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FINDINGS
FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA)

I. INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR), consisting of the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, is 
intended to serve as an informational document for public agency decision-makers and the 
general public regarding the objectives and environmental impacts of the 6220 West Yucca 
Street Project (Project), located at 1756, 1760 North Argyle Avenue; 6210-6224 West Yucca 
Street; and 1765, 1771, 1777, and 1779 North Vista Del Mar Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90028 
(Site or Project Site).

The Project involves the construction and operation of 210 multi-family residential units (all of 
which would be governed by the City of Los Angeles’ Rent Stabilization Ordinance), 136 hotel 
rooms and approximately 12,570 square feet of commercial/restaurant uses in two new 
buildings on the Project Site. All but 13 of the Project’s residential units are located in the 
Project’s Building 1, which is a 20-story tower located across the west and center parcels of the 
Project Site.

The EIR analyzed the project originally proposed by the applicant (referred to as "Original 
Project”), as well as multiple alternatives, including Alternative 2, Primarily Residential Mixed- 
Use Alternative. In response to comments from the public made on the Draft EIR, and pursuant 
to guidance offered by the City of Los Angeles (the "City”). The EIR also analyzed Modified 
Alternative 2. Modified Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR, which proposed 
271 residential units with 5,120 square feet of commercial within two structures. It eliminates the 
hotel component of the Project. Building heights would range from three- to 20 stories with a 
maximum FAR of 6.6:1. Modified Alternative 2 involves the construction and operation of a 
single 30-story residential tower with 269 residential units (17 of which would be set aside for 
Very Low Income households, and the remainder of which would be governed by the City’s 
Rent Stabilization Ordinance), approximately 7,760 square feet of ground floor retail and 
restaurant space, and, per the guidance of the Department of City Planning, the preservation of 
the two existing houses on N. Vista Del Mar Avenue that would have been demolished under 
both the Project and Alternative 2.

For purposes of these Findings, the term "Project” is used for statements that are equally 
attributable to the Original Project, Alternative 2, and Modified Alternative 2. Where a statement 
applies specifically only to the Original Project, Alternative 2, or Modified Alternative 2, the more 
specific terminology is used.

The City, as Lead Agency, has evaluated the environmental impacts of the implementation of 
the Project and of the Modified Alternative 2 by preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) 
(Case Number ENV-2014-4706-EIR/State Clearinghouse No. 2015111073). The EIR was 
prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Public Resources 
Code Section 21000 et seq. (CEQA) and the California Code of Regulations Title 15, Chapter 6 
(the "CEQA Guidelines"). The findings discussed in this document are made relative to the 
conclusions of the EIR.

CEQA Section 21002 provides that "public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if 
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” The procedures 
required by CEQA "are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the 
significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
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measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” CEQA Section 21002 
goes on to state that "in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make 
infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be 
approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.”

The mandate and principles announced in CEQA Section 21002 are implemented, in part, 
through the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for which 
EIRs are required. (See CEQA Section 21081 [a]; CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 [a].) For 
each significant environmental impact identified in an EIR for a proposed project, the approving 
agency must issue a written finding, based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record, 
reaching one or more of the three possible findings, as follows:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid 
or substantially lessen the significant impacts as identified in the EIR.

Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been, or can 
or should be, adopted by that other agency.

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the EIR.

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Modified 
Alternative 2 as fully set forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not 
require findings to address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially 
significant”, these findings nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final 
EIR for the purpose of better understanding the full environmental scope of the Project. For 
each environmental issue analyzed in the EIR, the following information is provided:
The findings provided below include the following:

• Description of Significant Effects - A description of the environmental effects 
identified in the EIR.

• Project Design Features - A list of the project design features or actions that are 
included as part of the Project.

• Mitigation Measures - A list of the mitigation measures that are required as part of 
the Project to reduce identified significant impacts.

• Finding - One or more of the three possible findings set forth above for each of the 
significant impacts.

• Rationale for Finding - A summary of the rationale for the finding(s).

• Reference - A reference of the specific section of the EIR which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact.

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened 
either through the adoption of feasible mitigation measures or feasible environmentally superior 
alternatives, a public agency, after adopting proper findings based on substantial evidence, may 
nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a statement of overriding 
considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the project’s benefits 
rendered acceptable its unavoidable adverse environmental effects. (CEQA Guidelines 
§15093, 15043[b]; see also CEQA § 21081 [b].)
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS AND RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the Project and the 
Modified Alternative 2 includes (but is not limited to) the following documents:

Initial Study. The Project was reviewed by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
(serving as Lead Agency) in accordance with the requirements of CEQA (Pub. Resources Code 
§ 21000 et seq.). The City prepared an Initial Study in accordance with Section 15063(a) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15000 et seq.).

Notice of Preparation. Pursuant to the provisions of Section 15082 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the City then circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to State, regional and local 
agencies, and members of the public for a 33 day period commencing on November 25, 2015 
and ending on December 28, 2015. The NOP also provided notice of a Public Scoping Meeting 
held on December 9, 2015. The purpose of the NOP and Public Scoping Meeting was to 
formally inform the public that the City was preparing a Draft EIR for the Project, and to solicit 
input regarding the scope and content of the environmental information to be included in the 
Draft EIR. Written comment letters responding to the NOP and the Scoping Meeting were 
submitted to the City by various public agencies, interested organizations and individuals. The 
NOP, Initial Study, and NOP comment letters are included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

Draft EIR. The Draft EIR evaluated in detail the potential effects of the Project. It also analyzed 
the effects of a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, including a "No Project” 
alternative (Alternative 1), a "Primarily Residential Mixed-Use Alternative” (Alternative 2), a "No 
Commercial Zone Change, No High Density Residential, No Density Bonus Alternative” 
(Alternative 3, and a "Primarily Office Mixed-Use Alternative” (Alternative 4). The Draft EIR for 
the Project (State Clearing House No. 2015111073) incorporated herein by reference in full, 
was prepared pursuant to CEQA and State, Agency, and City CEQA Guidelines (City of Los 
Angeles California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines). The Draft EIR was circulated for a 
47-day public comment period beginning on April 23, 2020, and ending on June 8, 2020. A 
Notice of Completion and Availability (NOC/NOA) was distributed on April 23, 2020 to all 
property owners within 500 feet of the Project Site and interested parties, which informed them 
of where they could view the document and how to comment. The Draft EIR was available to 
the public at the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, and could be accessed and 
reviewed by members of the public by appointment with the Planning Department. Additionally, 
due to the circumstances created by the COVID-19 pandemic, copies of the Draft EIR were 
made available to the public on CD-ROM or in hard copy upon request to the Department of 
City Planning at the contact information listed on the NOC/NOA. A copy of the document was 
also posted online at https://planning.lacity.org. Notices were filed with the County Clerk on April 
22, 2020, but due to delays caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, were not physically posted until 
May 26, 2020. However, the posting of notices in this instance was excused as a result of the 
COVID-19 pandemic pursuant to the Governor’s Executive Order No. N-54-40.

Notice of Completion. A Notice of Completion was sent with the Draft EIR to the Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse for distribution to State Agencies on April 
23, 2020, and notice was provided in newspapers of general and/or regional circulation.

Final EIR. The City released a Final EIR for the Project on August 7, 2020, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference in full. The Final EIR constitutes the second part of the EIR and is 
intended to be a companion to the Draft EIR. The Final EIR also incorporates the Draft EIR by 
reference. Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City, as Lead Agency, 
reviewed all comments received during the review period for the Draft EIR and responded to 
each comment in Chapter II, Responses to Comments, of the Final EIR. In Chapter 3, 
Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, the City made revisions, clarifications

https://planning.lacity.org
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and corrections to the Draft EIR regarding the Project and in addition, analyzed the 
environmental effects of the Modified Alternative 2, focusing particularly on the differences in its 
environmental impacts as compared to those of the Project and Alternative 2 analyzed in the 
Draft EIR. On August 7, 2020, responses were sent to all public agencies that made comments 
on the Draft EIR at least 10 days prior to certification of the EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(b). Notices regarding the availability of the Final EIR were also sent to property 
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site, as well as anyone who 
commented on the Draft EIR, and interested parties.

Public Hearing. A noticed public hearing for the Project was held by the Deputy Advisory 
Agency/Hearing Officer on behalf of the City Planning Commission on August 19, 2020. Notices 
were mailed and posted to the Department’s website on July 24, 2020.

City Planning Commission. A noticed City Planning Commission meeting on the matter was 
held on September 24, 2020.

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the Project and the 
Modified Alternative 2 includes (but is not limited to) the following documents and other 
materials that constitute the administrative record upon which the City determined to approve 
the Modified Alternative 2. The following information is incorporated by reference and made part 
of the record supporting these Findings of Fact:

All Project plans and application materials including supportive technical reports;

All Modified Alternative 2 plans and application materials including supportive 
technical reports;

The Draft EIR and Appendices, the Final EIR and Appendices, and all documents 
cited, relied upon or incorporated therein by reference;

The Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) prepared for the Project or Modified 
Alternative 2;

The City of Los Angeles General Plan and related EIR;

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)’s 2016-2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and related EIR 
(SCH No. 2015031035);

The Los Angeles Municipal Code, including but not limited to the Zoning Ordinance 
and Subdivision Ordinance;

All records of decision, resolutions, staff reports, memoranda, maps, exhibits, letters, 
minutes of meetings, summaries, and other documents approved, reviewed, relied 
upon, or prepared by any City commissions, boards, officials, consultants, or staff 
relating to the Project and/or Modified Alternative 2;

Any documents expressly cited in these Findings of Fact, in addition to those cited 
above; and

Any and all other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public 
Resources Code Section 21167.6(e).

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(e), the 
documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City 
has based its decision and these CEQA Findings are located in and may be obtained from the 
Department of City Planning, as the custodian of such documents and other materials that
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constitute the record of proceedings, located at the City of Los Angeles, Figueroa Plaza, 221 
North Figueroa Street, Room 1350, Los Angeles, CA 90012.

In addition, copies of the Draft EIR and Final EIR are available on the Department of City 
Planning’s website at https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir and click on the 
Project title, where the Draft and Final EIR are made available. As indicated above, due to 
government facility closures as a result of the COVID-19 crisis, the Draft and Final EIR 
documents could not be made available at a public library. However, consistent with state 
emergency orders, the public was notified of an ability to call or email the City and schedule an 
appointment to review the documents at the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 
221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350, Los Angeles, CA 90012, during office hours Monday - 
Friday, 9:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.

DESCRIPTION OF MODIFIED ALTERNATIVE 2

Modified Alternative 2 analyzed in the EIR is a modified version of Project Alternative 2, the 
Primarily Residential Alternative, as described and analyzed in Chapter V, Alternatives, of the 
Draft EIR. Modified Alternative 2 is a 316,948 square-foot, infill mixed-use residential and 
commercial development, with a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 6.6:1. It provides 7,760 square feet 
of commercial space and, utilizing the City’s Density Bonus Ordinance, 269 new multi-family 
residential units (17 of which would be set aside for Very Low Income households, and 252 of 
which would be governed by the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance), along with required 
vehicle parking on Level 1 and a parking podium in a new 30-story building. Unlike the Project 
and Alternative 2, Modified Alternative 2 retains the existing on-site residential structures along 
N. Vista Del Mar (the duplex and studio apartment over the garage at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar 
and the single-family residence at 1771 Vista Del Mar, and includes returning 1765 Vista Del 
Mar to a single-family residence; thus, 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar bring Modified 
Alternative 2’s residential unit total to 271). Thus, the Modified Alternative 2 eliminates the 
Project’s and Alternative 2’s Building 2. In addition, Modified Alternative 2 includes conversion of 
the asphalt surface parking lot at the southwest corner of Yucca Street and Vista Del Mar into a 
small pocket park/ landscaped open space.
Modified Alternative 2 demolishes the remaining 40 apartment units in the central and western 
portions of the Project Site. Under the Modified Alternative 2, in place of the 20-story Building 1 
proposed under the Project and Alternative 2, a new 30-story building with a maximum 
proposed height of 345 feet to the top of the parapet will be constructed. A description of 
Modified Alternative 2’s components and architectural design is provided in Chapters I, 
Introduction, and in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR.

Similar to the Project and Alternative 2, the

Environmental Leadership Development Project Certification

On July 26, 2017, the Governor certified the Project as an eligible Environmental Leadership 
Development Project (ELDP) under AB 900, and, on July 27, 2017, the Governor’s OPR 
forwarded the Governor’s determination to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. According 
to CEQA Section 21184(b)(2)(C), if "the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or 
non-concur on a determination by the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership 
Project is deemed to be certified.” On August 18, 2017 the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 
concurred with the Governor’s determination.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT WITHOUT 
MITIGATION OR LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IN THE DRAFT EIR

IV.

Impacts of Modified Alternative 2 that were determined to have no impact or to be a less than 
significant impact in the EIR (including having a less than significant impact as a result of the 
incorporation of PDFs and compliance with regulatory compliance measures, where applicable)

https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir
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and that require no mitigation are also identified below.

The City has reviewed the record and agrees with the conclusion that the following 
environmental issues would not be significantly affected by Modified Alternative 2 and, 
therefore, no additional findings are needed. The following information does not repeat the full 
discussion of environmental impacts contained in the EIR or the Initial Study (Appendix A-2 to 
the Draft EIR). The City ratifies, adopts, and incorporates the analyses, explanations, findings, 
responses to comments, and conclusions of the EIR and of the Initial Study.

