been reviewed and approved by LADOT 
pursuant to correspondence with the City Department of Planning. LADOT has reviewed and confirmed 
that the measures discussed below would reduce the daily trips by 15%, that mitigation would not be 
deferred, and the trip credit taken for the project is valid.  The TDM Program will be subject to further 
review and approval by the Department of City Planning and LADOT during the building permit process, 
pursuant to TRANS-PDF-2, and shall include the following measures:  

o Transit subsidies for employees 

o Voluntary travel behavior change program for employees 

o Required commute trip reduction program for employees 

o A bicycle share facility 
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o Bicycle parking per LAMC

o Secure bike parking and showers

The 15% TDM trip credit was only applied to the hotel use, resulting in a decrease from 618 trips to 
525 daily trips. Per the Mitigation Monitoring Program in the FEIR and Erratum, dated July 2020, this 
PDF would be monitored and enforced by LADOT.  

Trip Generation Calculations 

Comment 

“[T]he TIS utilizes two different methods for calculating trip generation, without providing any context or 
explanation as to why the methods were utilized. One possible explanation is that the TIS cherry-picked 
the methodologies that were most advantageous to the Project. The Final EIR uses the Institution 
of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) methodology to calculate AM peak hour trip generation, but uses 
trip rates from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan to calculate PM peak 
hour trip generation. The different sources and calculation methods to analyze trip generations is 
never clarified within the Final EIR or TIS.”  (Page 11) 
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Response 

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time of the 
January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline. Trip generation rates specific to 
the West Los Angeles area are defined by the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific 
Plan and use of those rates is required by the City.  However, the Specific Plan does not define AM peak 
hour rates for trip generation. All project trip generation calculations were approved by LADOT during the 
study scoping process, and in addition to the rates identified in the Specific Plan, include trip generation 
rates per hotel unit and per 1,000 square feet of commercial floor area as defined by Trip Generation, 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-2.)   Per coordination 
with LADOT during the project MOU process, where total trip rates or inbound/outbound percentages 
have not been defined by either the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan or the ITE 
source, rates from an industry publication Traffic Generators, published by the San Diego Association of 
Governments, were used. These details were documented in the following trip generation table footnotes 
of the project traffic study. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-1., Table 4): 

[a] PM peak hour trip rates for all uses were obtained from the City of Los Angeles
Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A.
[b] ITE does not provide trip generation rates for Specialty Retail during the AM peak
hour.  AM trip rate obtained from SANDAG Traffic Generators, April 2002.  The SANDAG
specialty retail trip rate is 3 percent of the daily trips which is 1.33 AM peak hour trips (ITE
44.32 daily trip rate X 3% = 1.33 AM peak hour trips).  The SANDAG specialty retail trip in
and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.
[c] The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak
hour in and out trips.

Because the 10th edition of the Trip Generation source was released in late 2017, well after the issuance of 
the Notice of Preparation on January 12, 2017, the impact analysis was therefore based on the 9th edition. 
Nonetheless, in response to this comment a review of the project trip generation calculations was 
analyzed using updated 10th edition rates; the analysis showed a small increase in daily trips and no 
change or a reduction in peak hour trips.  The use of the 10th edition rates, where Coastal Transportation 
Corridor Specific Plan rates do not apply, would affect the trip generation totals in the following minor 
manner:  

 Net daily project trips increase by 34 (+5.5%)
 Net AM peak project trips are reduced by 2
 Net PM peak project trips are reduced by 11

The trip generation analysis with the 10th edition rate updates is provided in the table below. 

1 10th Edition rates for PM peak project trips are applied, where City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan 
rates do not apply, as applicable to each proposed and existing use.  
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PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS – WITH 10TH EDITION ITE RATES 

In Out Total In Out Total

Trip Generation Rates

Hotel 310 1 room 8.36 59% 41% 0.47 51% 49% 0.70

Apartment 220 1 unit 7.32 23% 77% 0.46 63% 37% 0.70

Retail * 820 1 k.s.f. 37.75 62% 38% 0.94 48% 52% 5.00

Restaurant [a]* 931 1 k.s.f. 83.84 60% 40% 0.73 67% 33% 7.80

Day Care Center * 565 1 k.s.f. 47.62 53% 47% 11.00 47% 53% 12.30

Office * 710 1 k.s.f. 9.74 86% 14% 1.16 16% 84% 2.80

Hotel 310 78 rooms 652 22 15 37 28 27 55

  internal capture trip credit ** -20 0 0 0 -3 -1 -4

Subtotal Hotel Trips 632 22 15 37 25 26 51

  TDM trip credit (15%) [d] -95 -3 -3 -6 -4 -4 -8

Total Hotel Trips 537 19 12 31 21 22 43

Apartment * 220 4 units 29 0 2 2 2 1 3

  internal capture trip credit ** -4 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Residential Trips 25 0 2 2 2 1 3

Retail and Spa * 820 4.670 k.s.f. 176 2 2 4 11 12 23

  internal capture trip credit ** -26 0 0 0 -5 -4 -9

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -15 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Subtotal Retail/Spa Trips 135 2 2 4 6 7 13

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -14 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Total Retail/Spa Trips 121 2 2 4 6 6 12

Restaurant * 931 3.810 k.s.f. 319 2 1 3 20 10 30

  internal capture trip credit ** -43 0 0 0 -4 -5 -9

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -28 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Subtotal Restaurant Trips 248 2 1 3 15 4 19

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -25 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Total Restaurant Trips 223 2 1 3 14 3 17

Office * 710 2.027 k.s.f. 20 2 0 2 1 5 6

  internal capture trip credit ** -10 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -1 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Total Office Trips 9 2 0 2 1 4 4

916 25 17 42 44 36 79

Day Care Center * 565 -1.572 k.s.f. -75 -9 -8 -17 -9 -10 -19

Office * 710 -1.239 k.s.f. -12 -1 0 -1 0 -3 -3

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

office
1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Restaurant * 931 -2.442 k.s.f. -205 -1 -1 -2 -13 -6 -19

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

restaurant
21 0 0 0 1 1 2

-270 -11 -9 -20 -21 -18 -39

646 14 8 22 23 17 40

* Local Serving Uses.

** Internal trip reduction factors based on NCHRP methodology and in/out percentages provided by separate NCHRP spreadsheet.

Note: Rates Source: ITE Trip Generation, 10th Edition.  Also see footnote [a]

Note: Internal trip capture rates based on current ITE Trip Generation Handbook and NCHRP methodology.

[a] PM peak hour trip rates obtained from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A.

[b] The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[d] The project owner will implement a TDM program with elements such as: implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services, provide on-site education on

 alternative transportation modes, implement flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs (reservations only), provide bicycle amenities,

provide subsidized transit passes, provide bicycles for patrons and employees, provide airport shuttle for patrons, provide on-site facilities to encourage use

of alternative forms of transportation.

PM Peak Hour [a]

Proposed Project

Proposed Project Total

Existing Uses to be Removed

Existing Uses Total

NET NEW PROJECT TRIPS

Land Use

ITE 

Code Intensity

Average 

Weekday

AM Peak Hour
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Trip reductions are caused by the different changes in rates between proposed uses (trip generation) and 
existing uses (trip credits). For the study intersection analysis, which is based entirely on peak hour trips, 
no new impacts would occur, as AM peak-hour trips would remain the same and PM peak-hour trips 
would be lower.   

The 9th edition and 10th edition rates applicable to the project site are provided in the table below.  

PROJECT USES – 9TH AND 10TH EDITION ITE RATES 

The impact analysis for the three study roadway segments in the project traffic study determined that the 
percent change in volumes resulting from use of the 10th edition Trip Generation rates that would be 
caused by the project would range from one a one percent increase to a four percent increase (no change 
from the traffic study percentages, with rounding), with impact standards based on roadway type ranging 
from eight percent to 12 percent. Applying the 10th edition Trip Generation rates would result in a 5.5 
percent increase in daily trips for the Project, but would not result in any change to the conclusions in the 
traffic study. No new impacts would occur at the study roadway segments. As shown above, use of the 
10th edition Trip Generation rates would not result in any impacts at the study roadway segments. 

Occupied vs. Unoccupied Room Rates 

Comment 

“The TIS assumes the hotel component would generate an average of 8.17 weekday trips per room (ITE 
Code 310). That 8.17 trips per room does not appear be based on the ITE Manual. The ITE Manual 
provides, for instance, that the average weekday trip rate of a hotel per room is 8.36 trips. However, that 

Code Land Use
9th Edition 

ITE
10th Edition 

ITE
CTCSP Rates, 

PM Only *

310 Hotel 8.17 8.36
220 Apartment 6.65 7.32
826 Retail 44.32 37.75
931 Restaurant 89.95 83.84
565 Day Care Center 74.06 47.62
710 Office 11.03 9.74

310 Hotel 0.53 0.47
220 Apartment 0.51 0.46
826 Retail 1.33 0.94
931 Restaurant 0.81 0.73
565 Day Care Center 12.18 11.00
710 Office 1.56 1.16

310 Hotel 0.70 0.60 0.70
220 Apartment 0.70 0.56 0.70
826 Retail 5.00 3.81 5.00
931 Restaurant 7.50 7.80 6.10
565 Day Care Center 12.30 11.12 12.30
710 Office 4.30 1.15 2.80

Daily Rate

AM Peak Hour Rate

PM Peak Hour Rate

* These rates are recommended replacement for ITE rates in the PM peak 
hour, per LADOT policy and traffic study guidelines, for projects within the 
Specific Plan area.  The highest rate for each use in the PM peak hour were 
applied in the study.
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number would appear to underrepresent potential traffic because it assumes that not all rooms will be 
occupied. The ITE Manual identifies a substantially larger rate (12.23 trips) for occupied rooms. Given the 
anticipated demand for hotel rooms in Venice, especially during the summer, the Final EIR’s use of an ITE 
rate that assumes some portion of rooms will be unoccupied is misleading. Applying the 12.23 trips per 
room rate, the hotel would generate 954 trips, not 637 trips.” (Page 12-13) 

Response 
Traffic impact calculations are based on typical conditions and the trip generation analysis, with the 
applied rates reflecting anticipated typical conditions.  The LADOT traffic study guidelines do not require 
that hotels be analyzed under peak/holiday conditions, or any other time when full occupancy might 
occur for a limited time. The applied ITE rates for hotels are based on surveys of sites with varying 
occupancies that were occurring at the survey times. The hotel trip rate based on occupancy is a 
specialized rate that is linked to occupancy of the rooms, as a priority over the number of rooms. This 
does not mean that the sites surveyed for hotel rooms not tied to occupancy did not have full occupancy 
or close to full occupancy.  