Aesthetics:

Under Senate Bill (SB 743), and Section 21099(d)(1) of the Public Resources Code (PRC), a 
project’s aesthetic and parking impacts shall not be considered a significant impact on the 
environment if it meets certain criteria as a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment 
center project, and is located on an infill site within a transit priority area. However, as defined 
by PRC Section 21099, aesthetic impacts do not include impacts to historic or cultural 
resources.
Modified Alternative 2 meets these criteria. Therefore, pursuant to SB 743 and PRC Section 
21099(d)(1), implementation of Modified Alternative 2 would not have a substantial impact on a 
scenic vista, would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings, would not substantially damage scenic resources within a State scenic highway, 
would not create a new source of substantial light or glare, and Modified Alternative 2’s project- 
level and cumulative impacts to aesthetics would be less than significant as discussed on pages 
3-29 through 3-32 of Section 2(d), Modified Alternative 2 Environmental Impacts, in Chapter 3, 
Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, which discussion is provided for 
informational purposes. The Modified Alternative 2’s potential aesthetic impacts on historic 
resources are determined under CEQA to be less than significant for the reasons discussed on 
pages 3-34 through 3-38 of Section 2(d), Modified Alternative 2 Environmental Impacts, in 
Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources:

Similar to the Original Project and Alternative 2, implementation of the Modified Alternative 2 at 
an urban infill site located within an identified transit priority area will not convert farmland to 
non-agricultural uses; will not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson 
Act contract; will not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, 
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production; will not result in the loss of forest land 
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; and will not involve other changes in the existing 
environment which could result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. 
Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 will not create any project-level or cumulative impact to 
agriculture for forestry resources. Refer to pages IS-6 and IS-7 and B-3 and B-4 of the Project’s 
Initial Study, Appendix A-2 of the Draft EIR, and to Chapter VI of the Draft EIR.

Air Quality:

For the reasons stated on page 3-32 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of 
the Final EIR, and on pages IV.B-50 through IV.B-65 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft 
EIR, implementation of Modified Alternative 2 neither conflicts with nor obstructs implementation 
of SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP or implementation of the City’s General Plan Air Quality Element, 
and Modified Alternative 2’s impacts are less than significant with regards to a conflict with or 
obstruction of an applicable air quality plan.

As stated on pages 3-32 through 3-34 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of 
the Final EIR, Modified Alternative 2’s operations will not violate any air quality standards or
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contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, nor will Modified 
Alternative 2’s operations result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutants for which Modified Alternative 2’s region is in non-attainment. Project-level and 
cumulative impacts with regard to violation of air quality standards from project operation are 
less than significant.

As stated in the Project’s Initial Study, pages IS-7 and B-6 of Appendix A-2 of the Draft EIR, and 
for the reasons stated on pages IV.B-77 and IV.B-78 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, and in Chapter 
VI of the Draft EIR, similar to the Original Project, implementation of Modified Alternative 2 will 
not result in the creation of objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 
Therefore, impacts related to odors are less than significant.

Biological Resources:

As stated in the Project Initial Study, pages B-6 through B-9 of Appendix A of the Draft EIR, 
similar to the Original Project, Modified Alternative 2 does not have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or through habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species or any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies or regulations by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; does not have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means; does not conflict with the policies protecting biological resources; and does not conflict 
with the provisions of any conservation plan. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s project-level 
and cumulative impacts related to biological resources are less than significant. Regarding 
Modified Alternative 2’s potential impacts regarding the City’s Street Tree Ordinance, see 
Section V below.

Cultural Resources:

As set forth on pages IV.C-1 through IV.C-25, IV.C-32 through IV.C-37, and IV.C-40 through 
IV.C-43 in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, similar to the Original Project, 
Modified Alternative 2’s removal of the Yucca Argyle Apartment complex located at 6210-6218 
and 6220-6224 Yucca Street and 1756-1760 North Argyle Avenue does not have a significant 
impact on a historical resource located within the Project Site because none of these buildings 
meets the criteria for federal, State, or local eligibility either as an individual historical resource 
or as a contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District.

Modified Alternative 2 eliminates the Project’s Building 2, does not demolish the existing 
residences located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and returns the residence located at 
1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which had previously been converted into a duplex with an apartment 
over the garage, to a single-family residence without changing the exterior of the structure. 
Modified Alternative 2 also converts the existing paved surface parking lot within the Project Site 
at the corner of Yucca Street and Vista Del Mar Avenue into a publicly accessible landscaped 
open space/park to be compatible with the characteristics of the Historic District and to provide 
a buffer between the district and the surrounding built environment to the north and west. The 
construction of the proposed park under Modified Alternative 2 does not physically impact any 
identified historical resources, is compatible with the district’s character, visually and physically 
enhances the district, and protects the integrity of the district. Therefore, the proposed park has 
no adverse impact on, but conversely, enhances the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District.

Although the residences at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar and the park (former parking lot) 
are not contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, Modified Alternative 2’s 
retention of the two residences without any alteration to their exterior appearance and creation 
of a park at the site of the former surface parking lot aligns with Standards 9 and 10 of the
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Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, for the reasons discussed in the Historical 
Resources Memorandum (Appendix C-2 to the Final EIR). Therefore, as analyzed in the 
Historical Resources Memorandum, Modified Alternative 2 has a less than significant effect on 
the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District.

Modified Alternative 2 does not have a significant impact on the seven historical resources 
located in the Project Site vicinity, including the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, the site of 
the former Little Country Church of Hollywood, Capitol Records Building, Pantages Theatre, 
Hollywood Equitable Building, Hollywood Commercial and Entertainment District and the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, because the changes to the setting caused by Modified Alternative 2 
have no effect on the listing eligibility of these resources, and Modified Alternative 2 does not 
alter the setting of these resources in a way that materially impairs their historical significance or 
integrity.

Modified Alternative 2, together with related projects, does not significantly affect historical 
resources in the immediate vicinity cumulatively, or involve or adversely affect historical 
resources that are examples of the same style or property type as those within the Project Site, 
or cumulatively alter primary views of an historical resource, and Modified Alternative 2 does not 
make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant impact on historical resources.

Modified Alternative 2 results in less than significant impacts regarding the disturbance of any 
known human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries, and less than 
significant cumulative impacts to archaeological resources. Refer to pages IV.C-1 through IV.C- 
25, IV.C-32 through IV.C-43 in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, Appendix A 
of the Initial Study (Appendix A-2 to the Draft EIR), pages 3-4 and 3-5 of Chapter 3, Revisions, 
Clarifications and Corrections to Draft EIR Sections and Appendices, and pages 3-34 through 3
38 of Section 3(d), Modified Alternative 2 Environmental Impacts, of Chapter 3, Revisions, 
Clarifications and Corrections, and Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR.

Energy:

As stated on page 3-39 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, 
Modified Alternative 2 does not cause wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of 
energy during construction or operation, or result in a significant increase in demand for 
electricity, natural gas, or transportation energy. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s project-level 
and cumulative impacts related to energy are less than significant.

Geology:

As set forth in Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR, on pages IV.E-26 through IV.E- 
36, and Chapter 3, Revisions Clarifications and Corrections, pages 3-39 through 3-40 of the 
Final EIR, Modified Alternative 2 does not expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving the rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, or strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction or landslides. Modified Alternative 2 does not result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil. The Project Site is not located on a geological unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of Modified Alternative 2, and potentially result in on- or off
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse, and the Project Site is not 
located on expansive soil as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code. Modified 
Alternative 2 does not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s project-level and cumulative impacts related to 
geology and soils are less than significant. For findings related to paleontological resources, see 
Section V of these Findings.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions:

As stated on pages 3-42 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, in Appendix C- 
1 of the Final EIR, and pages IV.F-30 through IV.F-88 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, of the Draft EIR, similar to the Original Project, Modified Alternative 2 results in less 
than significant greenhouse gas emission impacts, or does not conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 
Modified Alternative 2’s design and location, and its incorporation of PDF AQ-1, Green Building 
Measures, and PDF-GHG-2 and PDF-GHG 3, render Modified Alternative 2 consistent with 
applicable strategies outlined in CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan, SCAG’s RTP/SCS, 
L.A.’s Green New Deal (Sustainable City pLAn 2019), and the City’s Green Building Ordinance. 
Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s project-level and cumulative impacts related to greenhouse 
gas emissions are less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality:

As stated on pages 3-42 and 3-43 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the 
Final EIR, and pages IV.G-22 through IV.G-38 of Section IV.G, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
the Draft EIR, Modified Alternative 2 complies with the same regulatory compliance measures 
as the Project and does not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements; substantially deplete groundwater supply; substantially alter the existing drainage 
patterns; affect stormwater drainage capacity; impede or redirect flood flows; result in potential 
inundation by seiche, tsunami or flood; or conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management. Therefore, Modified Alternative 
2’s project-level and cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality are less that significant.

Land Use and Planning:

As stated on pages 3-43 and 3-44 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the 
Final EIR, and pages IV.H-20 through IV.H-56 of Section IV.H, Land Use and Planning, of the 
Draft EIR, Modified Alternative 2 does not physically divide an established community, or cause 
a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Of Modified 
Alternative 2’s 271 units, 252 are new RSO units, 17 are new covenanted affordable units, and 
two are the existing single family residences on Vista Del Mar Avenue. Therefore, Modified 
Alternative 2 is consistent with all applicable land use plans, and its project-level and cumulative 
impacts to land use and planning are less than significant.

Noise:

Similar to the Original Project, Modified Alternative 2 utilizes the same potential haul routes as 
those identified in Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR, on pages IV.I-31 through IV.I-35, for the 
Project, and therefore off-site construction noise impacts are less than significant. For the 
reasons discussed at pages IV.I-31 through IV.I-57, in Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR and 
pages 3-44 through 3-53 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final 
EIR, Modified Alternative 2’s on-site stationary source impacts (other than emergency generator 
and composite noise impacts), off-site Project-related traffic noise impacts, operational 
groundborne vibration impacts and cumulative noise and vibration impacts are less than 
significant. As discussed in Chapter VI of the Draft EIR and in the Initial Study (at pages B-28 
and B-29 of Appendix A-2 of the Draft EIR), Modified Alternative 2 does not expose people 
residing or working in the Project Site area to excessive noise levels for a project within the 
vicinity of a public use airport or private airstrip, and Modified Alternative 2 creates no impact 
regarding exposure to excessive noise related to an airport. For findings related to groundborne 
vibration during construction, operational noise from the emergency generator, and composite
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noise, see Section V of these Findings.

Population and Housing:

As stated on pages 3-53 through 3-54 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of 
the Final EIR, and pages IV.J-14 through IV.J-25 of Section IV.J, Population and Housing, of the 
Draft EIR, Modified Alternative 2 does not induce substantial direct or indirect population growth 
and its contribution to population growth is consistent with SCAG population projections for the 
City of Los Angeles for the period of 2016-2040. Additionally, Modified Alternative 2 does not 
displace substantial numbers of existing people such that the unplanned construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere is required, and impacts from the demolition of housing are less 
than significant. While Modified Alternative 2 temporarily displaces current tenants occupying 
the existing apartment buildings on the Project Site, it provides 269 new multi-family residential 
units, resulting in approximately 552 new residents, while also retaining the two existing 
residences at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar and returning the residence at 1765 N. Vista Del 
Mar to a single family residence. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s project-level and cumulative 
impacts related to population, housing and employment are less than significant.

Public Services—Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services:

As stated on pages 3-54 through 3-55 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of 
the Final EIR, and pages IV.K.1-17 through IV.K.1-32 of Section IV.K.1, Public Services—Fire 
Protection, of the Draft EIR, Modified Alternative 2 does not result in the need for new or 
physically altered fire facilities, the construction of which would cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or objectives during 
construction or operation. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s project-level and cumulative 
impacts related to fire protection and emergency medical services are less than significant.

Public Services—Police Services:

As stated on pages 3-55 and 3-56 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the 
Final EIR, and pages IV.K.2-11 through IV.K.2-20 of Section IV.K.2, Public Services—Police 
Protection, of the Draft EIR, Modified Alternative 2 does not result in the need for new or 
physically altered police facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
objectives during construction or operation. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s project-level and 
cumulative impacts related to police protection services are less than significant.

Public Services—Schools:

As stated on page 3-56 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, 
and pages IV.K.3-10 through IV.K.3-23 of Section IV.K.3, Public Services—Schools, of the Draft 
EIR, Modified Alternative 2 does not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of or need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental impacts. Additionally, Modified Alternative 2 pays 
fees pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code addressing construction of 
school facilities; payment of such fees is deemed to be full mitigation of a project’s development 
impacts. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s project-level and cumulative impacts related to 
schools are less than significant.

Public Services—Parks and Recreation:

As stated at pages 3-56 through 3-57 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of 
the Final EIR, and pages IV.K.4-13 through IV.K.4-23 of Section IV.K.4, Public Services—Parks
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and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, Modified Alternative 2 does not cause or accelerate 
substantial physical deterioration of off-site public parks or recreational facilities and does not 
result in the need for new or physically altered park or recreational facilities, the construction of 
which would cause significant adverse physical environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or objectives. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s project-level and 
cumulative impacts related to parks and recreation are less than significant.

Public Services—Libraries:

Modified Alternative 2 does not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of or need for new or physically altered library facilities, the construction of which 
would cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or 
other performance objectives for libraries. Additionally, Modified Alternative 2 and related 
projects generate revenue to the City’s General Fund that could be used to fund Los Angeles 
Public Library expenditures to offset any cumulative impact. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s 
project-level and cumulative impacts related to libraries are less than significant. Refer to pages 
IV.K.5-9 through IV.K.5-19 of Section IV.K.5, Public Services—Libraries, of the Draft EIR, and 
page 3-57 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR.

Tribal Cultural Resources:

Modified Alternative 2’s adherence to the City’s standard Conditions of Approval ensures that 
implementation of Modified Alternative 2 does not cause a substantial change in the significance 
of a tribal cultural resource, as defined in Public Resources Code section 21047. Therefore, 
Modified Alternative 2’s project-level and cumulative impacts related to tribal cultural resources 
are less than significant. Refer to pages IV.M-8 through IV.M-10 of Section IV.M, Tribal Cultural 
Resources, of the Draft EIR and to page 3-61 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and 
Corrections, of the Final EIR.

Transportation:

For the reasons stated in the Traffic Study (Appendix L-2 to the Draft EIR) for the Project, with 
Modified Alternative 2’s incorporation of PDF-TRAF-1, the Construction Traffic Management 
Plan, and PDF-TRAF-2, the Pedestrian Safety Plan, Modified Alternative 2’s transportation, 
safety and access impacts during construction are less than significant. In addition, as 
demonstrative by the analyses at pages 3-57 through 3-61 of Chapter 3, Revisions, 
Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, in Appendix C-4 to the Final EIR, and in 
Appendix L-3 to the Draft EIR, Modified Alternative 2 also has less than significant impacts with 
respect to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities; Modified Alternative 2 does not 
substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses; Modified 
Alternative 2 does not result in inadequate emergency access, either during construction or 
operation. For findings related to operational traffic and cumulative impacts, see Section V of 
these Findings.

Utilities and Service Systems—Water, Watershed, and Solid Waste:

Refer to pages IV.N.1-51 through IV.N.1-78 of Section IV.N.1, Utilities and Service Systems— 
Water, Watershed, and Solid Waste, of the Draft EIR and to pages 3-61 through 3-65 of Section 
2(d), Modified Alternative 2 Environmental Impacts, in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and 
Corrections, of the Final EIR. Modified Alternative 2 does not require or result in the relocation 
or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, 
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction of which would 
cause significant environmental effects; does not result in insufficient water supplies available to
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serve Modified Alternative 2 and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry 
and multiple dry years; does not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
that serves or may serve Modified Alternative 2 that it has inadequate capacity to serve Modified 
Alternative 2’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments; does not 
generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals; and complies 
with federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s project-level and cumulative impacts related to 
water, watershed and solid waste are less than significant.

Utilities and Service Systems—Energy Infrastructure:

Refer to pages IV.N.2-7 through IV.N.2-12 of Section IV.N.2, Utilities and Service Systems— 
Energy Infrastructure, of the Draft EIR and pages 3-65 through 3-66 of Section 2(d), Modified 
Alternative 2 Environmental Impacts, in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of 
the Final EIR. Modified Alternative 2 does not result in an increase in demand for electricity or 
natural gas that exceeds available supply or distribution infrastructure capabilities that would 
result in the construction of new energy facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which would cause significant environmental impacts; and does not 
adversely affect the electrical infrastructure serving the surrounding uses or utility system 
capacity. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s project-level and cumulative impacts related to 
energy infrastructure are less than significant.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT AFTER 
MITIGATION

V.

The City determined, in the EIR, that Modified Alternative 2 has potentially significant 
environmental impacts in the areas discussed below, and identified feasible mitigation 
measures to avoid or substantially reduce the environmental impacts in these areas to a level of 
less than significant. Based on the information and analysis set forth in the EIR, Modified 
Alternative 2 will not have any significant environmental impacts in these areas, as long as all 
identified feasible mitigation measures are incorporated into Modified Alternative 2. The City 
again ratifies, adopts and incorporates the full analysis, explanation, findings, responses to 
comments, and conclusions of the EIR.

Air Quality

Impact Summary

Construction Emissions

Violation of Air Quality Standard/Emissions

Regional Emissions - Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Any Criteria Pollutant For 
Which the Region is in Non-Attainment

As demonstrated by the analyses on pages IV.B-66 through IV.B-69 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, 
of the Draft EIR, pages 3-32 through 3-33 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and 
Corrections, of the Final EIR, and Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, construction of Modified 
Alternative 2 can generate temporary criteria pollutant emissions through the use of heavy-duty 
construction equipment, such as excavators and forklifts, at the Project Site, through vehicle 
trips generated by workers and materials and haul trucks traveling to and from the Project Site, 
and through building activities at the Project Site, such as the application of paint and other 
surface coatings. In addition, fugitive dust emissions result from demolition and various soil
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handling activities. Mobile source emissions, primarily NOx, result from the use of construction 
equipment such as dozers and loaders, and from construction traffic. Construction emissions 
vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of 
construction activity, and prevailing weather conditions.

Pages IV.B-66 through IV.B-69 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, describes the 
Project’s maximum daily emissions. The emissions calculations incorporate compliance with 
applicable dust control measures required to be implemented during each phase of construction 
by SCAQMD Rule 403 (Control of Fugitive Dust).

Table IV. B-6 of the Draft EIR reports the results of the criteria pollutant calculations for the 
Project, showing that the Project’s construction NOx emissions exceed the SCAQMD threshold 
of significance and result in a potentially significant impact, but that all other Project emissions 
are below the applicable SCAQMD’s thresholds. As compared to the Project, Modified 
Alternative 2 includes fewer total parking spaces and therefore requires less excavation for its 
parking. Modified Alternative 2 also eliminates the Project’s Building 2 and the excavation 
activities associated with it. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 requires less excavation and 
therefore creates fewer impacts related to dust, haul truck, and equipment emissions than the 
Project. Even so, it is conservatively concluded that Modified Alternative 2’s worst construction 
day NOx emissions would be similar to that reported for the Project in Table IV. B-6 and are 
significant. Therefore, mitigation for Modified Alternative 2’s construction NOx emissions is 
required. As shown below, Modified Alternative 2’s incorporation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ- 
1 reduces this impact to a less than significant level.

Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) Emissions

As set forth on pages IV.B-72 through IV.B-74 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, 
pages 3-32 to 3-33,Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, and 
Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, temporary TAC emissions associated with DPM emissions from 
heavy construction equipment will occur during the construction of Modified Alternative 2. 
However, construction is a temporary condition and short-term; construction is estimated to 
extend over only 22 months, and of those 22 months, the construction phases requiring the 
most heavy-duty diesel vehicle usage (such as site grading/excavation) will last for a much 
shorter time (e.g., approximately five months). Therefore, construction of Modified Alternative 2 
does not result in a long-term resident exposure, or lifetime exposure, to TAC emissions 
associated with DPM emissions, and, therefore, does not result in significant impacts resulting 
from construction TAC emissions. Modified Alternative 2’s compliance with the applicable 2016 
AQMP requirements for control strategies and with the CARB Air Toxics Control Measure will 
minimize TAC emissions during Modified Alternative 2 construction. In addition, there will be no 
residual emissions or corresponding individual cancer risk after construction is completed.

As discussed in subsection IV.B.3.(b)(5), Methodology - Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts, of the 
Draft EIR, while a quantified HRA is not required to be conducted, for informational purposes 
and in light of the fact that the Project is an ELDP, a quantitative construction HRA was 
prepared to evaluate the Project’s potential to result in health risk impacts. The results of this 
AERMOD dispersion modeling are summarized in Table IV.B-10, Estimated Maximum 
Construction Health Risk Impacts, at page IV.B- 73 of the Draft EIR, which shows that the 
Project results in an unmitigated cancer risk of approximately 10.4 in one million., but a 
mitigated cancer risk of approximately 0.47 with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ- 
1, which is well below the 10 in one million threshold of significance for the maximum impacted 
air quality-sensitive receptors. The unmitigated non-cancer chronic hazard index is 
approximately 0.46, which is below the 1.0 threshold of significance for the maximum impacted 
air quality sensitive receptors.
As discussed on pages 3-32 through 3-33 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and
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Corrections, of the Final EIR, and in Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, as compared to the Project, 
Modified Alternative 2 requires fewer parking spaces and thus requires the construction of a 
smaller and shallower structure for parking, and also eliminates the Project’s Building 2 and 
associated excavation; these modifications reduce the usage of TAC-emitting construction 
equipment as compared to the Project. Even so, to be conservative, it is concluded that 
Modified Alternative 2 results in an unmitigated cancer risk of approximately 10.4 in one million, 
but a mitigated cancer risk of approximately 0.47 with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
MM-AQ-1, which is well below the 10 in one million threshold of significance for the maximum 
impacted air quality-sensitive receptors, and an unmitigated non-cancer chronic hazard index of 
approximately 0.46, which is below the 1.0 threshold of significance for the maximum impacted 
air quality sensitive receptors. Therefore, although the health risk modeling analysis is provided 
for informational purposes only, it demonstrates that with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
MM-AQ-1, Modified Alternative 2’s TAC emissions from construction activities do not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
MM-AQ-1.

The qualitative assessment, as well as the health risk modeling, provide substantial evidence 
that TAC emissions from construction activities do not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
TAC concentrations. Thus, although the health risk modeling analysis is provided for 
informational purposes only, it demonstrates that construction activities under Modified 
Alternative 2 with incorporation of MM-AQ-1 do not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
TAC concentrations.

Cumulative

Construction - Regional Criteria Pollutant Emissions

For the reasons discussed on pages IV.B-38 through IV.B-40 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the 
Draft EIR, the City has determined to rely on the SCAQMD thresholds using the SCAQMD’s 
recommended methodology to determine the cumulative impacts of a development project (see 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(c)). As shown in Table IV.B-6 on page IV.B-67 of Section 
IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, like the Original Project, Modified Alternative 2’s unmitigated 
construction daily emissions of NOx exceed the SCAQMD threshold of significance and result in 
a potentially significant impact.

Construction - TAC Emissions

For the reasons discussed on pages IV.B-38 through IV.B-40 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the 
Draft EIR, the City has determined to rely on the SCAQMD thresholds using the SCAQMD’s 
recommended methodology to determine the cumulative impacts of a development project (see 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(c)). For the reasons discussed on pages IV.B-72 and IV.B- 
73 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, at pages 3-32 through 3-33 of Chapter 3, 
Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, and Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, 
the qualitative assessment of Modified Alternative 2’s temporary TAC emissions associated with 
DPM emissions from the heavy construction equipment used most during Modified Alternative 
2’s construction, and most intensively during grading and excavation, concludes that Modified 
Alternative 2’s short-term TAC emissions during construction are less than significant. 
Additionally, Modified Alternative 2 complies with regulatory and legal requirements that also 
reduce its TAC emissions during construction, and there will be no residual emissions or 
corresponding cancer risk after construction concludes.

According to the results of the construction phase health risk modeling conducted for the Project 
for informational purposes, as shown in Table IV.B-10, Estimated Maximum Construction Health 
Risk Impacts, on page IV.B-73 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, and as discussed
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on pages 3-32 through 3-33 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final 
EIR, and Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, like the Project, Modified Alternative 2 results in an 
unmitigated cancer risk of approximately 10.4 in one million, but a mitigated cancer risk of 
approximately 0.47 with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1, which is well below 
the 10 in one million threshold of significance for the maximum impacted air quality-sensitive 
receptors, and an unmitigated non-cancer chronic hazard index of approximately 0.46, which is 
below the 1.0 threshold of significance for the maximum impacted air quality sensitive receptors. 
Therefore, although the health risk modeling analysis is provided for informational purposes 
only, it demonstrates that with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1, Modified 
Alternative 2’s TAC emissions from construction activities do not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial TAC concentrations with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1.

Therefore, both the qualitative assessment and the health risk assessment conclude that TAC 
emissions from construction activities will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial TAC 
concentrations. Thus, although the health risk modeling analysis is provided for informational 
purposes only, it demonstrates that construction activities under Modified Alternative 2 with 
incorporation of MM-AQ-1 will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations. 
As such, cumulative construction TAC emissions impacts are less than significant.

Project Design Features

The following PDFs are incorporated into Modified Alternative 2 to reduce or avoid their air 
quality impacts.

PDF-AQ-1: Green Building Measures: The Project will be designed and 
operated to exceed the applicable requirements of the State of 
California Green Building Standards Code and the City of Los 
Angeles Green Building Code.

Green building measures will include, but are not limited to the 
following:

• The Project will be designed to optimize energy performance 
and reduce building energy cost by a minimum of 5 percent for 
new construction compared to the Title 24 Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards (2016).

• The Project will be designed to optimize energy performance 
and reduce building energy cost by installing energy efficient 
appliances that meet the USEPA ENERGY STAR rating 
standards or equivalent.

• The Project will provide a minimum of 30 kilowatts of 
photovoltaic panels on the Project Site, unless additional 
kilowatts of photovoltaic panels become feasible due to 
additional area being added to the Project Site.

• The Project will reduce outdoor potable water use by a 
minimum of 20 percent compared to baseline water 
consumption as required in LAMC Section 99.04.304. 
Reductions would be achieved through drought- 
tolerant/California native plant species selection, irrigation 
system efficiency, alternative water supplies (e.g., stormwater 
retention for use in landscaping), and/or smart irrigation 
systems (e.g., weather-based controls).
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• The Project will reduce indoor potable water use by a minimum 
of 20 percent compared to baseline or standard water 
consumption as defined in LAMC Section 99.04.303 by 
installing water fixtures that exceed applicable standards.

• The Project would not include fireplaces in the residential 
buildings.

In addition, as discussed in Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, and 
page 3-42, Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, the following 
PDFs are incorporated into Modified Alternative 2 to reduce or avoid their greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions and will also reduce or avoid their air quality impacts:

PDF GHG-1: GHG Emission Offsets: The Project will provide or obtain GHG 
emission offsets as required in the Project’s Environmental 
Leadership Development Project certification and related 
documentation pursuant to the Jobs and Economic Improvement 
Through Environmental Leadership Act.

PDF GHG-2: At least 20 percent of the total code-required parking spaces 
provided for all types of parking facilities shall be capable of 
supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE). Plans 
shall indicate the proposed type and location(s) of EVSE and also 
include raceway method(s), wiring schematics and electrical 
calculations to verify that the electrical system has sufficient 
capacity to simultaneously charge all electric vehicles at all 
designated EV charging locations at their full rated amperage. 
Plan design shall be based upon Level 2 or greater EVSE at its 
maximum operating capacity. 
components are required to be installed at the time of 
construction. When the application of the 20-percent requirement 
results in a fractional space, round up to the next whole number. 
A label stating "EV CAPABLE” shall be posted in a conspicuous 
place at the service panel or subpanel and next to the raceway 
termination point.

Only raceways and related

PDF GHG-3: At least 5 percent of the total code-required parking spaces shall 
be equipped with EV charging stations. Plans shall indicate the 
proposed type and location(s) of charging stations. Plan design 
shall be based on Level 2 or greater EVSE at its maximum 
operating capacity. When the application of the 5-percent 
requirement results in a fractional space, round up to the next 
whole number.

Mitigation Measures.

The following mitigation measure is identified for Modified Alternative 2 to reduce potentially 
significant project-level and cumulative air quality impacts to a less than significant level.

MM-AQ-1:
powered construction equipment that meets the CARB and USEPA Tier 4 Final off-road 
emissions standards for equipment rated at 50 hp or greater during Project construction. 
To the extent possible, pole power shall be made available for use with electric tools, 
equipment, lighting, etc. These requirements shall be included in applicable bid

Construction Measures: The Project shall utilize off-road diesel-
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documents and successful contractor(s) must demonstrate the ability to supply such 
equipment. A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification or model year specification 
and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit (if applicable) shall be available upon request 
at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.