The Traffic Study properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time of the January 12, 
2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline. For avoidance of doubt, a supplemental 
analysis was conducted, including rates based on occupied hotel rooms. All other inputs remained the 
same, but the growth of existing volumes analyzed in the “Timeliness of Traffic Impact Study” section of 
this document was also included. The occupied rate was applied, and based on the project applicant’s 
plans for the project land uses, an 80 percent occupancy was assumed for typical operating conditions. 
The updated project trip generation is provided in the table below, and this change in inputs would affect 
the trip generation totals in the following minor manner:  

 Net daily project trips decrease by 65 (-11.6%)
 Net AM peak project trips increase by 1
 Net PM peak project trips are reduced by 9
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PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS – WITH OCCUPIED ROOM RATES 

In Out Total In Out Total

Trip Generation Rates

Hotel 310 1 Occupied room 8.92 58% 42% 0.67 49% 51% 0.70

Apartment 220 1 unit 6.65 20% 80% 0.51 65% 35% 0.70

Retail [b] * 826 1 k.s.f. 44.32 60% 40% 1.33 44% 56% 5.00

Restaurant [c] * 931 1 k.s.f. 89.95 60% 40% 0.81 67% 33% 7.50

Day Care Center * 565 1 k.s.f. 74.06 53% 47% 12.18 47% 53% 12.30

Office * 710 1 k.s.f. 11.03 88% 12% 1.56 17% 83% 4.30

Hotel 310 62 rooms 557 24 18 42 22 22 44

  internal capture trip credit ** -17 0 0 0 -2 -1 -3

Subtotal Hotel Trips 540 24 18 42 20 21 41

  TDM trip credit (15%) [d] -81 -4 -2 -6 -3 -3 -6

Total Hotel Trips 459 20 16 36 17 18 35

Apartment * 220 4 units 27 0 2 2 2 1 3

  internal capture trip credit ** -4 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Residential Trips 23 0 2 2 2 1 3

Retail and Spa * 826 4.670 k.s.f. 207 4 2 6 10 13 23

  internal capture trip credit ** -29 0 0 0 -5 -5 -10

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -18 -1 0 -1 0 -1 -1

Subtotal Retail/Spa Trips 160 3 2 5 5 7 12

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -16 -1 0 -1 0 -1 -1

Total Retail/Spa Trips 144 2 2 4 5 6 11

Restaurant * 931 3.810 k.s.f. 343 2 1 3 19 10 29

  internal capture trip credit ** -48 0 0 0 -5 -5 -10

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -30 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Subtotal Restaurant Trips 265 2 1 3 13 4 17

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -27 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Total Restaurant Trips 238 2 1 3 12 3 15

Office * 710 2.027 k.s.f. 22 3 0 3 2 7 9

  internal capture trip credit ** -12 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -1 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Total Office Trips 9 3 0 3 2 5 7

874 27 21 48 38 33 71

Day Care Center * 565 -1.572 k.s.f. -116 -10 -9 -19 -9 -10 -19

Office * 710 -1.239 k.s.f. -14 -2 0 -2 -1 -4 -5

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

office
1 0 0 0 0 1 1

Restaurant * 931 -2.442 k.s.f. -220 -1 -1 -2 -12 -6 -18

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

restaurant
22 0 0 0 1 1 2

-327 -13 -10 -23 -21 -18 -39

547 14 11 25 17 15 32

* Local Serving Uses.

** Internal trip reduction factors based on NCHRP methodology and in/out percentages provided by separate NCHRP spreadsheet.

Note: Rates Source: ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition.  Also see footnote [a]

Note: Internal trip capture rates based on current ITE Trip Generation Handbook and NCHRP methodology.

[a] PM peak hour trip rates obtained from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A, except for hotel use.

[b] ITE does not provide trip generation rates for Specialty Retail during the AM peak hour.  AM trip rate obtained from SANDAG Traffic Generators, April 2002.

The SANDAG specialty retail trip rate is 3 percent of the daily trips which is 1.33 AM peak hour trips (ITE 44.32 daily trip rate X 3% = 1.33 AM peak hour trips).

The SANDAG specialty retail trip in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[c] The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[d] The project owner will implement a TDM program with elements such as: implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services, provide on-site education on

alternative transportation modes, implement flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs (reservations only), provide bicycle amenities,

provide subsidized transit passes, provide bicycles for patrons and employees, provide airport shuttle for patrons, provide on-site facilities to encourage use

of alternative forms of transportation.

NET NEW PROJECT TRIPS

Land Use

ITE 

Code Intensity

Average 

Weekday

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour [a]

Proposed Project

Proposed Project Total

Existing Uses to be Removed

Existing Uses Total
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The table below provides a summary of the analysis with occupied hotel room rates, and the status of 
impacts in the column furthest to the right indicates that no impacts would occur, with this change in 
assumptions for project hotel trips.  

PROJECT LOS ANALYSIS – WITH OCCUPIED ROOM RATES 

Restaurant Designation 

Comment 

“The TIS assumes that the restaurants will be ‘high quality’ restaurants for purposes of trip generation. 
However, high quality restaurants are those with a typical stay duration of a least one hour. They also do 
not serve breakfast, and some do not serve lunch. The Final EIR does not affirmatively state that any 

Peak

Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS

1 Pacific Avenue & Rose Avenue AM 0.695 B 0.696 B 0.001 No

PM 0.875 D 0.876 D 0.001 No

2 Main Street & Rose Avenue AM 0.727 C 0.729 C 0.002 No

PM 0.762 C 0.765 C 0.003 No

3 Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue AM 0.992 E 0.993 E 0.001 No

PM 1.246 F 1.254 F 0.008 No

4 Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney AM 0.847 D 0.851 D 0.004 No

PM 0.812 D 0.814 D 0.002 No

5 Broadway Street & Abbot Kinney Boulevard* AM 15.4 C 17.2 C 1.8 *

PM 20.6 C 24.8 C 4.2 *

6 Broadway Street & Electric Avenue* AM 7.9 A 8.1 A 0.2 *

PM 9.1 A 9.7 A 0.6 *

7 4th Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 10.6 B 11.1 B 0.5 *

PM 13.9 B 16.8 C 2.9 *

8 Westminster Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 8.9 A 9.3 A 0.4 *

PM 12.4 B 16.6 C 4.2 *

9 Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.631 B 0.637 B 0.006 No

PM 0.624 B 0.669 B 0.045 No

10 Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue AM 0.425 A 0.425 A 0.000 No

PM 0.508 A 0.508 A 0.000 No

11 California Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.670 B 0.673 B 0.003 No

PM 0.559 A 0.564 A 0.005 No

12 Venice Boulevard & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 1.118 F 1.120 F 0.002 No

PM 1.211 F 1.215 F 0.004 No

LOS = Level of Service

V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio

Sig 

Impact?
Study Intersections

Future

No Project 

Future

With Project 
Change 

in V/C

* Significant impacts were not defined at these locations, as LOS would not be poor (E or F values). LADOT does not have significant impact standards for unsignalized

intersections.
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restaurants will not serve lunch and, in fact, the Project’s plans suggest otherwise. A use called the AK 
Marketplace’ is identified on the plans, and given the hotel use incorporated into the Project, it is likely 
that at least one of the restaurant spaces will include breakfast service. Thus, it appears that the ‘quality 
restaurant’ rate is not appropriate, and actually understates trips. The High-Turnover (Sit-Down) 
Restaurant rate is more appropriate. If applied, that rate would generate approximately 427 trips, as 
opposed to the 343 assumed by the TIS.”   

Response 

The analyzed restaurant uses would meet the definitions of quality restaurants, as defined for the Trip 
Generation Manual source, which are as follows: 

This land use consists of high quality, full-service eating establishments 
with a typical duration of stay of at least one hour. Quality restaurants 
generally do not serve breakfast; some do not serve lunch; all serve dinner. 
This type of restaurant often requests and sometimes requires reservations 
and is generally not part of a chain. Patrons commonly wait to be seated, 
are served by a waiter/waitress, order from menus and pay for meals after 
they eat. While some of the study sites have lounge or bar facilities (serving 
alcoholic beverages), they are ancillary to the restaurant. 

The restaurant in question is a hotel restaurant, which will serve three meals a day to a large number of 
guests of the hotel, along with other customers. Patrons of the restaurant will be seated by a restaurant 
employee, will be served by a waiter/waitress, order from menus and pay for meals after they eat. The bar 
in the restaurant is part of the restaurant, not the primary use. Breakfast will largely be served to hotel 
guests; it is not anticipated that there will typically be a large draw from outside the hotel.  The Trip 
Generation Manual does not contain a trip generation rate for hotel restaurants, nor does the Los Angeles 
Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan, as traffic generation for hotel restaurants is typically 
assumed to be part of the rate for the hotel. For all of these reasons, the quality restaurant designation is 
the most appropriate trip generation rate.  

To the extent that the market might serve breakfast food as a walk-up service, the EIR analyzed that use.  
Though service of food for consumption will be ancillary to the primary market use, 170 square feet of 
service floor area is analyzed in the EIR to take that use into account. 

Trip Reduction 

Comment 

“The TIS assumes a total trip reduction (through pass-bys and internal capture credits) of nearly 24%. Each 
of the individual uses proposed by the Project, including the retail, hotel, restaurant, and office uses, all 
take various trip credits to reduce overall trips (from 1,236 trips to 939 trips). This reduction is significant, 
and must be justified. For instance, it is unclear how office uses, which directly create trips from people 
coming to work, are amenable to a nearby 54% assumed internal trip capture credit. The TIS certainly 
does not explain why such a large reduction is justified…Thus, the TIA (sic.) states that an internal trip 
capture reduction was applied only for proposed retail uses, as assumed to be used by hotel patrons. 
Table 4 – Project Trip Generation clearly takes internal trip capture credits for all uses, not just retail uses. 
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The Final EIR is internally inconsistent and misleads the public. Also, the rationale for a trip reduction for 
retail uses, even if justified, does not apply to proposed office uses, and the TIS makes no attempt at 
justification. The TIS takes credit for a reduction of 116 trips through elimination of the existing day care 
use. This reduction is excessive and not supported by evidence. First, the ITE Code used by the TIS (565) 
actually has an average weekday trip rate of 47.62 trips per 1,000 square feet. The TIS assumes the day 
care generates 74.06 trips per 1,000 square feet. It is unclear from where the TIS’s 74.06 trip number 
comes. The ITE Manual (10th Edition) provides a much lower trip generation number (47.62 trips per 1,000 
square feet)…Using the ITE’s actual trip generation number, the day care could reasonably be assumed to 
generate 72.3 trips, not the 116 assumed by the TIS.”  (Page 13-14) 

Response 

The office use internal trip capture credit in the traffic study trip generation calculations in Table 
amounted to one out of 7 outbound trips, or a reduction factor of 14 percent, not 54 percent as claimed 
in the comment. The internal trip capture credits applied to each of the project land uses are clearly called 
out within Table 7 of the traffic impact study, where they are applied to each project land use category. 
The ITE 9th edition trip generation rate for the existing day care use was applied to the existing use credits. 
A separate supplemental analysis analyzes the proposed and existing project site uses under ITE 10th 
edition rates, adopted after the completion of the traffic impact study. The analysis of the land uses under 
10th edition rates is discussed under the Trip Generation Calculations section of this report.   

The hotel relationship to the restaurants would reduce off-site vehicle trips with hotel patrons’ use of the 
restaurant, as incorporated into the internal trip capture portion of the trip generation analysis.  The trip 
reductions applied to the project land uses meet LADOT guidelines as defined in the document 
Transportation Assessment Guidelines (July 2019), and industry methodologies including those of ITE and 
the National Cooperative Highway Research Program. The data applied is based on surveys of similar 
development mixes and the effects of mixed-use projects. The use of trip generation rates for each single 
use, without acknowledging the trip reducing effects of mixed-use projects can overestimate the number 
of vehicle trips.  The inputs to the trip reduction calculations are as follows: 

 ITE Trip Generation Manual Handbook – Defines rates for pass-by trips based on surveys of
particular land uses. The applied pass-by rates come directly from this source.

 National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 684, Enhancing Internal Trip
Capture Estimation for Mixed-Use Developments – Defines a methodology and a spreadsheet
calculation tool for the application of trip generation to multiple site uses to calculate internal trip
capture potential.

These sources are accepted as national standards in the industry, and are accepted by LADOT for traffic 
studies of commercial and mixed-use projects. The trip generation pages by land use applied to the 
project analysis in the traffic study report are provided in Attachment A.   
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Trip Credit Application to Existing Uses 

Comment 

“[T]he Final EIR appears to do everything it can to maximize existing trips while not applying the same 
rationale to future trips. For instance, the Final EIR does not assume any internal capture credits for 
existing office or restaurant uses although the existing uses are likely complementary, with office users 
patronizing restaurants.”  (Page 14) 

Response 

Internal trip capture rates do not apply to the existing uses, as the relationship between the limited uses 
of -day care, restaurant, office, and community garden, did not yield trip credits. Accordingly, the credit 
would be zero for such trips when applying the NCHRP internal trip capture methodology that was 
applied to the project uses, as verified by KOA during the project analysis by applying the existing land 
use types and intensities to the methodology.  Therefore, internal trip capture percentages were not 
applied to the existing land uses. The NCHRP worksheets used to define the project trip generation 
internal trip capture reductions from the trip generation analysis in Table 7 of the traffic report are 
provided in Attachment B of this document.   

Secondary Valet 

Comment 

“The Final EIR also does not analyze the possibility that the Secondary Valet Area may be needed prior to 
5:00 p.m. on any given day, particularly during busy holiday weekends for the hotel or during any events 
where guests may arrive prior to 5:00 p.m. The DEIR does not analyze these potential trips, nor does it 
propose any measures to mitigate the additional trips that may be caused by operating two valet areas in 
different locations, one of which is not always operational.”  (Page 15) 

Response 

A shared parking analysis was conducted as part of the project traffic study to understand the estimated 
demand of the project with the mix of proposed uses. This analysis demonstrated that the proposed 
parking supply would be adequate. The secondary parking supply and use of valet service is being 
provided not due to any identified parking insufficiency but to address potential vehicle queuing at the 
inbound project driveway. The traffic analysis has shown that vehicle queues can be kept to lengths that 
do not overlap adjacent sidewalk or roadway areas with the use of valet services during peak times. The 
secondary parking will be used when special events occur at the project.   

The use of valet staff at the Secondary Valet Area (on Abbot Kinney Boulevard) would occur from 5:00 PM 
and onward, as the peak of parking demand would occur in the evenings as shown by the parking 
analysis. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-1, pages 51 to 54). Specifically, the Draft EIR states that the peak 
parking demand of 159 spaces would occur at 7:00 pm on weekdays and a peak parking demand of 154 
parking spaces would occur at 8:00 pm on weekend. That peak demand is less than the amount of 
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parking spaces that will be provided in the Project. Peak demand prior to 5 pm on weekdays would be 
136 parking spaces and prior to 5 pm on weekends would be 126 parking spaces. That demand can be 
accommodated by the primary valet on Electric Avenue.   

The trip generation analysis includes analysis of vehicle trips that would travel around the local block to 
reach both the Secondary Valet area and off-site parking supplies used by the valet service, as discussed 
on page 16 and illustrated on Figure 7b and Figure 8b. The project trip distribution figures include 
diagrams for these trips that were used to compute the additional volumes caused by these trips. The 
study area impact analysis therefore includes these additional trips.  Since no potentially significant 
impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are required.  

With regards to holidays, the LADOT methodology does not require such analysis. LADOT’s approved 
methodology is set forth in Appendix K-2 of the Draft EIR and guided by the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) Transportation Assessment Guidelines. The document indicates that traffic counts 
that are the basis of the impact analysis should be conducted “…when local schools or colleges are in 
session, on days of good weather, on Tuesdays through Thursdays during non-Summer months, and 
should avoid being taken on weeks with a holiday.” The traffic study complied with this guideline. This 
direction makes it clear that holiday periods should be avoided, as they are atypical conditions. 

Secondary Valet Area 

Comment 

“The Secondary Valet Area is proposed along Abbot Kinney during peak evening hours (proposed to 
operate between 5:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m.). This will require a loading zone that will eliminate on-street 
parking, increasing both parking and traffic impacts. The valet area also extends nearly to the boundary of 
1041 Abbot Kinney, yet the Final EIR imposes no measures to ensure that queuing vehicles waiting to 
utilize the Secondary Valet Area will not impact existing properties.”  (Page 15) 

Response 

The reference to use of valet services and remote parking after 6:00 PM was in regard to existing site uses, 
which would change with proposed project operations.  Over half of the curb space designated as the 
Secondary Valet Area currently is operated as a loading zone from 6:00 PM-12:00 AM.  Excluding an 
existing curb cut, a total of three parking spaces exist between the current evening loading zone and the 
curb cut for 1041 Abbot Kinney.  Accordingly, there are only three parking spaces which would be 
"eliminated" due to the loading zone, and only during the designated evening hours.   

The reference to eight vehicles at the Secondary Valet Area was to the planned supply at that on-street 
location, not the queuing analysis results that defined an average of six vehicles, which is lower than the 
eight-vehicle capacity   

The assertion that vehicles queuing for the Secondary Valet Area is unsupported by substantial evidence. 
It ignore the fact that an existing valet (approximately half the size of the proposed Secondary Valet Area) 
is currently located on Abbot Kinney and serves the existing three restaurants and a bar. That valet will 
continue to operate in largely the same manner, except that it will commence at 5 pm instead of 6 pm. It 
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is also anticipated that the Secondary Valet on Abbot Kinney may actually serve as the first point of 
contact for non-hotel guests visiting the Abbot Kinney fronting restaurants.  

HERE Appeal Letter 

ITE Edition Used for Traffic Impact Study 

Comment 

“The Project’s Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) utilizes trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(‘ITE’) ninth edition, despite being prepared in December 2018 after the ITE released its Tenth edition in 
2017 with revised traffic trip generation rates and land use categories that included more accurate trip 
counts.  As a result, the TIS underestimated the Project’s trip generation by approximately 533 daily trips 
(before credits were applied), such as:  The TIS analyzed the 78 hotel rooms as a “Hotel” generating 8.17 
trips per unit (i.e., ITE Code 310, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26). Under the ITE Tenth edition, however, this 
use generates 8.36 trips per unit (ITE Code 310, 10th ed.). This amounts to an underestimation of 4.04 trips 
per unit or a total of 315.12 hotel-trips (pre-credit).”  (Page 9-August 2019 Letter) 

Response 

An analysis of trip generation with updated rates using the 10th edition of the ITE source, including the 
8.36 trips per unit rate referenced in the comment, is provided under the Trip Generation Calculations 
response.  Please see response above. 

Trip Generation-Restaurant Designation 

Comment 

“The DEIR states the 8,885-SF, ground-floor restaurant uses will be neighborhood-serving, high-turnover, 
sit-down restaurant (DEIR, pp. 2-6, 2-23, 2-33; APP-E, PDF p. 35). This is akin to a ‘High-Turnover (Sit-
Down) Restaurant’ generating 112.18 trips per 1,000 square feet (‘KSF’) (i.e., ITE Code 932 10th ed.).  The 
TIS, however, analyzed said use as a Quality Restaurant’ generating 89.95 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 931, 9th 
ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26).  This amounts to an underestimation of 22.23 trips/KSF or a total of 197.51 
restaurant-trips (pre-credit).”  (Page 9-August 2019 Letter) 

Response 

This was addressed in the response to the Restaurant Designation comment above.   

Trip Generation-Office Use 

Comment 

“The DEIR discloses the 3,371-SF, ground-floor office use is primarily comprised of ‘coworking office 
space’ with several office rooms less than 350 SF in size (DEIR, pp. 2-5 – 2-7; see also Fig. 2-6). This is akin 
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to ‘Small Office Building’ less than 5,000-SF in size and generating 16.19 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 712, 10th 
ed.).  The TIS, however, analyzed said use as a ‘General Office Building’ generating 11.03 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE 
Code 710, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26).  This amounts to an underestimation of 5.16 trips/KSF or a total of 
17.39 office trips (pre-credits).”  (Page 9-August 2019 Letter) 

Response 

The ITE category of Small Office Building is generally for application to a standalone building that “houses 
a single tenant” per the Trip Generation Manual. The proposed office use is more akin to ITE code 710 
(General Office Building) because it may house multiple tenants, likely local businesses and/or hotel 
operations. For this reason, the rate referenced by the commenter is not applicable, as that rate is 
intended for operations related to singe tenants, which will not be the case here.   .  