Finding

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(1), changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, Modified Alternative 2 that avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant impacts as identified in the EIR.
Rationale for Finding

Construction Emissions

Violation of Air Quality Standard/Emissions

Regional Emissions - Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Any Criteria Pollutant For 
Which the Region is in Non-Attainment

As discussed on pages 3-32 through 3-33 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and 
Corrections, of the Final EIR and in Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, during Modified Alternative 
2’s construction phase, NOx emissions can exceed the SCAQMD threshold of significance for 
NOx and result in a potentially significant impact, as shown in Table IV. B-6, Estimated 
Unmitigated Maximum Regional Construction Emissions, on page IV.B-67 of Section IV.B, Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR; however, this impact is reduced to less than significant with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1, as shown in Table IV.B-7, Estimated Mitigated 
Maximum Regional Construction Emissions, on page IV.B-69 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the 
Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1 requires Modified Alternative 2 to utilize off-road diesel- 
powered construction equipment that meets or exceeds the CARB and USEPA Tier 4 Final off
road emissions standards for equipment rated at 50 horsepower or greater during Project 
construction. Implementation of MM- AQ-1 would reduce emissions of VOC, NOx, PM10, and 
PM2.5.

As demonstrated by the discussion and authorities cited on page IV.B-68 of Section IV.B of the 
Draft EIR, and as shown by the information reported in Table IV.B-7, the level of emissions 
reductions achieved by Modified Alternative 2 from its implementation of MM-AQ-1 is consistent 
with the overall stringency of the Tier 4 Final off-road emissions standards. Modified Alternative 
2’s implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1 reduces DPM emissions from the 
construction equipment by 81 to 96 percent as compared to equipment meeting the less 
stringent Tier 2 off-road emissions standards, depending on the specific horsepower rating of 
each piece of equipment. Furthermore, Modified Alternative 2 complies with fleet rules to 
reduce on-road truck emissions (i.e., 13 CCR, Section 2025 (CARB Truck and Bus regulation)). 
Compliance with these requirements and incorporation of these controls further ensures that 
Modified Alternative 2 meets or exceeds the AQMP requirements for control strategies intended 
to reduce emissions from construction equipment and activities.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM- AQ-1 also reduces emissions of VOC, NOx, PM10, 
and PM2.5, but leaves emissions of SOx unchanged. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
MM-AQ-1 increases emissions of CO due to the engine technology involved in reducing NOx 
emissions; however, even at that level, Modified Alternative 2’s CO emissions are still below the 
significance threshold.

Therefore, potential NOx emission impacts during construction are less than significant with 
incorporated mitigation measures.
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TAC Emissions

As demonstrated by the qualitative analysis on pages IV.B-72 and IV.B-73 of Section IV.B, Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR, pages 3-32 to 3-33 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and 
Corrections, of the Final EIR, and Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, Modified Alternative 2’s 
temporary TAC emissions associated with Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions from 
heavy construction equipment are less than significant because of the short length of 
construction (22 months total) and the even shorter time during which the heavy construction 
equipment will be most extensively used, because of Modified Alternative 2’s compliance with 
the applicable 2016 AQMP requirements for control strategies and with the CARB Air Toxics 
Control Measure that will minimize TAC emissions during construction, and because there will 
be no residual emissions or corresponding individual cancer risk after construction is completed.

As demonstrated by the quantitative construction health risk assessment conducted for the 
Project for informational purposes discussed on pages IV.B-73 and IV.B-74 of Section IV.B, Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR, as reported in Table IV.B-10, Estimated Maximum Construction Health 
Risk Impacts, on page IV.B- 73 of the Draft EIR, the Project results in an unmitigated cancer risk 
of approximately 10.4 in one million, but a mitigated cancer risk of approximately 0.47 with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1, which is well below the 10 in one million 
threshold of significance for the maximum impacted air quality-sensitive receptors. The Project 
results in an unmitigated non-cancer chronic hazard index of approximately 0.46, which is below 
the 1.0 threshold of significance for the maximum impacted air quality sensitive receptors.

As discussed on pages 3-32 to 3-33 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of 
the Final EIR, and in Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, as compared to the Project, Modified 
Alternative 2 requires fewer parking spaces and thus requires the construction of a smaller and 
shallower structure for parking, and also eliminates the Project’s Building 2 and associated 
excavation; these modifications reduce the usage of TAC-emitting construction equipment as 
compared to the Project. Even so, to be conservative, it is concluded that Modified Alternative 2 
results in an unmitigated cancer risk of approximately 10.4 in one million, but a mitigated cancer 
risk of approximately 0.47 with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1, which is well 
below the 10 in one million threshold of significance for the maximum impacted air quality- 
sensitive receptors, and an unmitigated non-cancer chronic hazard index of approximately 0.46, 
which is below the 1.0 threshold of significance for the maximum impacted air quality sensitive 
receptors. Therefore, although the health risk modeling analysis is provided for informational 
purposes only, it demonstrates that with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1, 
Modified Alternative 2’s TAC emissions from construction activities do not expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial TAC concentrations with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-
1.

As demonstrated by the discussion and authorities cited at page IV.B-68 of Section IV.B of the 
Draft EIR, and as shown by the information reported in Table IV.B-7, the level of emissions 
reductions achieved by Modified Alternative 2 from its implementation of MM-AQ-1 is consistent 
with the overall stringency of the Tier 4 Final off-road emissions standards. Most pertinent here, 
Modified Alternative 2’s implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1 reduces DPM 
emissions from the construction equipment by 81 to 96 percent as compared to equipment 
meeting the less stringent Tier 2 off-road emissions standards, depending on the specific 
horsepower rating of each piece of equipment. Furthermore, Modified Alternative 2 complies 
with fleet rules to reduce on-road truck emissions (i.e., 13 CCR, Section 2025 (CARB Truck and 
Bus regulation)). Compliance with these requirements and incorporation of these controls 
further ensures that Modified Alternative 2 meets or exceeds the AQMP requirements for control 
strategies intended to reduce emissions from construction equipment and activities.



VTT-73718-1A F-19

Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM- AQ-1 also reduces emissions of VOC, NOx, PM10, 
and PM2.5, but leaves emissions of SOx unchanged. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
MM-AQ-1 increases emissions of CO due to the engine technology involved in reducing NOx 
emissions; however, even at that level, Modified Alternative 2’s CO emissions are still below the 
significance threshold.

Therefore, TAC emissions from Modified Alternative 2’s construction activities will not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
MM-AQ-1, and impacts are less than significant as mitigated.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction - Regional Criteria Pollutant Emissions

For the reasons discussed on pages IV.B-38 through IV.B-40 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the 
Draft EIR, the City has determined to rely on the SCAQMD thresholds using the SCAQMD’s 
recommended methodology to determine the cumulative impacts of a development project (see 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(c)). As shown in Table IV.B-6 on page IV.B-67 of Section 
IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, Modified Alternative 2’s unmitigated construction daily 
emissions of nOx exceed the SCAQMD threshold of significance and result in a potentially 
significant impact; however, this impact is reduced to less than significant with implementation 
of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1, as shown by Table IV.B-7 on page IV.B-69. Therefore, with 
mitigation, Modified Alternative 2’s potential regional criteria pollutant construction emissions do 
not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which Modified 
Alternative 2’s region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air 
quality standard.

Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s contribution of construction NOx emissions is not 
cumulatively considerable, and its potential cumulative impacts related to construction 
emissions are mitigated to less than significant.

Construction - TAC Emissions

For the reasons discussed on pages IV.B-38 through IV.B-40 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the 
Draft EIR, the City has determined to rely on the SCAQMD thresholds using the SCAQMD’s 
recommended methodology to determine the cumulative impacts of a development project (see 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(c)). For the reasons discussed on pages IV.B-72 and IV.B- 
73 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, at page 3-32 to 3-33 of Chapter 3, Revisions, 
Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, and Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, the 
qualitative assessment of Modified Alternative 2’s temporary TAC emissions associated with 
DPM emissions from the heavy construction equipment used most during Modified Alternative 
2’s construction, and most intensively during grading and excavation, concludes that Modified 
Alternative 2’s short-term TAC emissions during construction are less than significant. 
Additionally, Modified Alternative 2 complies with regulatory and legal requirements that also 
reduce its TAC emissions during construction, and there will be no residual emissions or 
corresponding cancer risk after construction concludes.

According to the results of the construction phase health risk modeling conducted for the Project 
for informational purposes, as shown in Table IV.B-10, Estimated Maximum Construction Health 
Risk Impacts, at page IV.B-73 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, and as discussed on 
pages 3-32 through 3-33 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final 
EIR, and Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, like the Project, Modified Alternative 2 results in an 
unmitigated cancer risk of approximately 10.4 in one million, but a mitigated cancer risk of 
approximately 0.47 with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1, which is well below
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the 10 in one million threshold of significance for the maximum impacted air quality-sensitive 
receptors, and an unmitigated non-cancer chronic hazard index of approximately 0.46, which is 
below the 1.0 threshold of significance for the maximum impacted air quality sensitive receptors. 
Therefore, although the health risk modeling analysis is provided for informational purposes 
only, it demonstrates that with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1, Modified 
Alternative 2’s TAC emissions from construction activities do not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial TAC concentrations with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1.

Therefore, both the qualitative assessment and the health risk assessment conclude that TAC 
emissions from construction activities will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial TAC 
concentrations. Thus, although the health risk modeling analysis is provided for informational 
purposes only, it demonstrates that construction activities under Modified Alternative 2 with 
incorporation of MM-AQ-1 will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations. 
As such, cumulative construction TAC emissions impacts are less than significant.

Therefore, TAC emissions from Modified Alternative 2’s construction activities will not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
MM-AQ-1, and impacts are less than significant as mitigated.

References

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Air Quality, please see Section IV.B, Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR; Appendix C-1 of the Draft EIR, Air Quality Technical Appendix; 
Appendix C-2 of the Draft EIR, Freeway Health Risk Assessment; Chapter 3, Revisions, 
Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR; and Appendix C-1 of the Draft EIR.

Biological Resources

Impact Summary

Protected Tree Ordinance

Decorative/ornamental trees are located within the Project site or along the public street 
frontages facing the Project Site, including 10 private property trees, two City right-of-way trees, 
and seven trees that overhang the Project Site. According to the Updated Tree Report (see 
updated Tree Report, Appendix C-6 to the Final EIR), none of the private property species is 
considered protected under the City ‘s Protected Tree Ordinance (Chapter IV, Article 6 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code).

Modified Alternative 2 incorporates a landscape plan, which provides for planting numerous 
street trees (approximately 19), as well as new shrubs and groundcover, and replacement of all 
significant, non-protected trees at a 1:1 ratio. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 does not conflict 
with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. However, implementation of 
clarifications to regulatory measures included in standard City Mitigations Measures IS-1 
through IS-3, below, is incorporated to further ensures impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are identified in the Initial Study to reduce potentially 
significant impacts on biological resources to a less than significant level.

MM-IS-1 Prior to the issuance of any permit, a plot plan shall be prepared 
indicating the location, size, type, and general condition of all existing 
trees on the site and within the adjacent public right(s)-of-way.
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MM-IS-2 All significant (8-inch or greater trunk diameter, or cumulative trunk 
diameter if multi-trunked, as measured 54 inches above the ground) non
protected trees on the site proposed for removal shall be replaced at a 
1:1 ration with a minimum 24-inch box tree. Net, new trees, located within 
the parkway of the adjacent public right(s)-of-way, may be counted 
toward replacement tree requirements.

MM-IS-3 Removal or planting of any tree in the public right-of-way requires 
approval of the Board of Public Works. Contact Urban Forestry Division 
at: 213-847-3077. All trees in the public right-of-way shall be provided per 
the current standards of the Urban Forestry Division the Department of 
Public Works, Bureau of Street Services.

Finding

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(1), changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Alternative 2 that avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant impacts as identified in the EIR.

Rationale For Finding

As set forth in Appendix A to the Initial Study (Appendix A-2 of the Draft EIR) and in Appendix 
C-6 to the Final EIR, the City’s Street Tree Ordinance requires that all significant, non-protected 
trees be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. The number of ornamental street trees proposed by the 
Modified Alternative 2 exceeds those currently in place on the Project Site and required by the 
City’s Street Tree Ordinance. Modified Alternative 2 construction will not affect trees on 
contiguous properties other than the trees to the south of the Project Site, which could be cut 
back over the Project Site property line or removed, subject to an agreement with the adjacent 
property owner. Implementation of Standard City Mitigation Measures MM-IS-1 through MM- IS- 
3 by Modified Alternative 2 ensures that a plot plan demonstrating a minimum 1:1 replacement 
ratio of existing significant trees is submitted to the City prior to the issuance of any permit; and 
that removal or planting of any tree in the public right-of-way obtains approval of the Board of 
Public Works. All other landscaping components comply with all LAMC requirements. Therefore, 
Modified Alternative 2 does not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources. Implementation of standard City Mitigations Measures MM-IS-1 through MM-IS-3, 
below, ensures Modified Alternative 2’s impacts are less than significant.

Reference

For a discussion of impacts associated with Biological Resources, please see Draft EIR, 
Chapter VI; Appendix A-2 of the Draft EIR, the Initial Study, pages B-6 through B-9 and 
Appendix A to the Initial Study, and Appendix C-6 of the Final EIR.
Cultural Resources

Impact Summary

Construction

Impacts on Archaeological Resources

As discussed on pages 3-34 through 3-38 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and 
Corrections, of the Final EIR, Modified Alternative 2 includes demolition of the existing buildings 
(but retains the existing residences located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar Avenue) at the 
Project Site. However, Modified Alternative 2 involves the construction of only one and-a-half
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levels of subterranean parking, with excavation depths of a maximum of approximately 20 feet 
and approximately 40 feet for footings, slightly less than under the Project, and does not involve 
the construction of the Project’s Building 2. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 reduces the 
amount of excavation as compared to the Project. As set forth on page IV.C-39 of Section IV.C, 
Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, no known historic archaeological or prehistoric 
archaeological resources have been identified within or within a half-mile radius of the Project 
Site. However, there is a moderate potential that historic archaeological resources (e.g. refuse 
pits, privies, structural remains, etc.) associated with the residence of Albert G. Bartlett, the 
owner of Bartlett Sheet Music in downtown Los Angeles, have been preserved below the 
foundations of the existing apartment buildings and below the surface parking lot within the 
Project Site. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 creates potentially significant impacts to 
buried/unknown unique archaeological resources, and mitigation is required to reduce those 
impacts to a less than significant level. Mitigation measures MM-ARH-1 through MM-ARCH-3 
are identified below.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are identified for Modified Alternative 2 to reduce potentially 
significant impacts on cultural resources to a less than significant level.