Trip Generation-Apartment Units 

Comment 

“The TIS analyzed the four apartment units as an ‘Apartment’ generating 6.65 trips per unit (i.e., ITE Code 
220, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26). Under the ITE Tenth edition, however, this use is akin to ‘Multifamily 
Housing (Low-Rise)’ generating 7.32 trips per unit (ITE Code 220, 10th ed.). This amounts to an 
underestimation of 0.67 trips per unit or a total of 2.8 apartment-trips (pre-credit).”  
(Page 9-August 2019 Letter) 

Response 

Per the table above entitled Project Trip Generation Analysis– With 10TH Edition ITE Rates, no new impacts 
were identified when the project was analyzed using the 10th edition rates for Multifamily Housing.2 
Further analysis is available in the response to the Trip Generation Calculations comment found above.   

2 Apartments was the name of the category in the 9th edition of the ITE rates, though the name of the category was 
modified to Multifamily Housing in the 10th edition.   
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Transportation Demand Management Program 

Comment 

“The TIS assumed a Traffic Demand Management (‘TDM’) program would achieve a 15 percent reduction 
in hotel-trips (APP-K1, PDF pp. 5, 24, 26; APP-K2, PDF p. 3). However, this level of reduction is not 
specified in the Project’s MMRP.” (Page 9-August 2019 Letter) 

Response 

This was addressed in the response to the Transportation Demand Management Program comment 
above.   

Comment 

“Additionally, the DEIR states that the Project would be subject to a $493,515 Transportation Impact 
Assessment fee (“TIA Fee”) pursuant to the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan (“CTCSP”) (APP-
K2, PDF pp. 2-4). However, under the existing CTCSP TIA Fee calculation (Ord. 16899), all applicants “shall 
pay” all non-exempt TIA Fees equal to (project unit measure) multiply (CTCSP trip rate) multiply (trip cost 
factor). See CTCSP § 6.C, Appendix A.11. As shown in the below figure, the Project would seem to be 
subject to an approximate $1.6 million TIA Fee.  There is no explanation of what credits LADOT applied to 
reduce the TIA Fee obligation by more than $1.1 million. Thus, failure to pay all appropriate fees would 
make the CTCSP TIA fee an inadequate mitigation measure and further evidence the Project’s 
inconsistency with applicable land use plans (a Code-required finding discussed supra).” 

Response 

The 2019 update to the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan (CTCSP) and the West Los Angeles 
Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan (WLA TIMP) changed the Transportation Impact 
Assessment fee schedule. The new fees are based on units and floor areas, the previously defined 
adjustment factors, and a base fee. The EIR refers to the WLA TIMP as one of the applicable regulations 
that apply to the project. The EIR does not take credit for payment of the WLA TIMP fee as mitigation or 

Use	[a]	 Project	Component	
[a]	

CTCSP	Trip	Rate	
[b]	

TIA	Fee	
(Component	x	Rate	x	$8,973)	

[c]	
Hotel	 78	rooms	 0.7/room	 $489,925.80	
Retail	 4.670	KSF	 5.0/KSF	 $209,519.55	

Restaurant	 8.885	KSF	 10.5/KSF	 $837,113.60	
Office	 3.371	KSF	 2.8/KSF	 $84,694.35	

Notes:	
a:	 DEIR,	Tbl.	2‐2	
b:	 CTCSP	(Ord.	16899),	Appendix	A	Trip	Generation	Table	
	c:					APP‐K2,	PDF	p.	4	(noting	current	trip	cost	factor	for	CTCSP	is	$8,973	per	trip). 
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to reduce impacts of the Project. As required by the WLA TIMP, the fee will be calculated at the time of 
building permit. The estimates provided here are for illustrative purposes only.  

The revised fees are estimated to be as follows, based on the 2019 update to the CTCSP and TIMP. The 
commenter references other floor areas for some of the proposed commercial uses, but those numbers 
do not match the proposed project areas: 

o 78 hotel rooms at $5,452 per room = $425,256

o Four apartments at $4,646 per unit = $18,584

o 4,670 sq.ft. of retail at $16.90 per sq.ft. = $78,923

o 3,810 sq.ft. of restaurant at $16.90 per sq.ft. = $64,389

o 2,027 sq.ft. of office at $16.75 = $33,952

If these fees were paid today, the total updated fees to be paid would be $621,104.These fees are paid at 
the time of building permit approval, and not at the time of traffic study completion nor environmental 
document certification.  

The comment letter incorrectly calculated the TIMP fees, including the square footage of the existing 
restaurants (which will remain) in their calculations. According to the WLA TIMP, exemptions from the 
fees include tenant improvements or other work existing buildings or structures which does not increase 
floor area or result in a change of use. (WLA TIMP § 5(B).) The elements of the project related to the 
existing buildings which will remain will not result in a change of use or increase in floor area. The 
comment letter similarly included 1,344 square feet of existing office space (which will remain) in their 
calculations. The TIMP fees are only applicable to new development, not existing space.   
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Attachment A 
Trip Generation Rates Sources for Traffic Study Report 



Apartment 
(220) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Dwelling Units 
On a: Weekday, 

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic, 
One Hour Between 7 and 9 a.m. 

Number of Studies: 78 
Avg. Number of Dwelling Units: 235 

Directional Distribution: 20% entering; 80% exiting 

Trip Generation per Dwelling Unit 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

0.51 o.rn 1.02 0.73 

Data Plot and Equation 

(/) 

"O 
c: 
w 
_g. 
i= 
Q) 

C3 :c 
Q) 

> 
Q) 

~ 
Q) 

~ 
II 

I-

, 

r I O I I I • I 0 0 600 - - - - - - ; - - - - - - -, - - - - - - ·,· - - - - - - ,- - - - - - - .- - - - - - - ; - - - - - - -, - - - - - - -.- - - - - - - ,- - - - - - - .- - - - - - -

500 ······'······:······ :·······:·····················•·······•······:~:>><. ... 
>< 

O O 0 I I I I :.,.../ 

400 . '' ' .. ,, '' ' .. :·· ' .. ': ' .... ·:·' ...... ' .. ''':' .. ,,>,,/• ''. '. ·' ''' .... ' .... ' 
x ' ,,"" 

300 ... ' ' . ; . ' ' ...•. ' ' ' ' . x' ' ' ' ' •. ' ' ' ' . >>< ~· .... : .... ' ' ·•· .. ' ' ' .•.. ' ... : ' ' ' .. ' 
X· 

200 ------~ ------.: .~ ----~- --~- ~~;<:~ --~ :. ------; ------.: . -----.:. -----. :. ------~ ------
x ..,"' : ~ 

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 

X = Number of Dwelling Units 

X Actual Data Points --- Fitted Curve - - - - - - Average Rate 

Fitted Curve Equation: T = 0.49(X) + 3.73 R2 = 0.83 
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Apartment 
(220) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Dwelling Units 
On a: Weekday 

Number of Studies: 88 
Avg. Number of Dwelling Units: 21 O 

Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting 

Trip Generation per Dwelling Unit 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

6.65 1.27 - 12.50 3.07 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Apartment 
(220) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Dwelling Units 
On a: Weekday, 

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic, 
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m. 

Number of Studies: 90 
Avg. Number of Dwelling Units: 233 

Directional Distribution: 65% entering, 35% exiting 

Trip Generation per Dwelling Unit 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

0.62 0.10 1.64 0.82 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Fitted Curve Equation: T = O.SS(X) + 17 .65 R2 = 0.77 
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Day Care Center 
(565) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Ftoor Area 
On a: Weekday, 

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic, 
One Hour Between 7 and 9 a.m. 

Number of Studies: 67 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 4 

Directional Distribution: 53% entering, 47% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

12.18 4.43 - 34.92 6.40 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Day Care Center 
(565) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday 

Number of Studies: 7 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 5 

Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
Average Rate Range of Rates r Standard Deviation 

74.06 35.00 - 126.07 24.53 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Day Care Center 
(565) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday, 

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic, 
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m. 

Number of Studies: 68 v 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 4 

Directional Distribution: 47% entering, 53% exiting 
~~~~.:;__~~~~~~~~ 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

12.34 2.66 - 33.66 6.93 

Data Plot and Equation 
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General Office Building 
(710) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday, 

A.M. Peak Hour 

Number of Studies: 218 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 222 

Directional Distribution: 88% entering, 12% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 

Range of Rates Average Rate 

1.56 
------ --

0.60 5.98 

Data Plot and Equation 

Standard Deviation 

1.40 
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--- Fitted Curve 

Fitted Curve Equation: Ln(T) = 0.80 Ln(X) + 1.57 
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General Office Building 
(710) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday 

Number of Studies: 79 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 197 

Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 

Average Rate Range of Rates 

11.03 3.58 - 28.80 

Data Plot and Equation 
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General Office Building 
(710) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday, 

P.M. Peak Hour 

Number of Studies: 236 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 215 

Directional Distribution: 17% entering, 83% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 

Average Rate Range of Rates _ Standard Deviation 
I 

1.49 0.49 6.39 1.37 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Quality Restaurant 
(931) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday, 

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic, 
One Hour Between 7 and 9 a.m. 

Number of Studies: 11 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 9 

Directional Distribution: Not available 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

0.81 0.25 1.60 0.93 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Quality Restaurant 
(931 ) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday 

Number of Studies: 15 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 9 

Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting 
~~~~~~~~~ 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---1 

89.95 33.41 - 139.80 36.81 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Fitted Curve Equation: Not given R2 = **** 
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Quality Restaurant 
(931) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 
On a: Weekday, 

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic, 
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m. 

Number of Studies: 24 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GFA: 9 

Directional Distribution: 67% entering, 33% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

7.49 2.42 - 18.64 4.89 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Fitted Curve Equation: Not given 

x x .. ; ..... x 
. . - ~ - . . . . . . . " . . . . . . . ... ,· .. -... -. - - . --

••••• 1 • •• - •• - •• 

x 

x 
:x 

. :x 
x. 

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

X = 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 

- - - - - - Average Rate 

R2 = "*"" 

Trip Generation, 9th Edition • Institute ofTransportation Engineers 1867 



Hotel 
(310) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Rooms 
On a: Weekday, 

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic, 
One Hour Between 7 and 9 a.m. 

Number of Studies: 29 
Average Number of Rooms: 204 

Directional Distribution: 59% entering, 41 % exiting 

Trip Generation per Room 

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

0.53 0.20 1.03 0.76 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Hotel 
(310) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Rooms 
On a: Weekday 

Number of Studies: 1 O 
Average Number of Rooms: 476 

Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting 

Trip Generation per Room 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

8.17 3.47 9.58 3.38 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Fitted Curve Equation: T = 8.95(X) - 373.16 R2 = 0.98 
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Hotel 
(310) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Rooms 
On a: Weekday, 

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic, 
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m. 

Number of Studies: 33 
Average Number of Rooms: 200 

Directional Distribution: 51 % entering, 49% exiting 

Trip Generation per Room 

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

0.60 0.21 1.06 0.81 

Data Plot and Equation 
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Fitted Curve Equation: Not Given R2 = **** 
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Specialty Retail Center 
(826) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Leasable Area 
On a: Weekday 

Number of Studies: 4 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GLA: 25 

Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Leasable Area 
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

44.32 21.30 - 64.21 15.52 

Data Plot and Equation Caution - Use Carefully - Small Sample Size 
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Fitted Curve Equation: T = 42.78(X) + 37.66 R2 = 0.69 
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Specialty Retail Center 
(826) 

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Leasable Area 
On a: Weekday, 

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic, 
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m. 

Number of Studies: 5 
Average 1000 Sq. Feet GLA: 69 

Directional Distribution: 44% entering, 56% exiting 

Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Leasable Area 

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation 

2.71 2.03 5.16 1.83 

Data Plot and Equation Caution - Use Carefully - Small Sample Size 
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Fitted Curve Equation: T = 2.40(X) + 21.48 R2 = 0.98 
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(NOT SO)
BRIEF GUIDE OF VEHICULAR TRAFFIC GENERATION RATES
FOR THE SAN DIEGO REGION

APRIL 2002

LAND USE TRIP CATEGORIES ESTIMATED WEEKDAY VEHICLE HIGHEST PEAK HOUR % (plus IN:OUT ratio) TRIP LENGTH
[PRIMARY:DIVERTED:PASS-BY]P TRIP GENERATION RATE (DRIVEWAY) Between 6:00-9:30 A.M. Between 3:00-6:30 P.M. (Miles)L

AGRICULTURE (Open Space) .......................... [80:18:2] 2/acre** 10.8

AIRPORT ........................................................ [78:20:2] 12.5
Commercial 60/acre, 100/flight, 70/1000 sq. ft.* ** 5% (6:4) 6% (5:5)
General Aviation 6/acre, 2/flight, 6/based aircraft* ** 9% (7:3) 15% (5:5)
Heliports 100/acre**

AUTOMOBILES

Car Wash
Automatic 900/site, 600/acre** 4% (5:5) 9% (5:5)
Self-serve 100/wash stall** 4% (5:5) 8% (5:5)

Gasoline .................................................... [21:51:28] 2.8
with/Food Mart 160/vehicle fueling space** 7% (5:5) 8% (5:5)
with/Food Mart & Car Wash 155/vehicle fueling space** 8% (5:5) 9% (5:5)
Older Service Station Design 150/vehicle fueling space, 900/station** 7% (5:5) 9% (5:5)

Sales (Dealer & Repair) 50/1000 sq. ft., 300/acre, 60/service stall* ** 5% (7:3) 8% (4:6)
Auto Repair Center 20/1000 sq. ft., 400/acre, 20/service stall* 8% (7:3) 11% (4:6)
Auto Parts Sales 60/1000 sq. ft. ** 4% 10%
Quick Lube 40/service stall** 7% (6:4) 10% (5:5)
Tire Store 25/1000 sq. ft., 30/service stall** 7% (6:4) 11% (5:5)

CEMETERY 5/acre*

CHURCH (or Synagogue) ................................ [64:25:11] 9/1000 sq. ft., 30/acre** (quadruple rates 5% (6:4) 8% (5:5) 5.1
for Sunday, or days of assembly)

COMMERCIAL/RETAILS

Super Regional Shopping Center 35/1000 sq. ft.,C 400/acre* 4% (7:3) 10% (5:5)
(More than 80 acres, more than
800,000 sq. ft., w/usually 3+
major stores)

Regional Shopping Center ......................... [54:35:11] 50/1000 sq. ft.,C 500/acre* 4% (7:3) 9% (5:5) 5.2
(40-80acres, 400,000-800,000
sq. ft., w/usually 2+ major stores)

Community Shopping Center ...................... [47:31:22] 80/1000 sq. ft., 700/acre* ** 4% (6:4) 10% (5:5) 3.6
(15-40 acres, 125,000-400,000 sq. ft.,
w/usually 1 major store, detached
restaurant(s), grocery and drugstore)

Neighborhood Shopping Center 120/1000 sq. ft., 1200/acre* ** 4% (6:4) 10% (5:5)
(Less than 15 acres, less than
125,000 sq. ft., w/usually grocery
& drugstore, cleaners, beauty & barber shop,
& fast food services)

Commercial Shops ...................................... [45:40:15]
Specialty Retail/Strip Commercial 40/1000 sq. ft., 400/acre* 3% (6:4) 9% (5:5) 4.3
Electronics Superstore 50/1000 sq. ft** 10% (5:5)
Factory Outlet 40/1000 sq. ft.** 3% (7:3) 9% (5:5)
Supermarket 150/1000 sq. ft., 2000/acre* ** 4% (7:3) 10% (5:5)
Drugstore 90/1000 sq. ft.** 4% (6:4) 10% (5:5)
Convenience Market (15-16 hours) 500/1000 sq. ft.** 8% (5:5) 8% (5:5)
Convenience Market (24 hours) 700/1000 sq. ft.** 9% (5:5) 7% (5:5)
Convenience Market (w/gasoline pumps) 850/1000 sq. ft., 550/vehicle fueling space** 6% (5:5) 7% (5:5)
Discount Club 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre* ** 1% (7:3) 9% (5.5)
Discount Store 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre** 3% (6:4) 8% (5:5)
Furniture Store 6/1000 sq. ft., 100/acre** 4% (7:3) 9% (5:5)
Lumber Store 30/1000 sq. ft., 150/acre** 7% (6:4) 9% (5:5)
Home Improvement Superstore 40/1000 sq. ft.** 5% (6:4) 8% (5:5)
Hardware/Paint Store 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre** 2% (6:4) 9% (5:5)
Garden Nursery 40/1000 sq. ft., 90/acre** 3% (6:4) 10% (5:5)

Mixed Use: Commercial (w/supermarket)/Residential 110/1000 sq. ft., 2000/acre* (commercial only) 3% (6:4) 9% (5:5)
5/dwelling unit, 200/acre* (residential only) 9% (3:7) 13% (6:4)

EDUCATION
University (4 years) ....................................... [91:9:0] 2.4/student, 100 acre* 10% (8:2) 9% (3:7) 8.9
Junior College (2 years) ................................ [92:7:1] 1.2/student, 24/1000 sq. ft., 120/acre* ** 12% (8:2) 9% (6:4) 9.0
High School ............................................... [75:19:6] 1.3/student, 15/1000 sq. ft., 60/acre* ** 20% (7:3) 10% (4:6) 4.8
Middle/Junior High ................................... [63:25:12] 1.4/student, 12/1000 sq. ft. 50/acre** 30% (6:4) 9% (4:6) 5.0
Elementary ............................................... [57:25:10] 1.6/student, 14/1000 sq. ft., 90/acre* ** 32% (6:4) 9% (4:6) 3.4
Day Care ................................................. [28:58:14] 5/child, 80/1000 sq. ft.** 17% (5:5) 18% (5:5) 3.7

FINANCIALS .................................................. [35:42:23] 3.4
Bank (Walk-In only) 150/1000 sq. ft., 1000/acre* ** 4% (7:3) 8% (4:6)

with Drive-Through 200/1000 sq. ft., 1500/acre* 5% (6:4) 10% (5:5)
Drive-Through only 250 (125 one-way)/lane* 3% (5:5) 13% (5:5)

Savings & Loan 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre** 2% 9%
Drive-Through only 100 (50 one-way)/lane** 4% 15%

HOSPITAL ...................................................... [73:25:2] 8.3
General 20/bed, 25/1000 sq. ft., 250/acre* 8% (7:3) 10% (4:6)
Convalescent/Nursing 3/bed** 7% (6:4) 7% (4:6)

INDUSTRIAL
Industrial/Business Park (commercial included) ........ [79:19:2] 16/1000 sq. ft., 200/acre* ** 12% (8:2) 12% (2:8) 9.0
Industrial Park (no commercial) 8/1000 sq. ft., 90/acre** 11% (9:1) 12% (2:8)
Industrial Plant (multiple shifts) ............................. [92:5:3] 10/1000 sq. ft., 120/acre* 14% (8:2) 15% (3:7) 11.7
Manufacturing/Assembly 4/1000 sq. ft., 50/acre** 19% (9:1) 20% (2:8)
Warehousing 5/1000 sq. ft., 60/acre** 13% (7:3) 15% (4:6)
Storage 2/1000 sq. ft., 0.2/vault, 30/acre* 6% (5:5) 9% (5:5)
Science Research & Development 8/1000 sq. ft., 80/acre* 16% (9:1) 14% (1:9)
Landfill & Recycling Center 6/acre 11% (5:5) 10% (4:6)

NOTE: This listing only represents a guide of average, or estimated, traffic generation "driveway" rates and some very general trip data for land uses (emphasis on acreage and building square footage)
in the San Diego region.  These rates (both local and national) are subject to change as future documentation becomes available, or as regional sources are updated.  For more specific information
regarding traffic data and trip rates, please refer to the San Diego Traffic Generators manual. Always check with local jurisdictions for their preferred or applicable rates.

(OVER)

401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, California 92101
(619) 699-1900 • Fax (619) 699-1950

MEMBER AGENCIES: Cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City,
Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, Vista and County of San Diego.