MM-ARCH-1: Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the Applicant shall 
retain a qualified Archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (qualified 
Archaeologist) to oversee an archaeological monitor who shall be 
present during construction excavations such as demolition, 
clearing/grubbing, grading, trenching, or any other construction 
excavation activity associated with Modified Alternative 2. The 
frequency of monitoring shall be based on the rate of excavation 
and grading activities, the materials being excavated (younger 
sediments vs. older sediments), and the depth of excavation, and 
if found, the abundance and type of archaeological resources 
encountered. Full-time monitoring may be reduced to part-time 
inspections, or ceased entirely, if determined adequate by the 
qualified Archaeologist. Prior to commencement of excavation 
activities, an Archaeological Sensitivity Training shall be given for 
construction personnel. The training session, shall be carried out 
by the qualified Archaeologist, will focus on how to identify 
archaeological resources that may be encountered during 
earthmoving activities, and the procedures to be followed in such 
an event.

MM-ARCH-2: In the event that historic (e.g., bottles, foundations, refuse 
dumps/privies, railroads, etc.) or prehistoric (e.g., hearths, burials, 
stone tools, shell and faunal bone remains, etc.) archaeological 
resources are unearthed, ground-disturbing activities shall be 
halted or diverted away from the vicinity of the find so that the find 
can be evaluated. An appropriate buffer area shall be established 
by the qualified Archaeologist around the find where construction 
activities shall not be allowed to continue. Work shall be allowed 
to continue outside of the buffer area. All archaeological resources 
unearthed by Project construction activities shall be evaluated by 
the qualified Archaeologist. If a resource is determined by the 
qualified Archaeologist to constitute a “historical resource” 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) or a “unique
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archaeological resource” pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 21083.2(g), the qualified Archaeologist shall coordinate 
with the Applicant and the City to develop a formal treatment plan 
that would serve to reduce impacts to the resources. The 
treatment plan established for the resources shall be in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f) for 
historical resources and Public Resources Code Sections 
21083.2(b) for unique archaeological resources. Preservation in 
place (i.e., avoidance) is the preferred manner of treatment. If 
preservation in place is not feasible, treatment may include 
implementation of archaeological data recovery excavations to 
remove the resource along with subsequent laboratory processing 
and analysis. Any archaeological material collected shall be 
curated at a public, non-profit institution with a research interest in 
the materials, such as the Fowler Museum, if such an institution 
agrees to accept the material. If no institution accepts the 
archaeological material, they shall be donated to a local school or 
historical society in the area for educational purposes.

MM-ARCH-3: Prior to the release of the grading bond, the qualified 
Archaeologist shall prepare a final report and appropriate 
California Department of Parks and Recreation Site Forms at the 
conclusion of archaeological monitoring. The report shall include a 
description of resources unearthed, if any, treatment of the 
resources, results of the artifact processing, analysis, and 
research, and evaluation of the resources with respect to the 
California Register of Historical Resources and CEQA. The report 
and the Site Forms shall be submitted by the Project applicant to 
the City, the South Central Coastal Information Center, and 
representatives of other appropriate or concerned agencies to 
signify the satisfactory completion of the development and 
required mitigation measures.

Finding

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(1), changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, Modified Alternative 2 that avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant impacts as identified in the EIR.

Rationale For Finding

Construction

Impacts on Archaeological Resources

For the reasons discussed in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, implementation 
of Mitigation Measures MM-ARCH-1 through MM-ARCH-3, inclusive, which provide for 
archeological monitoring during construction overseen by a qualified Archeologist, the cessation 
or diversion of ground-disturbing activities should archeological resources be encountered, and 
appropriate treatment and/or preservation of resources, if encountered, ensure Modified 
Alternative 2 would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 or Public Resources 
Code Section 21083.2, should such a resource be encountered during construction. Potentially 
significant impacts to archaeological resources are reduced to a less than significant level.
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Cumulative impacts are also less than significant.

Therefore, potential impacts to archeological resources during construction are less than 
significant with incorporated mitigation measures.

References

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Cultural Resources, please see pages 
IV.C-1 through IV.C-25, IV.C-32 through IV.C-37 and IV.C-40 through IV.C-43 of Section IV.C, 
Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, pages IV.I-14 through IV.I-24 of Section IV.I, Noise, of the 
Draft EIR, Appendix D-1 of the Draft EIR; pages 3-6 through 3-7 and3-34 through 3-38 of 
Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR; Appendix C-1 and C-2 of 
the Final EIR.

Geology

Impact Summary

Construction

Paleontological Resource or Site or Unique Geological Feature

As set forth in Chapter IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR, and Chapter 3, Revisions, 
Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, the Project Site contains potentially fossiliferous 
older Quaternary alluvial fan and fluvial deposits that underlie surficial deposits. Although it 
requires less excavation than the Original Project due to its elimination of the Project’s Building 
2 and includes only one and one-half subterranean parking levels, Modified Alternative 2 
includes excavation to potential depths of approximately 20 feet below surface for the 
subterranean parking levels, with footings extending down to approximately 40 feet below 
ground surface. Therefore, like the Original Project, grading and excavation in older Quaternary 
Alluvium deposits for Modified Alternative 2 could result in potentially significant impacts on 
paleontological resources, although its impacts would be less than the Original Project’s 
impacts. Therefore, Mitigation Measures MM-PALEO-1 through MM-PALEO-3 are identified to 
reduce Modified Alternative 2’s potentially significant project-level impacts to buried/unknown 
paleontological resources to a less than significant level, and ensure that the cumulative effects 
of Modified Alternative 2 together with related projects are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are identified for Modified Alternative 2 to reduce potentially 
significant impacts on buried/unknown paleontological resources to a less than significant level.

MM-PALEO-1: Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the Applicant shall 
retain a qualified Paleontologist meeting the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology (SVP) Standards (SVP, 2010) to develop and 
implement a paleontological monitoring program for construction 
excavations that would encounter the fossiliferous older 
Quaternary alluvium deposits (associated with sediments below 
five feet deep across the Project Site). The Qualified 
Paleontologist shall attend a pre-grade meeting to discuss a 
paleontological monitoring program. The Qualified Paleontologist 
shall supervise a paleontological monitor who shall be present 
during construction excavations into older Quaternary alluvium 
deposits. Monitoring shall consist of visually inspecting fresh
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exposures of rock for larger fossil remains and, where appropriate, 
collecting wet or dry screened sediment samples of promising 
horizons for smaller fossil remains. The frequency of monitoring 
inspections shall be determined by the Qualified Paleontologist 
and shall be based on the rate of excavation and grading 
activities, proximity to known paleontological resources or 
fossiliferous geologic formations (i.e., older Quaternary alluvium 
deposits), the materials being excavated (i.e., native sediments 
versus artificial fill), and the depth of excavation, and if found, the 
abundance and type of fossils encountered. Full-time monitoring 
can be reduced to part-time inspections or ceased entirely if 
determined adequate by the qualified Paleontologist.

MM-PALEO-2: If a potential fossil is found, the paleontological monitor shall be 
allowed to temporarily divert or redirect grading and excavation 
activities in the area of the exposed fossil to facilitate evaluation of 
the discovery. An appropriate buffer area shall be established by 
the Qualified Paleontologist around the find where construction 
activities shall not be allowed to continue. Work shall be allowed 
to continue outside of the buffer area. At the qualified 
Paleontologist’s discretion and to reduce any construction delay, 
the grading and excavation contractor shall assist in removing 
rock samples for initial processing and evaluation of the find. If 
preservation in place is not a feasible treatment measure, the 
Qualified Paleontologist shall implement a paleontological salvage 
program to remove the resources from the Project Site. Any 
fossils encountered and recovered shall be prepared to the point 
of identification and catalogued before they are submitted to their 
final repository. Any fossils collected shall be curated at a public, 
non-profit institution with a research interest in the materials, such 
as the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum, if such an 
institution agrees to accept the fossils. If no institution accepts the 
fossil collection, they shall be donated to a local school in the area 
for educational purposes. Accompanying notes, maps, and 
photographs shall also be filed at the repository and/or school.

MM-PALEO-3: Prior to the release of the grading bond, the Qualified 
Paleontologist shall prepare a report summarizing the results of 
the monitoring and salvaging efforts, the methodology used in 
these efforts, as well as a description of the fossils collected and 
their significance. The report shall be submitted by the Applicant 
to the City, the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County, 
and representatives of other appropriate or concerned agencies to 
signify the satisfactory completion of the Project and required 
mitigation measures.

Finding

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(1), changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, Modified Alternative 2 that avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant impacts as identified in the EIR.
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Rationale For Finding

Modified Alternative 2 would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique geological feature. As 
discussed in Chapter IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measures MM- 
PALEO-1 through MM-PALEO-3, inclusive, require inter alia: retention of a qualified 
paleontologist to develop, implement and supervise a paleontological monitoring program for 
construction excavations; if a potential fossil is found, the paleontological monitor to temporarily 
divert or redirect grading and excavation activities in the area and establish a buffer area for 
initial processing and evaluation; if preservation in place is not a feasible treatment measure, 
the Qualified Paleontologist to implement a paleontological salvage program to remove the 
resources from the Project Site; and the preparation of a report summarizing the result of the 
monitoring and salvaging efforts, the methodology used, as well as a description of the fossils 
collected and their significance to be submitted to the appropriate or concerned agencies prior 
to the release of the grading bond.

As discussed at pages 3-41 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final 
EIR, Modified Alternative 2’s impacts related to excavation and the discovery of paleontological 
resources would be reduced as compared to the Original Project. The implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM-PALEO-1 through MM-PALEO-3, inclusive, are consistent with Society 
of Vertebrate Paleontology’s "Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of 
Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources” (2010), would provide for avoidance and 
recovery of resources if an inadvertent encounter were to occur. Therefore, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM-PALEO-1 through MM-PALEO-3 ensures Modified Alternative 2’s 
potentially significant project-level impacts to paleontological resources are reduced to a less 
than significant level, and that the cumulative effects of Modified Alternative 2 together with 
related projects are less than significant.

References

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Paleontological Resources, please see 
Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR, Appendix D-3 of the Draft EIR; and Chapter 
3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR.

Noise

Impact Summary

Construction Noise

Groundborne Vibration Regarding Building Damage

As discussed on pages IV.I-14 through IV.I-24 of Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR, existing 
noise sensitive uses are located on and within 500 feet of the Project Site, as shown in Figure 
IV.I-2, Noise Measurement Locations and Existing Noise Sensitive Locations, on page IV.I-16. 
Certain of these uses include, among others, the off-site adjacent non-engineered timber and 
masonry residential structures on Vista Del Mar Avenue that are identified as contributors to the 
Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, as shown in Figure IV.C-1, Historic Resources Adjacent to 
the Project Site, and discussed on pages IV.C-12 through IV.C-25 of Section IV.C, Cultural 
Resources, and pages IV.I-23 and IV.I-24 of Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR and pages 3-2 
through 3-4of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR.

As discussed on pages 3-16 through 3-18, 3-34 through 3-38, and 3-44 through 3-45 of Chapter 
3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, because Modified Alternative 2
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eliminates construction of Building 2 and instead retains the residences at 1765 and 1771 Vista 
Del Mar Avenue, construction of Modified Alternative 2 does not require using heavy 
construction equipment that would cause groundborne vibration impacts within at least 20 feet 
of the nearest adjacent contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District located at 1761
63 Vista del Mar Avenue. At 20 feet, the maximum vibration level from the construction 
equipment needed for Modified Alternative 2 construction would be 0.124 PPV, which is well 
below the significance threshold of 0.2 PPV. (See Final EIR, Appendix C-1.) Therefore, Modified 
Alternative 2 creates less than significant groundborne vibration impacts to off-site structures, 
and neither MM-NOI-3 or MM-NOI-4 identified for the Original Project in the Draft EIR and 
revised and clarified in the Final EIR is required. Even so, to be conservative and to ensure 
additional protection to contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, Modified 
Alternative 2 retains the mitigation measures identified for the Project in the Draft EIR, MM-NOI- 
3 and MM-NOI-4.

Operational

Emergency Generator

As demonstrated by the analysis for the Original Project in Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR, 
operational noise impacts related to the Original Project’s emergency generator will be 
potentially significant at the nearest off-site sensitive receptors (represented by 
measurement/sensitive receptor locations R1 and R4) located 155 feet and 200 feet away, 
respectively, and identified in Figure IV.I-2, Noise Measurement Locations and Existing Noise 
Sensitive Receptor Locations, on page IV.I-16. Similar to the Original Project, Modified 
Alternative 2’s emergency generator is also anticipated to be located on the P1 level of Building 
1, approximately 75 feet from Argyle Avenue and along the southern perimeter of Building 1. Its 
emergency generator is also assumed to be rated at approximately 250 kilowatts (approximately 
335 horsepower). Modified Alternative 2’s emergency generator will be used in the event of a 
power outage, and periodically for maintenance and testing for up to 50 hours per year in 
accordance with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1470.

Based on a noise survey that was conducted for an equivalent generator by ESA, noise from 
the Original Project and Modified Alternative 2’s emergency generator is expected to be 
approximately 96 dBA (Leq) at 25 feet, which would be approximately 80 dBA at 155 feet (R1 
locations) and 78 dBA at 200 feet (R4 locations), and which would exceed the existing ambient 
noise levels at these locations. The combined noise level from the emergency generator plus 
the existing ambient noise levels (65 dBA at R1, and 56 dBA at R4) would be approximately 80 
dBA at R1 locations and 78 dBA at R4 locations, which would exceed the significance threshold. 
Therefore, noise impacts would be potentially significant at the nearest noise sensitive receptors 
(R1 and R4 locations) located 155 feet and 200 feet away, respectively, and mitigation would be 
required. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-5, identified below, by Modified 
Alternative 2 would reduce this impact to less than significant.