ADVISORY/LIAISON MEMBERS: California Department of Transportation, County Water Authority, U.S. Department of Defense, S.D. Unified Port District and Tijuana/Baja California.
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LAND USE TRIP CATEGORIES ESTIMATED WEEKDAY VEHICLE HIGHEST PEAK HOUR % (plus IN:OUT ratio) TRIP LENGTH
[PRIMARY:DIVERTED:PASS-BY]P TRIP GENERATION RATE (DRIVEWAY) Between 6:00-9:30 A.M. Between 3:00-6:30 P.M. (Miles)L

LIBRARY .......................................................... [44:44:12] 50/1000 sq. ft., 400/acre** 2% (7:3) 10% (5:5) 3.9

LODGING ............................................................. [58:38:4] 7.6
Hotel (w/convention facilities/restaurant) 10/occupied room, 300/acre 6% (6:4) 8% (6:4)
Motel 9/occupied room, 200/acre* 8% (4:6) 9% (6:4)
Resort Hotel 8/occupied room, 100/acre* 5% (6:4) 7% (4:6)
Business Hotel 7/occupied room** 8% (4:6) 9% (6:4)

MILITARY ............................................................ [82:16:2] 2.5/military & civilian personnel* 9% (9:1) 10% (2:8) 11.2

OFFICE
Standard Commercial Office ................................. [77:19:4] 20/1000 sq. ft.,O 300/acre* 14% (9:1) 13% (2:8) 8.8

(less than 100,000 sq. ft.)
Large (High-Rise) Commercial Office ....................... [82:15:3] 17/1000 sq. ft.,O 600/acre* 13% (9:1) 14% (2:8) 10.0

(more than 100,000 sq. ft., 6+ stories)
Office Park (400,000+ sq. ft.) 12/1000 sq.ft., 200/acre* ** 13% (9:1) 13% (2:8)
Single Tenant Office 14/1000 sq. ft., 180/acre* 15% (9:1) 15% (2:8) 8.8
Corporate Headquarters 7/1000 sq. ft., 110/acre* 17% (9:1) 16% (1:9)
Government (Civic Center) ............................... [50:34:16] 30/1000 sq. ft.** 9% (9:1) 12% (3:7) 6.0

Post Office
Central/Walk-In Only 90/1000 sq. ft.** 5% 7%
Community (not including mail drop lane) 200/1000 sq. ft., 1300/acre* 6% (6:4) 9% (5:5)
Community (w/mail drop lane) 300/1000 sq. ft., 2000/acre* 7% (5:5) 10% (5:5)
Mail Drop Lane only 1500 (750 one-way)/lane* 7% (5:5) 12% (5:5)

Department of Motor Vehicles 180/1000 sq. ft., 900/acre** 6% (6:4) 10% (4:6)
Medical-Dental .................................................. [60:30:10] 50/1000 sq. ft., 500/acre* 6% (8:2) 11% (3:7) 6.4

PARKS ................................................................. [66:28:6] 4% 8% 5.4
City (developed w/meeting rooms and sports facilities) 50/acre* 13% (5:5) 9% (5:5)
Regional (developed) 20/acre*
Neighborhood/County (undeveloped) 5/acre (add for specific sport uses), 6/picnic site* **
State (average 1000 acres) 1/acre, 10/picnic site**
Amusement (Theme) 80/acre, 130/acre (summer only)** 6% (6:4)

San Diego Zoo 115/acre*
Sea World 80/acre*

RECREATION
Beach, Ocean or Bay ........................................... [52:39:9] 600/1000 ft. shoreline, 60/acre* 6.3
Beach, Lake (fresh water) 50/1000 ft. shoreline, 5/acre*
Bowling Center 30/1000 sq. ft., 300/acre, 30/lane ** 7% (7:3) 11% (4:6)
Campground 4/campsite** 4% 8%
Golf Course 7/acre, 40/hole, 700/course* ** 7% (8:2) 9% (3:7)

Driving Range only 70/acre, 14/tee box* 3% (7:3) 9%  (5:5)
Marinas 4/berth, 20/acre* ** 3% (3:7) 7% (6:4)
Multi-purpose (miniature golf, video arcade, batting cage, etc.) 90/acre 2% 6%
Racquetball/Health Club 30/1000 sq. ft., 300/acre, 40/court* 4% (6:4) 9% (6:4)
Tennis Courts 16/acre, 30/court** 5% 11% (5:5)
Sports Facilities

Outdoor Stadium 50/acre, 0.2/seat*
Indoor Arena 30/acre, 0.1/seat*
Racetrack 40/acre, 0.6 seat*

Theaters (multiplex w/matinee) ........................... [66:17:17] 80/1000 sq. ft., 1.8/seat, 360/screen* 1/3% 8% (6:4) 6.1

RESIDENTIAL ....................................................... [86:11:3] 7.9
Estate, Urban or Rural 12/dwelling unit*R 8% (3:7) 10% (7:3)

(average 1-2 DU/acre)
Single Family Detached 10/dwelling unit*R 8% (3:7) 10% (7:3)

(average 3-6 DU/acre)
Condominium 8/dwelling unit*R 8% (2:8) 10% (7:3)

(or any multi-family 6-20 DU/acre)
Apartment 6/dwelling unit*R 8% (2:8) 9% (7:3)

(or any multi-family units more than 20 DU/acre)
Military Housing (off-base, multi-family)

(less than 6 DU/acre) 8/dwelling unit 7% (3:7) 9% (6:4)
(6-20 DU/acre) 6/dwelling unit 7% (3:7) 9% (6:4)

Mobile Home
Family 5/dwelling unit, 40/acre* 8% (3:7) 11% (6:4)
Adults Only 3/dwelling unit, 20/acre* 9% (3:7) 10% (6:4)

Retirement Community 4/dwelling unit** 5% (4:6) 7% (6:4)
Congregate Care Facility 2.5/dwelling unit** 4% (6:4) 8% (5:5)

RESTAURANTS ................................................... [51:37:12] 4.7
Quality 100/1000 sq. ft., 3/seat, 500/acre* ** 1% (6:4) 8% (7:3)
Sit-down, high turnover 160/1000 sq. ft., 6/seat, 1000/acre* ** 8% (5:5) 8% (6:4)
Fast Food (w/drive-through) 650/1000 sq. ft., 20/seat, 3000/acre* ** 7% (5:5) 7% (5:5)
Fast Food (without drive-through) 700/1000 sq. ft.** 5% (6:4) 7% (5:5)
Delicatessen (7am-4pm) 150/1000 sq. ft., 11/seat* 9% (6:4) 3% (3:7)

TRANSPORTATION
Bus Depot 25/1000 sq. ft.**
Truck Terminal 10/1000 sq. ft., 7/bay, 80/acre** 9% (4:6) 8% (5:5)
Waterport/Marine Terminal 170/berth, 12/acre**
Transit Station (Light Rail w/parking) 300/acre, 21/2/parking space (4/occupied)** 14% (7:3) 15% (3:7)
Park & Ride Lots 400/acre (600/paved acre), 14% (7:3) 15% (3:7)

5/parking space (8/occupied)* **

* Primary source: San Diego Traffic Generators.
** Other sources: ITE Trip Generation Report [6th Edition], Trip Generation Rates (other agencies and publications), various SANDAG & CALTRANS studies, reports and estimates.
P Trip category percentage ratios are daily from local household surveys, often cannot be applied to very specific land uses, and do not include non-resident drivers

(draft SANDAG Analysis of Trip Diversion, revised November, 1990):
PRIMARY - one trip directly between origin and primary destination.
DIVERTED - linked trip (having one or more stops along the way to a primary destination) whose distance compared to direct distance ≥ 1 mile.
PASS-BY - undiverted or diverted < 1 mile.

L Trip lengths are average weighted for all trips to and from general land use site.  (All trips system-wide average length = 6.9 miles)
C Fitted curve equation: Ln(T) = 0.502 Ln(x) + 6.945     T = total trips, x = 1,000 sq. ft.
O Fitted curve equation: Ln(T) = 0.756 Ln(x) + 3.950
R Fitted curve equation: t = -2.169 Ln(d) + 12.85 t = trips/DU, d = density (DU/acre), DU = dwelling unit

S Suggested PASS-BY [undiverted or diverted <1 mile] percentages for trip rate reductions only
during P.M. peak period (based on combination of local data/review and Other sources**):

COMMERCIAL/RETAIL
Regional Shopping Center 20%
Community " " 30%
Neighborhood " " 40%
Specialty Retail/Strip Commercial (other) 10%
Supermarket 40%
Convenience Market 50%
Discount Club/Store 30%

FINANCIAL
Bank 25%

AUTOMOBILE
Gasoline Station 50%

RESTAURANT
Quality 10%
Sit-down high turnover 20%
Fast Food 40%

}

}

T Trip Reductions - In order to help promote regional "smart growth" policies,
and acknowledge San Diego's expanding mass transit system, consider
vehicle trip rate reductions (with proper documentation and necessary
adjustments for peak periods). The following are some examples:

[1] A 5% daily trip reduction for land uses with transit access or near
transit stations accessible within 1/4 mile.

[2] Up to 10% daily trip reduction for mixed-use developments where
residential and commercial retail are combined (demonstrate mode
split of walking trips to replace vehicular trips).
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Trip Generation Table 

For purposes of this Table the floor area shall be the square footage confined by the 
outside surface of the exterior walls of a building, except for the square footage devoted to 
vehicle parking, necessary interior driveways and ramps. 

LAND USE 

Automobile Uses: 
*Car Wash 
*Gas Station 
*Repair/Service 
Car rental/Used car sales 
New car sales 

Banking Uses 
*Walk-in Bank 
*With Drive-through 
*Savings & Loan 
*With Drive-through 

Shopping Center 
*Less than 30,000 sq. ft. 

P.M. PEAK TRIPS PER HOUR 

110.0 per car wash 
3.6 per pump 
6.0 per service stall 
1.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. of lot size 
4.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

16. 7 per 1, 000 sq. ft. of floor area 
25.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
5.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
6.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

14.6per1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

30,000 sq. ft. or more The trips per p.m. peak hour shall 
be determined by the following 
formula: 

(-0.001A + (323.5/A) + 3.9) per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area; Where A= Floor Area/1,000 

Hospitals: 
General 

Convalescent 

. Lodging: 
Hotel, Motel, or Apartment Hotel 

*Multi-Story Apartments, 
Condominiums, Townhomes or 
Sir:igle-Family Housing 

*LOCAL SERVING USES 

1.2 per bed 

0.2 per bed 

0. 7 per guest room 

0. 7 per dwelling unit 
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Retail Uses: 
*Supermarket 8.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

*Convenience Market 46. 7 per 1, 000 sq. ft. of floor area 

*Specialty Retail 5.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
(Free standing retail not in 
a shopping center excluding 
high Trip generating land uses) 

*Furniture Store 0.4 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
(More than 30,000 sq. ft.) 

*Other Commercial 9.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
(High Trip generating land uses 
such as video stores, bakeries, 
yogurt shops, etc.) 

*Entertainment Theater 0.15 per seat 

Discount Stores 6.1 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
(More than 50,000 sq. ft.) 

Industrial: 
Industrial Park 1.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

Manufacturing 0.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

Warehousing 1.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
(50,000 sq. ft. or more) 

*Storage 0.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
(Less than 50,000 sq. ft.) 

Airport Facilities, other than 0.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
Passenger Terminals, 
such as maintenance or 
cargo facilities 

Mini-Warehouse 0.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
(Less than 30,000 sq. ft.) 

SCience Research & Development 0.9 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

*LOCAL SERVING USES 27 



Offices: 
Commercial Office under 
100,000 sq. ft. 

Commercial Office 
100,000 sq. ft. or more 

Government Office 

Medical Office 

Parking Lot - Commercial: 

Restaurants: 
*Low Turnover 

*High Turnover 

*Fast Food (A restaurant 
immediately adjacent to an 
automobile parking area, where 
patrons are served at a counter 
or a drive-through) 

*Child Care/Nursery 

Health Club 

*LOCAL SERVING USES 

2.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

2.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

2.9 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

3.9 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area '.::.·_ 

0.0 Trips 

6.1 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

10.5 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

31.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

12.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

3.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
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Project Name: Organization:
Project Location: Performed By:

Scenario Description: Proposed Project Date: 27-Jun 2018
Analysis Year: Checked By:

Analysis Period: Date:

ITE LUCs1 Quantity Units Total Entering Exiting
Office 18 18 0
Retail 11 7 4
Restaurant 3 2 1
Cinema/Entertainment 0
Residential 2 0 2
Hotel 28 17 11
All Other Land Uses2 0
Total 62 44 18

Veh. Occ. % Transit % Non-Motorized Veh. Occ. % Transit % Non-Motorized
Office 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%
Retail 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%
Restaurant 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%
Cinema/Entertainment
Residential 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%
Hotel 1.00 7% 8% 1.00 7% 8%
All Other Land Uses2

Office Retail Restaurant Residential Hotel
Office
Retail
Restaurant
Cinema/Entertainment
Residential
Hotel

Office Retail Restaurant Residential Hotel
Office 0 0 0 0
Retail 1 1 0 0
Restaurant 0 0 0 0
Cinema/Entertainment 0 0 0 0 0
Residential 0 0 0 0
Hotel 1 0 0 0

Total Entering Exiting Land Use Entering Trips Exiting Trips
All Person-Trips 62 44 18 Office 11% N/A
Internal Capture Percentage 10% 7% 17% Retail 0% 50%

Restaurant 50% 0%
External Vehicle-Trips3 50 37 13 Cinema/Entertainment N/A N/A
External Transit-Trips4 3 2 1 Residential N/A 0%
External Non-Motorized Trips4 3 2 1 Hotel 0% 9%

NCHRP 8-51 Internal Trip Capture Estimation Tool

Table 1-A: Base Vehicle-Trip Generation Estimates (Single-Use Site Estimate)

0
0

Cinema/Entertainment

Development Data (For Information Only )

0
0
0

Estimated Vehicle-Trips
Land Use

Venice Place

Table 2-A: Mode Split and Vehicle Occupancy Estimates

Table 4-A: Internal Person-Trip Origin-Destination Matrix*
Destination (To)

Origin (From)

Origin (From)
Destination (To)

Cinema/Entertainment

Land Use
Entering Trips Exiting Trips

Table 3-A: Average Land Use Interchange Distances (Feet Walking Distance)

Estimation Tool Developed by the Texas Transportation Institute

Table 5-A: Computations Summary Table 6-A: Internal Trip Capture Percentages by Land Use

2Total estimate for all other land uses at mixed-use development site-not subject to internal trip capture computations in this estimator
3Vehicle-trips computed using the mode split and vehicle occupancy values provided in Table 2-A

1Land Use Codes (LUCs) from Trip Generation Informational Report , published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers.

4Person-Trips
*Indicates computation that has been rounded to the nearest whole number.

Abbot Kinney, Venice

AM Street Peak Hour

KOA Corporation



Project Name: Organization:
Project Location: Performed By:

Scenario Description: Proposed Project Date: 13-Apr 2020
Analysis Year: Checked By:

Analysis Period: Date:

ITE LUCs1 Quantity Units Total Entering Exiting
Office 2 0 2
Retail 18 9 9
Restaurant 30 20 10
Cinema/Entertainment 0
Residential 0
Hotel 47 24 23
All Other Land Uses2 0
Total 97 53 44

Veh. Occ. % Transit % Non-Motorized Veh. Occ. % Transit % Non-Motorized
Office 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%
Retail 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%
Restaurant 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%
Cinema/Entertainment
Residential 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%
Hotel 1.00 7% 8% 1.00 7% 8%
All Other Land Uses2

Office Retail Restaurant Residential Hotel
Office 60 200 200
Retail 200
Restaurant 80
Cinema/Entertainment
Residential 200 80
Hotel 50

Office Retail Restaurant Residential Hotel
Office 0 0 0 0
Retail 0 3 0 0
Restaurant 0 4 0 1
Cinema/Entertainment 0 0 0 0 0
Residential 0 0 0 0
Hotel 0 0 1 0

Total Entering Exiting Land Use Entering Trips Exiting Trips
All Person-Trips 97 53 44 Office N/A 0%
Internal Capture Percentage 19% 17% 20% Retail 44% 33%

Restaurant 20% 50%
External Vehicle-Trips3 69 38 31 Cinema/Entertainment N/A N/A
External Transit-Trips4 5 3 2 Residential N/A N/A
External Non-Motorized Trips4 5 3 2 Hotel 4% 4%

NCHRP 8-51 Internal Trip Capture Estimation Tool
Venice Place KOA Corporation

Abbot Kinney, Venice

PM Street Peak Hour

Table 1-P: Base Vehicle-Trip Generation Estimates (Single-Use Site Estimate)

Land Use
Development Data (For Information Only ) Estimated Vehicle-Trips

Table 2-P: Mode Split and Vehicle Occupancy Estimates

Land Use
Entering Trips Exiting Trips

Table 3-P: Average Land Use Interchange Distances (Feet Walking Distance)

Origin (From)
Destination (To)

Cinema/Entertainment

Table 4-P: Internal Person-Trip Origin-Destination Matrix*

Origin (From)
Destination (To)

Cinema/Entertainment
0
0
0

0
0

Table 5-P: Computations Summary Table 6-P: Internal Trip Capture Percentages by Land Use

4Person-Trips

Estimation Tool Developed by the Texas Transportation Institute

1Land Use Codes (LUCs) from Trip Generation Informational Report , published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers.
2Total estimate for all other land uses at mixed-use development site-not subject to internal trip capture computations in this estimator
3Vehicle-trips computed using the mode split and vehicle occupancy values provided in Table 2-P

*Indicates computation that has been rounded to the nearest whole number.



 

 

 
May 26, 2020 

 
Juliette Oh 
Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 721 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Juliette.oh@lacity.org 
 
Dear Ms. Oh: 
 
This letter is submitted on behalf of the applicant for the AK Hotel Project (Project) in response to 
the appeal from the Citizens Preserving Venice on Case No. ZA 2012-3354-CUB-CU-SPR-SPP-MEL-
WDI/ ENV-2016-4321-EIR. GPA prepared a Historical Resource Technical Report (Technical Report) 
for the Project that identified historical resources on and in the vicinity of the Project site, assessed 
the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts from the Project on the identified historical resources, 
and recommended mitigation measures as appropriate in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

CEQA Definition of Historical Resource 

The letter submitted by the appellants on March 26, 2020 argues that the Project would adversely 
affect historical resources. The definition of a CEQA historical resource is found in Chapter 2.6, 
Section 21084.1 of the Public Resources Code:  

For purposes of this section, an historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined to 
be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources. Historical resources 
included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 
5020.1, or deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (g) of Section 
5024.1, are presumed to be historically or culturally significant for purposes of this section, 
unless the preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the resource is not 
historically or culturally significant. The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to 
be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a 
local register of historical resources, or not deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth 
in subdivision (g) of Section 5024.1 shall not preclude a lead agency from determining 
whether the resource may be an historical resource for purposes of this section. 

Thus, properties listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical 
Resources are mandatory historical resources. In other words, the lead agency must treat such 
properties as historical resources. Properties included in a local register are presumptive historical 
resources. In Los Angeles, the City treats properties designated as Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 
Monuments and collectively designated as Historic Preservation Overlay Zones as historical 
resources. Additionally, the City presumes properties identified as eligible in a historic resources 
survey such as SurveyLA as historical resources unless a preponderance of evidence demonstrates 
otherwise in a Historical Resource Evaluation Report prepared by a qualified professional. 
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Discretionary historical resources are properties deemed significant by the lead agency based on 
evidence but regardless of any official listing in a historical register.  

The appellants incorrectly argue that the block on which the Project site is located is a 
“mandatory” historical resource as defined by CEQA because it was identified in the Venice Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP). Policy 1.F.I. of the LUP includes a list (see Table 1) of 17 
buildings, streets, and trees “identified through the coordinated efforts of surveys performed by 
the Venice Historical Society, Venice Community, State Coastal Conservancy and City of Los 
Angeles as significant architectural, historical and cultural landmarks in the Venice Coastal Zone.”  

The 17 properties are not “mandatory” historical resources as they are not listed in, or determined 
to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources. The LUP does not define 
“architectural, historical and cultural landmarks” and does not state that the 17 properties are 
historical resources as defined by CEQA. Although the LUP was adopted by the City Council, the 
list is not an official inventory of historical resources in Venice. The City’s official inventory of 
historical resources is comprised of properties designated as Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 
Monuments and located within Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. The LUP does not include any 
meaningful information on the 17 properties. In some cases, the list uses historic names and in other 
cases common names. In most cases, addresses are not provided, and GPA could not determine 
the location of some of the 17 properties to verify their continued existence. GPA determined that 
the list includes some but not all of the properties listed under national, state, and local landmark 
and historic district programs. Of the 17 properties, four are listed as landmarks or historic districts 
and meet the CEQA definition of a “mandatory” historical resource. At best, the 13 remaining 
would be considered “presumptive” historical resources.  