The off-site residential uses and hotel uses on the north side of Yucca Street (represented by 
measurement/sensitive receptor location R2) located approximately 160 feet from the 
emergency generator and the residential uses to the east and southeast of the Project Site 
along Vista Del Mar Avenue (represented by measurement/sensitive receptor location R3) 
located approximately 300 feet from the emergency generator, while located near to the Project 
Site, would not have a line-of-sight to the emergency generator. For locations R2 and R3, 
Modified Alternative 2’s building would act as a noise enclosure and substantially shield the 
emergency generator noise by at least 34 dBA. Given distance attenuation and noise shielding 
effects, the emergency generator noise at R2 locations would be 46 dBA Leq and at R3 locations
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would be 40 dBA Leq, respectively, which would not exceed the ambient noise levels at R2 and 
R3 locations of 61 dBA and 58 dBA, respectively.

Composite Noise

Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR conservatively assesses the combined noise from the 
Original Project’s various noise sources (i.e., composite noise level) to ascertain the maximum 
potential Original Project-related noise level increase that may occur at the noise-sensitive 
receptor locations identified on Figure IV.I-2, Noise Measurement Locations and Existing Noise 
Sensitive Receptor Locations, on page IV.I-16 of Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR. Similar to 
the Original Project, noise sources associated with the Modified Alternative 2 would include 
traffic on nearby roadways, automobile movement noise in the parking structures, outdoor/open 
space noise, loading dock and refuse service areas, emergency generator, and on-site 
mechanical equipment.
The maximum composite noise impacts are generally expected near the Project Site boundary. 
As shown in Table 3-4, Unmitigated Composite Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptor Locations 
R1, R2, R3 and R4 from Modified Alternative 2 Operation, on page 3-51 in Chapter 3, 
Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, the composite noise levels are 
dominated by the emergency generator, which would be located on P1 level of Modified 
Alternative 2’s building, approximately 75 feet from Argyle Avenue and along the southern 
perimeter of the Building. The maximum composite noise impacts are expected to occur at 
noise-sensitive receptors at locations R1 and R4. Location R1 represents uses located across 
Argyle Avenue that could experience composite noise from the emergency generator, Podium 
Courtyard (6th level), roof garden (30th level), and parking access, as well as from traffic on 
Argyle Avenue. Location R4 represents uses located adjacent to the south of the Project Site 
that could experience composite noise from the Modified Alternative 2’s emergency generator, 
Podium Courtyard (6th level), roof garden (30th level), and parking access, as well as from traffic 
on Vista Del Mar and Carlos Avenue. Locations R2 and R3 to the north and east of the Project 
Site would be less affected by composite noise, even though they experience open space noise 
from the park space (2nd level), because the Modified Alternative 2 building would provide a 
buffer from composite noise from the emergency generator and also would be situated further 
away from the podium courtyard (for R3) and the parking access (for R2).

As shown in Table 3-4, the composite noise levels from the operation of Modified Alternative 2 
would be up to 80.2 dBA at the R1 location, up to 63.5 dBA at the R2 location, up to 61.5 dBA at 
the R3 location, and up to 78.1 dBA at the R4 location, largely based on conservative noise 
level assumptions for the emergency generator and conservatively using the Project-related 
peak hour traffic noise levels, even though Modified Alternative 2’s peak hour traffic noise levels 
are lower. The noise levels generated by mechanical equipment and by the loading dock and 
refuse collection areas were assumed to be the same for Modified Alternative 2 as for the 
Original Project, since the size and location of these noise sources are assumed to be similar 
for the Original Project and Modified Alternative 2.

Overall, relative to the existing noise environment, the Modified Alternative 2 is estimated to 
increase the ambient noise level by approximately 15.2 dBA at the residences to the west (R1 
location) along Argyle Avenue, approximately 2.5 dBA to the hotel and residential uses to the 
north (R2 location) along Yucca Street, approximately 3.5 dBA to the residential uses to the east 
(R3 location) along Vista Del Mar, and by approximately 22.1 dBA at the residences to the south 
along Carlos Avenue (R4 location). The increase in unmitigated noise levels at R2 and R3 
locations would not exceed the significance threshold of an increase of 5 dBA, but would be 
above the applicable increase of 5 dBA at R1 and R4 locations. This analysis conservatively 
assumes that Modified Alternative 2’s operational noise sources would generate maximum 
noise levels simultaneously. Therefore, as with the Original Project, the unmitigated composite 
noise level impact on sensitive receptors due to the Modified Alternative 2’s future operations
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are potentially significant, and mitigation is required. Mitigation Measure MM- NOI-5, identified 
below, reduces this impact to less than significant.

Project Design Features

The following PDFs are incorporated into the Project to reduce its potential noise impacts The 
Applicant has incorporated the following Project Design Features (PDFs) into the Modified 
Alternative 2 to reduce its potential construction noise impacts.

PDF-NOI-1: Generators used during the construction process will be electric or 
solar powered. Solar generator and electric generator equipment 
shall be located as far away from sensitive uses as feasible.

PDF-NOI-2: The Project will not use impact pile drivers and will not allow 
blasting during construction activities.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are identified for Modified Alternative 2 to reduce potentially 
significant construction groundborne vibration impacts to off-site structures and operational 
composite noise impacts to less than significant.

MM-NOI-1: Construction Noise Barriers: The Project shall provide a 
temporary 15-foot tall construction noise barriers (i.e., wood, 
sound blanket) between the Project construction site and 
residential development along the entire south, west, and east 
boundaries of the Project Site, achieving a performance standard 
of a 15 dBA noise level reduction. At plan check, building plans 
shall include documentation prepared by a noise consultant 
verifying compliance with this measure. The temporary noise 
barriers shall be used during early Project construction phases (up 
to the start of framing) when the use of heavy equipment is 
prevalent.

MM-NOI-2: Heavy construction equipment such as a large dozer, a large 
grader, and a large excavator shall not operate within 15 feet from 
the nearest single-family residential building adjacent to the 
Project Site along Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3). Small construction 
equipment such as a small dozer, a small excavator, and a small 
grader shall be permitted to operate within 15 feet from the 
nearest single-family residential building adjacent to the Project 
Site along Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3). The Applicant shall 
designate a construction relations officer to serve as a liaison with 
the nearest single-family residential buildings (R3). The liaison 
shall be responsible for responding to concerns regarding 
construction groundborne vibration within 24 hours of receiving a 
complaint. The liaison shall ensure that steps will be taken to 
reduce construction groundborne vibration levels as deemed 
appropriate and safe by the on-site construction manager. Such 
steps could include the use of vibration absorbing barriers, 
substituting lower groundborne vibration generating equipment or 
activity, rescheduling of high groundborne vibration-generating 
construction activity, or other potential adjustments to the 
construction program to reduce groundborne vibration levels at
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the nearest single-family residential building adjacent to the 
Project Site along Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3).

MM-NOI-3: Heavy construction equipment such as a large dozer, a large 
grader, and a large excavator shall not operate within 15 feet from 
the nearest single-family residential building adjacent to the 
Project Site along Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3). Small construction 
equipment such as a small dozer, a small excavator, and a small 
grader shall be permitted to operate within 15 feet from the 
nearest single-family residential building adjacent to the Project 
Site along Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3). The Applicant shall 
designate a construction relations officer to serve as a liaison with 
the nearest single-family residential buildings (R3). The liaison 
shall be responsible for responding to concerns regarding 
construction groundborne vibration within 24 hours of receiving a 
complaint. The liaison shall ensure that steps will be taken to 
reduce construction groundborne vibration levels as deemed 
appropriate and safe by the on-site construction manager. Such 
steps could include the use of vibration absorbing barriers, 
substituting lower groundborne vibration generating equipment or 
activity, rescheduling of high groundborne vibration-generating 
construction activity, or other potential adjustments to the 
construction program to reduce groundborne vibration levels at 
the nearest single-family residential building adjacent to the 
Project Site along Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3).

MM-NOI-4: Prior to start of construction, the Project Applicant shall retain the 
services of a licensed building inspector, or structural engineer, or 
other qualified professional as approved by the City, to inspect 
and document (video and/or photographic) the apparent physical 
condition of the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue 
(measurement location/sensitive receptor location R3), including 
but not limited to the building structure, interior wall, and ceiling 
finishes.

The Project Applicant shall retain the services of a qualified 
acoustical engineer to review proposed construction equipment 
and develop and implement a groundborne vibration monitoring 
program capable of documenting the construction-related 
groundborne vibration levels at each residence during demolition, 
excavation, and construction of the parking garages. The 
groundborne vibration monitoring program shall measure (in 
vertical and horizontal directions) and continuously store the peak 
particle velocity (PPV) in inch/second. Groundborne vibration data 
shall be stored on a two-second interval. The program shall also 
be programmed for two preset velocity levels: a warning level of 
0.15 inch/second PPV and a regulatory level of 0.2 inch/second 
PPV. The program shall also provide real-time alerts when the 
groundborne vibration levels exceed the two preset levels. 
Monitoring shall be conducted at a feasible location between the 
Project Site and the residential buildings along Vista del Mar 
Avenue adjacent to the Project Site as near to the adjacent 
residential structures as possible.
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• The groundborne vibration monitoring program shall be 
submitted to the Department of Building and Safety, prior to 
initiating any construction activities for approval.

• In the event the warning level (0.15 inch/second PPV) is 
triggered, the contractor shall identify the source of 
groundborne vibration generation and provide feasible steps to 
reduce the groundborne vibration level such as
halting/staggering concurrent activities or utilizing lower 
vibratory techniques.

• In the event the regulatory level (0.2 inch/second PPV) is 
triggered, the contractor shall halt the construction activities in 
the vicinity of the affected residences and visually inspect the 
affected residences for any damage. Results of the inspection 
must be logged. The contractor shall identify the source of 
groundborne vibration generation and implement feasible steps 
to reduce the groundborne vibration level such as staggering 
concurrent activities or utilizing lower vibratory techniques. 
Construction activities may continue upon implementation of 
feasible steps to reduce the groundborne vibration level.

• In the event damage occurs to the residential buildings along 
Vista Del Mar Avenue (measurement location/sensitive 
receptor location (R3) due to Project construction groundborne 
vibration, such materials shall be repaired to the same or better 
physical condition as documented in the pre-construction 
inspection and video and/or photographic records. Any such 
repair work shall be conducted in accordance with the 
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, subsection (b)(3).

MM-NOI-5: Emergency Generator: The Project shall install a sound 
enclosure and/or equivalent noise-attenuating features (i.e., 
mufflers) for the emergency generator that will provide 
approximately 25 dBA noise reduction. At plan check, building 
plans shall include documentation prepared by a noise consultant 
verifying compliance with this measure.

Finding

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(1), changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, Modified Alternative 2 that avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant impacts as identified in the EIR.
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Rationale for Finding

Construction Noise

Groundborne Vibration Impacts on Off-Site Structures

As discussed on pages 3-16 through 3-18, 3-34 through 3-38, and 3-44 through 3-45 of Chapter 
3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, because Modified Alternative 2 
eliminates construction of Building 2 and instead retains the residences at 1765 and 1771 Vista 
Del Mar Avenue, construction of Modified Alternative 2 does not require using heavy 
construction equipment that would cause groundborne vibration impacts within at least 20 feet 
of the nearest adjacent contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District located at 1761
63 Vista Del Mar Avenue. Therefore, unlike the Original Project, Modified Alternative 2 creates 
less than significant groundborne vibration impacts to off-site structures. Even so, to be 
conservative and to ensure additional protection to contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos 
Historic District, Modified Alternative 2 retains the mitigation measures identified for the Project, 
MM-NOI-3 and MM-NOI-4.

As demonstrated in the analysis in Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR and pages 3-2 through 
3-3, 3-15 through 3-16, 3-37 through 3-38, and 3-44 through 3-45 of Chapter 3, Revisions, 
Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-NOI- 
3 will ensure that groundborne vibration levels during construction of the Project will be below 
the significance threshold of 0.2 inches per second (PPV) for potential structural damage 
impacts at the nearest single-family residential building adjacent to the Project Site along Vista 
Del Mar Avenue by requiring a 15-foot buffer between the nearest off-site building and heavy 
construction equipment operations. At 15 feet, implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-3 
results in groundborne vibration levels of 0.191 inches per second (PPV), which is less than the 
significance threshold of 0.2 inches per second (PPV). Since Modified Alternative 2 does not 
include construction of the Original Project’s Building 2 and retains the two residences at 1765 
and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, construction of Modified Alternative 2 will generally occur farther 
from the nearest adjacent contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District located at 
1761-63 Vista del Mar Avenue than Project construction would. At 20 feet, the maximum 
vibration level from the construction equipment used for the Modified Alternative 2 would be 
0.124 PPV, which is well below the significance threshold of 0.2 PPV. (See Final EIR, Appendix 
C-1.) Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 would have even less of an effect on the Vista Del 
Mar/Carlos Historic District than the Original Project’s less than significant effect with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-3.

As discussed on pages 3-3 through 3-4 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, 
of the Final EIR, Mitigation Measure MM-nOi-4 was revised in the Final EIR to require 
monitoring at the closest reasonable point between the Project Site and the neighboring Vista 
del Mar historic contributors - which could include monitoring on the Project Site itself if 
neighboring property owners refuse to allow vibration monitoring equipment to be placed on 
their property. Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-4 was also clarified in the Final EIR to provide that 
any repairs to the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar necessitated due to Project 
construction will be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, subsection (b)(3). The Project’s 
implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-NOI-3 and MM-NOI-4, as revised and clarified, 
ensure that groundborne vibration levels are below the thresholds associated with potential 
damage to the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue (represented by measurement 
location/sensitive receptor location R3) due to Project construction. Accordingly, based on 
substantial evidence in the EIR and mitigation measures, Modified Alternative 2’s less than 
significant impacts to district contributors would be further reduced.
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Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s less than significant groundborne vibration impacts to off-site 
structures during construction are further reduced with incorporated mitigation measures.