SurveyLA 

SurveyLA, the citywide historic resources survey of Los Angeles, surveyed the Venice Community 
Plan Area (CPA) in 2015. According to SurveyLA methodology, properties listed under national, 
state, and local landmark and historic district programs were not re-evaluated for eligibility 
(indicated as N/A in Table 1). It is important to note that the survey report for the Venice CPA does 
not refer to the LUP or the 17 properties included on the list as previously listed or significant 
architectural, historical and cultural landmarks. Therefore, 13 of the 17 were included in SurveyLA 
and evaluated like all properties constructed prior to 1980. SurveyLA evaluated four of the 13 
properties as individually eligible under national, state, and local landmark programs (3S; 3CS; 
5S3). Three of the 17 properties were evaluated as eligible under national, state, and local historic 
district programs. These include the Windward Area identified by SurveyLA as the Lost Venice 
Canals Historic District, the Windward Colonades identified by SurveyLA as the Windward-Pacific 
Commercial Historic District; and the Walks Streets identified by SurveyLA as the same name. Two 
of the 13 properties were evaluated by SurveyLA as contributors to one of the three 
aforementioned historic districts. The Property is not located in any of these potential districts. 
SurveyLA evaluated Abbott Kinney Boulevard and concluded that it was ineligible for listing under 
national, state, or local historic district programs for lack of integrity (6LQ). The block on which the 
Project site is located, between Brooks and Westminster Avenues was not even included in the 
evaluation, presumably because it had no potential for eligibility. The survey report for the Venice 
CPA summarized the evaluation as follows: 

The Abbot Kinney Boulevard Commercial Planning District is an early-20th century 
neighborhood commercial corridor located in the northwestern portion of Venice. The 
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district contains 147 parcels along both sides of Abbot Kinney Boulevard (formerly W. 
Washington Blvd.) between Westminster Avenue and Venice Boulevard. Development in 
the district is a mix of commercial and residential building types, with modest Craftsman 
cottages from the teens and 1920s alongside one- to three-story vernacular brick buildings 
from the 1920s. Today the district is almost exclusively commercial in its use. While the area 
does not retain sufficient integrity or cohesion to qualify as a historic district, a number of 
intact properties were surveyed individually. 

Following is the SurveyLA definition of a Planning District: 

Planning Districts are areas that are related geographically and by theme, but do not 
meet eligibility standards for designation. This is generally because the majority of the 
contributing features have been altered, resulting in a cumulative impact on the overall 
integrity of the area that makes it ineligible as a Historic District. The Planning District 
determination, therefore, is used as a tool to inform new Community Plans being 
developed by the Department of City Planning. These areas have consistent planning 
features – such as height, massing, setbacks, and street trees – which warrant 
consideration in the local planning process. 

As Abbot Kinney was evaluated as ineligible as a historic district, contributing and non-contributing 
properties were not identified by SurveyLA. However, a number of properties were evaluated as 
individually eligible. GPA mapped the data from SurveyLA as well as the properties constructed 
through the 1920s, according to the Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor. This map (see 
attached) clearly illustrates that Abbot Kinney is ineligible as a historic district. The area does not 
possess a significant concentration of buildings from the early twentieth century to qualify as a 
historic district. Of the 143 parcels located between Westminster Avenue and Venice Boulevard, 
only 52 were constructed before 1929, or 36 percent. Even fewer of the 52 would qualify as 
contributing buildings, if a historic district existed, as they have been so profoundly altered and 
lack integrity. Although there are no guidelines for the minimum number of contributing buildings 
required for national, state, and local historic district programs, the typical percentage is 75. The 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard Planning District no longer conveys a sense of time and place from the 
early twentieth century. The fact that SurveyLA evaluated Abbot Kinney Boulevard between 
Westminster Avenue and Venice Boulevard as ineligible as a historic district and did not even 
include the block on which the Project site is located as part of the evaluation should be 
considered sufficient evidence it is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA.  

GPA Technical Report 

The GPA Technical Report evaluated the block on which the Project site (see Table 2) is located 
as a potential historic district and each property over 45 years of age as a potential landmark, 
although SurveyLA concluded that there were no eligible properties on the Project site.  

After careful inspection, investigation, and evaluation, GPA concluded that six of the nine 
buildings on the Project site are not eligible for individual listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places and/or California Register of Historical Resources and are not eligible for designation as 
Historic-Cultural Monuments (HCM) due to a lack of significance and/or integrity. Three buildings, 
1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard, appear eligible for designation as HCMs. These 
buildings were likely not identified by SurveyLA as they are not clearly visible from the public right-
of-way. GPA also concluded that none of the buildings on the Project site are contributors to a 
potential historic district under the federal, state, or local designation programs. The stretch of 
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Abbot Kinney Boulevard between Westminster and Brooks Avenues has even fewer buildings 
remaining from the early twentieth century than the area to the east. Although the appellants 
state that there are six properties from the 1900s on the Project site, there are actually three: 1023!/2, 
1025, and 1031. Two of the three would be retained, while one would be demolished. On the 
opposite side of Abbott Kinney Boulevard from the project site is the Westminster Avenue 
Elementary School, which was constructed around 1965. This The stretch of Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard does not comprise possess a significant concentration of buildings from the early 
twentieth century to qualify as a historic district. Furthermore, the north and south sides of the street 
are not united by united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development. Although 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard is one of the 17 properties included in the LUP, a preponderance of 
evidence demonstrates that it is not a historical resource defined by CEQA.  

GPA analyzed the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts the Project would have on the 
identified historical resources. The Project proposes to retain 1021, 1023, 1025, and 1027 S. Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard, remove 10231/2, 1031, 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard, and 
construct four new buildings that would be 33 feet above grade or three stories with a 
subterranean floor. The appellants argue that the new construction would diminish the integrity of 
the remaining buildings that date from the early twentieth century. However, these four buildings 
(1021, 10231/2, 1025 and 1027 Abbot Kinney Boulevard) are ineligible as historical resources partly 
because they lack integrity. As they are not historical resources the CEQA thresholds for impacts 
do not apply.  

GPA concluded that the Project would result in a direct impact on 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard as they are historical resources that would be demolished. Additionally, 
GPA concluded that the Project would result in a cumulative impact on historical resources. 1047, 
1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard are among only a small number of intact examples 
of single-family residences along the street. Accordingly, GPA recommended mitigation measures 
to minimize the impacts. However, the impacts would not be reduce to a less than significant 
level.  

Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) 

The appellants incorrectly argue that the Project is not in conformance with the policies pertaining 
to historical and cultural resources in the LUP. The policies in the LUP are not prescriptive and strict 
compliance with the historic preservation guidelines in Policy 1.F.2 of the LUP is not required as 
suggested by the appellants. Furthermore, many of the guidelines are not applicable because 
other than 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard, the buildings on the Project site are 
not historical resources for lack of significance and/or integrity. With regard to the existing buildings 
that will be incorporated into the Project, it is not possible to renovate their façades to reflect their 
historic character as closely as possible (Policy 1.F.2.a) as most of the character-defining features 
have already been removed (Policy 1.F.2.c). 
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If you have any questions or concerns regarding this issue, please contact me at 310-792-2690 or 
teresa@gpaconsulting-us.com. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Teresa Grimes 
Principal 
  



 

 
 

 6 

 

TABLE 1 
Venice Land Use Plan Architectural, Historical and Cultural Landmarks 

# Name Address Designation Status SurveyLA Status 
Code 

1 Venice City Hall 681 E. Venice 
Boulevard HCM No. 749 N/A 5S1 

2 Lighthouse Street 
Bridge 

Lighthouse Street 
between Pacific 

Avenue and Roma 
Court 

None 
Yes, 

individually 
eligible 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 

3 Eastwind Community 
Gardens 

Eastwind Street 
between Pacific Court 

and Canal Court 
None No N/A 

4 Crown Arms 
(Catamaran St.) 

Could not confirm 
location N/A N/A N/A 

5 Bay Cities Laundry 2100 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard None No N/A 

6 Sidewalk Café 
(Conran Building) 

1401 Ocean Front 
Walk None 

Yes, 
individually 

eligible 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 

7 Waldorf Hotel 1217 S. Ocean Front 
Walk None 

Yes, 
individually 

eligible 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 

8 St. Charles Hotel (St. 
Marks Hotel) 

19 E. Windward 
Avenue None 

Yes, 
individually 

eligible 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 

9 

Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard between 

Venice Boulevard and 
Brooks Avenue 

N/A  None 

Yes, but 
ineligible 
as historic 

district 

6LQ 

10 
Old Venice Jail 

(Venice Division Police 
Station) 

685 Venice Boulevard HCM No. 595 N/A 2S2; 5S1 

11 Venice Breakwater  
Pacific Avenue at 

Windward Avenue (At 
the Beach) 

None No N/A 

12 
Brick Street - 18th Street 

(18th Avenue brick 
Street) 

18th Avenue between 
Pacific and Ocean 

Front Walk 
None 

Yes, but 
more 

research 
needed 

QQQ 

13 64-72 Market Street 64-72 Market Street None No N/A 

14 Canals Bridges N/A 

Venice Canal 
System (HCM No. 

270)/Venice Canal 
NR Historic District 

N/A 1S; 5S1 

15 
Old Venice Library 

(Venice Branch 
Library) 

610 California Street National Register 
Listed N/A 1S 

16 Windward Area Multiple None 

Yes, 
eligible as 

historic 
district 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 
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TABLE 1 
Venice Land Use Plan Architectural, Historical and Cultural Landmarks 

# Name Address Designation Status SurveyLA Status 
Code 

16a Windward 
Colonnades Multiple None 

Yes, 
eligible as 

historic 
district 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 

16b Windward Apartments 85 Windward Avenue None 
Yes, 

eligible as 
contributor  

5D3 

16c 52 Windward Avenue 52 Windward Avenue None No N/A 

16d 80 Windward Avenue 1605 S. Pacific Avenue None 
Yes, 

eligible as 
contributor 

5D3 

17 Walk Streets Multiple N/A 

Yes, 
eligible as 

historic 
district 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 
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TABLE 2:  
Buildings/Parcels within Project Site 

# APN Address Other Associated 
Addresses 

Year Built 
 

Treatment 

1 4239-021-027 1021 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1913/1917 Retained 

2 4239-021-026 1023 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1921 Demolished 

3 4239-021-026 1023½ S. Abbot Kinney 
Blvd (rear building) N/A 1907/1913 Retained 

4 4239-021-026 1025 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1907/1913 Retained 

5 4239-021-025 1027 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard 

1029 S. Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard 1923 Retained 

6 4239-021-024 1031 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1908 Demolished 

7 4239-021-023 Plant Nursery N/A N/A N/A 

8 4239-021-018 1047 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1921–1922 Demolished 

9 4239-021-018 1047A S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1921–1922 Demolished 

10 4239-021-018 1047B S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1921–1922 Demolished 

11 4239-021-017 Playground N/A N/A N/A 

12 4239-021-029 Parking Lot N/A N/A N/A 
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