Operational Noise

Emergency Generator

As discussed on pages 3-45 and 3-46 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of 
the Final EIR, Modified Alternative 2 requires the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM- 
NOI-5, like the Original Project, to reduce the potentially significant noise impacts from its 
emergency generator. As required by Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-5, Modified Alternative 2 will 
install a sound enclosure and/or equivalent noise attenuation features (i.e., mufflers) for the 
emergency generator that provide approximately 25 dBA of noise reduction. As shown by 
comparing Table 3-4 to Table 3-5 in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the 
Final EIR, with a sound enclosure, the generator noise level will be reduced from 80 dBA to 
approximately 55 dBA at the noise sensitive receptors (R1 location) along Argyle Avenue, and 
from 78 dBA to approximately 53 dBA at the noise sensitive receptors (R4 location) south of the 
Project Site, which levels are below the significance thresholds of 70 dBA for R1 locations and 
61 dBA for R4 locations. The combined mitigated noise level from the emergency generator plus 
the existing ambient noise levels (65 dBA at R1 location and 56 dBA at R4 location) would be 
approximately 65 dBA at R1 location and 58 dBA at R4 location, which levels would not exceed 
the applicable significance thresholds.

Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s generator-related noise impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation.

Composite Noise

As discussed on pages 3-45 and 3-46 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of 
the Final EIR, Modified Alternative 2 requires the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM- 
NOI-5 to reduce the potentially significant noise impacts from its emergency generator. As 
required by Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-5, Modified Alternative 2 will install a sound enclosure 
and/or equivalent noise attenuation features (i.e., mufflers) for the emergency generator that 
provide approximately 25 dBA of noise reduction. As shown by comparing Table 3-4 to Table 3
5 in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, with a sound 
enclosure, the generator noise level will be reduced from 80 dBA to approximately 55 dBA at 
the noise sensitive receptors (R1 location) along Argyle Avenue, and from 78 dBA to 
approximately 53 dBA at the noise sensitive receptors (R4 location) south of the Project Site, 
which levels are below the significance thresholds of 70 dBA for R1 location and 61 dBA for R4 
location. The combined mitigated noise level from the emergency generator plus the existing 
ambient noise levels (65 dBA at R1 location and 56 dBA at R4 location) would be approximately 
65 dBA at R1 location and 58 dBA at R4 location, which levels would not exceed the applicable 
significance thresholds. Therefore, generator-related noise impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation.

As shown in Table 3-5, Composite Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptor Location R1 and R4 from 
Modified Alternative 2 Operation with Mitigation, on page 3-53 of Chapter 3, Revisions, 
Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, the outdoor/open space activity would contribute 
a maximum of 51 dBA at sensitive receptor R1 location, and the outdoor/open space activity 
would contribute a maximum of 55 dBA at sensitive receptor R4 location. Mitigation measure 
MM-NOI-5 would reduce emergency generator-related noise levels to 55 dBA at the noise 
sensitive receptors (R1 location) along Argyle Avenue and to 53 dBA at the noise sensitive 
receptors (R4 location) south of the Project Site, which are below the significance thresholds of 70 
dBA. The mitigated composite noise levels from operation of Modified Alternative 2 with the
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mitigated emergency generator noise levels would be up to 60.0 dBA for R1 location and up to 
58.8 dBA for R4 location. Overall, relative to the existing noise environment, Modified Alternative 
2 is estimated to increase the ambient noise level by approximately 1.2 dBA at the residences to 
the west (R1 location) along Argyle Avenue and by 4.6 dBA at the residences to the south (R4 
location). This increase in noise would be below the applicable thresholds involving increases of 5 
dBA. This analysis conservatively assumes that the Modified Alternative 2’s operational noise 
sources would generate maximum noise levels simultaneously.

As such, the composite noise level impacts on sensitive receptors due to the Project’s future 
operations would be less than significant with mitigation.

References

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Noise, please see Section IV.I, Noise, of 
the Draft EIR; Appendix A-2 of the Draft EIR; Appendix I of the Draft EIR, Noise and Vibration 
Technical Appendix; Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR; and 
Appendix C-1 to the Final EIR.

Transportation

Impact Summary

Operational Traffic

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) - Consistency with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)

As set forth on pages 3-58 through 3-60 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, 
of the Final EIR, Modified Alternative 2 was analyzed for potential VMT impacts using the same 
methodology as that described on pages IV.L-35 through IV.L-37 in Chapter IV. L, 
Transportation, of the Draft EIR, that being LADOT’s VMT Calculator Version 1.2. As reported 
in Table 3-6 on page 3-59 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final 
EIR, Modified Alternative 2 would generate approximately 8,460 VMT per day (7,476 VMT after 
mitigation). As such, Modified Alternative 2 generates an average per capita household VMT of 7.5, 
prior to mitigation, which exceeds the applicable Central APC impact threshold of 6.0. Therefore, 
Modified Alternative 2 results in a potentially significant household VMT impact. Modified Alternative 
2 generates an average work VMT of 5.0 per employee, which is less than the applicable Central 
APC per employee impact threshold of 7.6. With implementation of Mitigation Measure TRAF-1, 
identified below, Modified Alternative 2’s potentially significant household VMT impact is 
reduced to a less than significant level.

As described on page 3-60 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final 
EIR, subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR in April 2020, in May 2020 LADOT released 
version 1.3 of the VMT Calculator. The update incorporated the latest available data, and 
included adjustments to trip length averaging, transit mode splits, and trip purpose splits to 
better match the VMT Calculator with the City’s Travel Demand Forecasting Model on which it is 
based. When analyzing the Modified Alternative 2 using version 1.3 of the VMT Calculator, the 
Modified Alternative 2 would have household VMT per capita of 5.1 and work VMT per capita of 
6.7, both under the applicable significance thresholds, before the implementation of the Modified 
Alternative 2’s TDM program. Based on this supplemental information, MM-TRAF-1 would not 
be required to reduce VMT impacts below the level of significance. Nonetheless, the Modified 
Alternative 2 would implement MM-TRAF-1 to minimize the effects of Modified Alternative 2 
VMT and help meet City goals regarding VMT and emissions reduction, as well as supporting 
the use of multi-modal transportation.
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Cumulative Impacts

As shown in Table IV.L-3, Related Projects Within One Quarter Mile of the Project Site, of the 
Draft EIR, page IV.L-40, eight related projects, which consist of a mix of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and office uses, are located within one quarter-mile of the Project Site. Given the 
improvements and street front amenities of several related projects, including, street trees, 
lighting and wide sidewalks, cumulatively Modified Alternative 2 in combination with the related 
projects would create a more pedestrian-friendly street front. As with the Original Project, 
Modified Alternative 2 and these related projects include adequate bicycle facilities, nearby 
multi-modal transportation facilities, do not conflict with adjacent street designations and 
classification. Each related project would be separately reviewed and approved by the City and 
would be required to comply with City design and LAMC requirements and would include an 
analysis of consistency with applicable plans, programs, policies, and ordinances. According to 
the TAG, for projects that do not demonstrate a project impact by applying an efficiency-based 
impact threshold (i.e. VMT per capita or VMT per employee) in the project impact analysis, a less- 
than-significant project impact conclusion is sufficient in demonstrating there is no cumulative 
VMT impact. Projects that fall under the City’s efficiency-based impact thresholds are already 
shown to align with the long-term VMT and GHG reduction goals of the SCAG 2016-2040 
RTP/SCS. With the incorporation of MM-TRAF-1, the VMT household and work per capita would 
be below the City’s efficiency-based impact thresholds, and as such, Modified Alternative 2’s 
contribution to cumulative transportation VMT impacts would not be considerable.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are identified for Modified Alternative 2 to further reduce its 
less than significant VMT impacts.

MM-TRAF-1: Transportation Demand Management Program. The Project 
Applicant shall prepare and implement a comprehensive 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program to promote 
non-auto travel and reduce the use of single-occupant vehicle 
trips. The TDM Program shall be subject to review and approval 
by the Department of City Planning and LADOT. A covenant and 
agreement shall be implemented to ensure that the TDM Program 
shall be maintained. The exact measures to be implemented shall 
be determined when the Program is prepared, prior to issuance of 
a final certificate of occupancy for Modified Alternative 2. The 
TDM Program shall ensure that the VMT for Modified Alternative 2 
would be below the applicable VMT threshold(s) established in the 
Transportation Assessment Guidelines through such means that 
could include monitoring or reporting, as required by the City. The 
strategies in the TDM Program shall include at a minimum, the 
following:

• Unbundled Parking: 
residents (i.e., parking space is leased separately from 
dwelling units); and

• Promotions and Marketing: Employees and residents shall be 
provided with materials and promotions encouraging use of 
alternative modes of transportation. This type of campaign 
would raise awareness of the options available to people who 
may never consider any alternatives to driving.

In addition, the TDM could include measures such as:

Provision of unbundled parking for
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• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination 
Program with an on-site transportation coordinator;

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

• Accommodate flexible/alternative work schedules and 
telecommuting programs;

• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash
out Law in all leases;

• Coordinate with DOT to determine if the project location is 
eligible for a future Integrated Mobility Hub (which can include 
space for a bike share kiosk, and/or parking spaces on-site for 
car-share vehicles);

• Provide on-site transit routing and schedule information;

• Provide a program to discount transit passes for 
residents/employees possibly through negotiated bulk 
purchasing of passes with transit providers;

• Provide rideshare matching services;

• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location;

• Contribute a one-time fixed fee contribution of $75,000 to be 
deposited into the City’s Bicycle Plan Trust Fund to implement 
bicycle improvements in the vicinity of the project.; and/or

• Participation as a member in the future Hollywood 
Transportation Management Organization (TMO), when 
operational. When the Hollywood TMO becomes operational, 
the Hollywood TMO’s services may replace some of the in
house TDM services where applicable.

In addition to these TDM measures, DOT also recommends that 
the applicant explore the implementation of an on-demand van, 
shuttle or tram service that connects the project employees to off
site transit stops (such as the Metro Red Line stations) based on 
the transportation needs of the project’s employees. Such a 
service can be included as an additional measure in the TDM 
program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the applicant.

Finding

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(1), changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, Modified Alternative 2 that avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant impacts as identified in the EIR.

Rationale For Finding

Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-1 requires implementation of a TDM program to reduce vehicle 
trips. The combined effect of the various strategies implemented as part of the TDM program 
will result in a reduction in Modified Alternative 2’s vehicle trip generation and VMT by offering 
services, actions, specific facilities, etc., aimed at encouraging the use of alternative 
transportation modes. As shown in Table 3-6, VMT Analysis Summary, at page 3-59 in Chapter
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3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure MM TRAF-1, Modified Alternative 2 would generate 7,476 daily VMT (a reduction of 
984 daily VMT), which includes a home-based production daily VMT of 3,573 and a home- 
based work attraction daily VMT of 154. With Mitigation Measure MM TRAF-1, Modified 
Alternative 2 will generate an average household VMT per capita of 5.9 (1.6 less than prior to 
mitigation). With mitigation, Modified Alternative 2 will not exceed the household VMT per capita 
threshold of 6.0. Work VMT for Modified Alternative 2 is less than significant without mitigation. 
Thus, with Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-1, Modified Alternative 2 meets the threshold criteria 
of being 15% less than the existing average household VMT per capita for the Central APC 
area, and its household VMT impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.

It is further noted that with regard to the Hollywood TMO referenced in Mitigation Measure MM- 
TRAF-1, the Hollywood community is a strong candidate for the promotion of alternative modes 
of transportation, including convenient walking and bicycling, carpooling and vanpooling, use of 
public transit, short-term automobile rentals, etc. A TMO is an organization that helps to 
promote these services to a community by providing information about available public 
transportation options and matching people into ridesharing services. The developers of various 
approved projects in the Hollywood area, along with LADOT and stakeholders, have proposed 
to initiate the Hollywood TMO. Some of the TDM strategies could be enhanced through 
participation in the Hollywood TMO, once and if it becomes operational. As indicated above, 
once the Hollywood TMO becomes operational, the Hollywood TMO’s services may replace 
some of the in-house TDM services, where applicable.

Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-1 is consistent with the City’s policies on sustainability and smart 
growth and with LADOT’s trip reduction and multi-modal transportation program, all of which 
support improvements that reduce greenhouse gas emissions by reducing the use of single
occupant vehicle trips, encouraging developers to construct transit and pedestrian-friendly 
projects with safe and walkable sidewalks, and providing efficient and effective traffic 
management and monitoring.

References

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Transportation, please see Section IV.L, 
Transportation, of the Draft EIR; Appendix A-2 of the Draft EIR, Initial Study; Appendix L-1 of 
the Draft EIR, CEQA Thresholds Analysis; Appendix L-2 of the Draft EIR, Traffic Impact Study, 
Appendix L-3 of the Draft EIR, Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis for the Alternatives; Chapter 3, 
Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR; Appendix C-4 of the Final EIR, 
Modified Alternative 2 Analysis for the 6220 Yucca Street Mixed-Use Project Hollywood, 
California.

VI. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT EVEN AFTER 
MITIGATION

The EIR concluded that the following impact areas remain significant and unavoidable following 
implementation of all feasible mitigation measures described in the Draft and Final EIR. 
Consequently, in accordance with PRC Section 21081(b) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations has been prepared as set forth in Section IX of these 
Findings. The City finds and determines that:

1. All significant environmental impacts that can feasibly be avoided or substantially 
lessened have been avoided or substantially lessened through either 
incorporation of PDFs (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)(2)) and/or 
implementation of mitigation measures; and
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2. Based on the EIR, the Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth below, 
and other documents and information in the record with respect to the 
construction and operation of Modified Alternative 2, all remaining unavoidable 
significant impacts, as set forth in these Findings, are overridden by the benefits 
of Modified Alternative 2, as described in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for the construction and operation of Modified Alternative 2, and 
all implementing actions.

Noise

Impact Summary

Construction

Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Noise Levels in Excess of Standards

On-Site Noise

As demonstrated by the analyses at pages IV.I-29 through IV.I-33 in Section IV.I, Noise, and 
supported by Appendix I of the Draft EIR, and on pages 3-44 and 3-45 of Chapter 3, Revisions, 
Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR and Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, construction 
of Modified Alternative 2 requires using mobile heavy equipment with high noise-level 
characteristics that will create significant on-site construction noise impacts. Individual pieces of 
construction equipment that will be used during Modified Alternative 2 construction produce 
maximum noise levels of 74 dBA to 90 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet from the noise 
source, as shown in Table IV.I-8, Construction Equipment Noise Levels, on page IV.I-31 of the 
Draft EIR. These maximum noise levels occur when the equipment is operating under full power 
conditions. The estimated usage factors for the equipment, which are based on the FHWA’s 
Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide, are also shown in Table IV.I-8. To more 
accurately characterize construction-period noise levels, the EIR calculates the average (Hourly 
Leq) noise level associated with each construction stage based on the quantity, type, and usage 
factors for each type of equipment to be used during each construction stage. Over the course 
of a construction day, the highest noise levels are generated when multiple pieces of 
construction equipment are operating concurrently. The estimated noise levels at the off-site 
sensitive receptor locations were based on a scenario that assumed the maximum concurrent 
operation of equipment, which is considered to be a worst-case evaluation because Project 
construction will use less overall equipment on a daily basis, and as such will generate lower 
noise levels.

A summary of the construction noise impacts at the existing nearby sensitive receptors is 
provided in Table IV.I-9, Estimated Construction Noise Levels at Existing Off-Site Sensitive 
Receptors, on pages IV.I-32 and IV.I-33 of Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR. Detailed noise 
calculations for construction activities are provided in Appendix I of the Draft EIR. As shown in 
Table IV.I-9, construction noise levels are estimated to reach a maximum of 106 dBA at the off
site sensitive receptor locations (R3 location) along west side of Vista Del Mar Avenue, a 
maximum of 83 dBA at the off-site sensitive receptor locations (R2 location) along Yucca Street, 
a maximum of 82 dBA at the off-site sensitive receptor locations (R1 location) along Argyle 
Avenue, and a maximum of 69 dBA at the off-site sensitive receptor locations (R4 location) 
along Carlos Avenue. Therefore, similar to the Original Project, Modified Alternative 2’s 
construction-related noise levels will exceed the significance thresholds of 70 dBA at sensitive 
receptor location R1 (average daytime noise level of 65 dBA plus 5 dBA), of 66 dBA at off-site 
sensitive receptor location R2 (average daytime noise level of 61 dBA plus 5 dBA), of 63 dBA at 
off-site sensitive receptor location R3 (ambient noise level of 58 dBA plus 5 dBA), and of 61 
dBA at off-site sensitive receptor locations R4 (ambient noise level of 56 dBA plus 5 dBA). The
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ambient noise levels are shown in Table IV.I-5 of the Draft EIR, page IV.I-19.

As such, the Modified Alternative 2 will exceed significance thresholds at residential uses 
located to the west of the Project Site along Argyle Avenue (R1 location), located south and 
east of the Project Site along Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3 location), located north of Yucca Street 
(R2 location), and located north and south of Carlos Avenue (R4 location). Impacts would be 
significant.

Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Groundborne Vibration and Groundborne Noise - Off-
Site

Human Annoyance

As demonstrated by the analyses on pages IV.I-50 through IV.I-53 in Section IV.I, Noise, of the 
Draft EIR and supported by Appendix I of the Draft EIR, on pages 3-3, 3-13 through 3-14, and 
3-44 and 3-45 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR and 
supported by Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, construction of Modified Alternative 2 results in 
temporary significant groundborne vibration and noise human annoyance impacts. Construction 
of Modified Alternative 2 generates groundborne vibration and groundborne noise during site 
clearing, grading and shoring activities. Based on the groundborne vibration data provided in 
Table IV.I-13 on page IV.I-51 of the Draft EIR, groundborne vibration velocities created by the 
operation of construction equipment will range from approximately 0.003 to 0.089 inches per 
second PPV at 25 feet from the source of activity. As stated on page IV.I-53 of the Draft EIR, for 
typical buildings, groundborne vibration results in groundborne noise levels that are 
approximately 35 to 37 decibels lower than the velocity level.

As discussed on pages 3-44 and 3-45 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of 
the Final EIR, Modified Alternative 2, by eliminating the Original Project’s Building 2 and 
retaining the existing residential buildings at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, Modified 
Alternative 2 construction does not involve using vibration-producing heavy construction 
equipment within at least 20 feet of neighboring residential structures along Vista Del Mar. As 
concluded on page 3-45 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final 
EIR, although these features of Modified Alternative 2 render its groundborne vibration impacts 
with respect to building damage less than significant at the single-family residence closest to the 
Project Site’s southeastern property line without the need for any mitigation, Modified Alternative 
2 would still create significant groundborne vibration and groundborne noise human annoyance 
impacts at that location. (See also Final EIR, Appendix C-1.) In addition, as shown in Table IV.I- 
13, construction groundborne vibration levels for certain construction equipment at 25, 50 and 
75 feet exceed the 72 VdB perception threshold; at 100 feet, vibration levels from all 
construction equipment fall to below the 72 VdB perception threshold. Therefore, sensitive 
receptor locations R1 (located approximately 80 feet from the Project Site) and R2 (located 
approximately 65 feet from the Project Site) are potentially exposed to construction groundborne 
vibration levels in excess of the 72 VdB perception threshold.

However, because these exceedances occur only when heavy equipment, such as a larger 
dozer and heavy trucks, are operating along the boundary of the construction site, construction- 
related groundborne vibration levels will only exceed 72 VdB threshold intermittently and 
generally for very short durations. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 results in temporary 
significant groundborne vibration and groundborne noise human annoyance impacts, and 
mitigation is required.
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Cumulative Impacts

On-site Construction Noise

For the reasons identified in the analysis contained on pages IV. 1 -55 through IV.I-56 of Section 
IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR, similar to the Original Project, cumulative construction noise 
impacts from on-site activities related to construction of Modified Alternative 2 together with 
related projects will be significant and unavoidable. Noise from on-site construction activities is 
localized and would normally affect the areas within 500 feet from each individual construction 
site. Two of the 137 related projects are located within the immediate vicinity of the Project Site 
and therefore have the potential to cumulatively contribute to ambient noise level increases 
together with Modified Alternative 2.

Similar to the Original Project, the nearest related projects that may be under construction 
concurrently with Modified Alternative 2 are Related Project 14 (Pantages Theater Office), 
located to the south of the Project Site, and Related Project 29 (Hollywood Center), located to 
the west of the Project Site; these related projects have the highest potential for cumulative 
impacts to the R4 locations. The R4 locations are residential uses to the south of the Project 
Site along Carlos Avenue, situated approximately 190 feet away from the Project Site. Modified 
Alternative 2 alone will result in a maximum construction noise level of 69 dBA Leq at the off-site 
sensitive receptor locations along Carlos Avenue (R4 location) during demolition, 
grading/excavation, and building construction/paving/architectural coating, which exceeds the 
61 dBA threshold for these receptors (see Table IV.9, Estimated Construction Noise Levels at 
Existing Off-Site Sensitive Receptors, on page IV.-32 of Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR).

The combined on-site construction noise levels from Modified Alternative 2 and the two related 
projects will be intermittent, temporary and will cease at the end of the construction phase, and 
their construction days and hours will comply with time restrictions and other relevant provisions 
in the LAMC. Therefore, the Project’s on-site construction noise together with the on-site 
construction noise from the two related projects will create short-term cumulative impacts at the 
R4 off-site noise sensitive receptors.

Off-Site Traffic-Related Construction Noise

As demonstrated by the analysis on page IV.I-56 in Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR, 
construction traffic from any of the related projects that are under construction when the Project 
is also under construction will contribute to noise levels on major thoroughfares throughout the 
area, even though those related projects are located in different areas and, at least to some 
extent, have varied haul routes and traffic patterns associated with their construction, and haul 
routes for the related projects may overlap along Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street; therefore, 
Modified Alternative 2’s off-site construction noise impacts are conservatively concluded to be 
cumulatively considerable and cumulative off-site construction noise impacts are significant and 
unavoidable.

Existing ambient daytime noise levels at R1 locations (Argyle Avenue) and R2 locations (Yucca 
Street) were 65 dBA and 61 dBA, respectively (see Table IV.I-5 on page IV.I-19 of the Draft 
EIR). An estimated maximum of 160 truck trips per hour can occur along Argyle Avenue and a 
maximum of 64 truck trips per hour can occur along Yucca Street without exceeding the 
significance criteria of 5 dBA above ambient noise levels (70 dBA and 66 dBA, respectively). 
Similar to the Original Project, Modified Alternative 2 will generate up to 26 truck trips per hour 
during the grading/excavation phase of construction, which will last for approximately four 
months. Other phases of construction of Modified Alternative 2 will generate fewer maximum 
daily truck trips. If the related projects generate 134 more trips per hour along Argyle Avenue 
and 38 more trips per hour along Yucca Street than the Project, the cumulative noise levels
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from off-site construction would exceed the significance thresholds. During peak periods, it is 
possible that Modified Alternative 2 and related projects will have overlapping haul truck 
schedules and will cause noise levels greater than the significance thresholds. For these 
reasons, it is conservatively concluded that Modified Alternative 2’s off-site construction noise 
impacts are cumulatively considerable and cumulative off-site construction noise impacts are 
significant and unavoidable.

Project Design Features

The following PDFs are incorporated into Modified Alternative 2 to reduce its potential noise 
impacts.

PDF-NOI-1: Generators used during the construction process will be electric or 
solar powered. Solar generator and electric generator equipment 
shall be located as far away from sensitive uses as feasible.

PDF-NOI-2: The Project will not use impact pile drivers and will not allow 
blasting during construction activities.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are identified for Modified Alternative 2 to minimize the 
significant construction noise impacts, the construction groundborne vibration and groundborne 
noise impacts, and the cumulative construction noise impacts.

MM-NOI-1: Construction Noise Barriers: The Project shall provide a 
temporary 15-foot tall construction noise barriers (i.e., wood, 
sound blanket) between the Project construction site and 
residential development along the entire south, west, and east 
boundaries of the Project Site, achieving a performance standard 
of a 15 dBA noise level reduction. At plan check, building plans 
shall include documentation prepared by a noise consultant 
verifying compliance with this measure. The temporary noise 
barriers shall be used during early Project construction phases (up 
to the start of framing) when the use of heavy equipment is 
prevalent.

MM-NOI-2: Equipment Noise Control: The Project contractor(s) shall employ 
state-of-the-art noise minimization strategies when using 
mechanized construction equipment.

The contractor(s) shall not use blasting, jack hammers or pile 
drivers. The contractor(s) shall use only electric power 
crane(s),and shall use other electric equipment if commercially 
available.

The contractor(s) shall limit unnecessary idling of equipment 
on or near the site.

The contractor(s) shall place noisy construction equipment as 
far from the Project Site edges as practicable.

The Project contractor(s) shall equip all construction 
equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and 
maintained noise mufflers, consistent with manufacturers’
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standards. For example, absorptive mufflers are generally 
considered commercially available, state-of-the-art noise 
reduction for heavy duty equipment. The construction 
contractor shall keep documentation on-site demonstrating 
that the equipment has been maintained in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications.

Heavy construction equipment such as a large dozer, a large 
grader, and a large excavator shall not operate within 15 feet from 
the nearest single-family residential building adjacent to the 
Project Site along Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3). Small construction 
equipment such as a small dozer, a small excavator, and a small 
grader shall be permitted to operate within 15 feet from the 
nearest single-family residential building adjacent to the Project 
Site along Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3). The Applicant shall 
designate a construction relations officer to serve as a liaison with 
the nearest single-family residential buildings (R3). The liaison 
shall be responsible for responding to concerns regarding 
construction groundborne vibration within 24 hours of receiving a 
complaint. The liaison shall ensure that steps will be taken to 
reduce construction groundborne vibration levels as deemed 
appropriate and safe by the on-site construction manager. Such 
steps could include the use of vibration absorbing barriers, 
substituting lower groundborne vibration generating equipment or 
activity, rescheduling of high groundborne vibration-generating 
construction activity, or other potential adjustments to the 
construction program to reduce groundborne vibration levels at 
the nearest single-family residential building adjacent to the 
Project Site along Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3).

MM-NOI-3:

MM-NOI-4: Prior to start of construction, the Project Applicant shall retain the 
services of a licensed building inspector, or structural engineer, or 
other qualified professional as approved by the City, to inspect 
and document (video and/or photographic) the apparent physical 
condition of the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue 
(measurement location/sensitive receptor location R3), including 
but not limited to the building structure, interior wall, and ceiling 
finishes.

The Project Applicant shall retain the services of a qualified 
acoustical engineer to review proposed construction equipment 
and develop and implement a groundborne vibration monitoring 
program capable of documenting the construction-related 
groundborne vibration levels at each residence during demolition, 
excavation, and construction of the parking garages. 
groundborne vibration monitoring program shall measure (in 
vertical and horizontal directions) and continuously store the peak 
particle velocity (PPV) in inch/second. Groundborne vibration 
data shall be stored on a two-second interval. The program shall 
also be programmed for two preset velocity levels: a warning 
level of 0.15 inch/second PPV and a regulatory level of 0.2 
inch/second PPV. The program shall also provide real-time alerts

The
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when the groundborne vibration levels exceed the two preset 
levels. Monitoring shall be conducted at a feasible location 
between the Project Site and the residential buildings along Vista 
del Mar Avenue adjacent to the Project Site as near to the 
adjacent residential structures as possible.

• The groundborne vibration monitoring program shall be 
submitted to the Department of Building and Safety, prior to 
initiating any construction activities for approval.

• In the event the warning level (0.15 inch/second PPV) is 
triggered, the contractor shall identify the source of 
groundborne vibration generation and provide feasible steps to 
reduce the groundborne vibration level such as 
halting/staggering concurrent activities or utilizing lower 
vibratory techniques.

• In the event the regulatory level (0.2 inch/second PPV) is 
triggered, the contractor shall halt the construction activities in 
the vicinity of the affected residences and visually inspect the 
affected residences for any damage. Results of the inspection 
must be logged. The contractor shall identify the source of 
groundborne vibration generation and implement feasible 
steps to reduce the groundborne vibration level such as 
staggering concurrent activities or utilizing lower vibratory 
techniques. Construction activities may continue upon 
implementation of feasible steps to reduce the groundborne 
vibration level.

• In the event damage occurs to the residential buildings along 
Vista Del Mar Avenue (measurement location/sensitive 
receptor location R3) due to Project construction groundborne 
vibration, such materials shall be repaired to the same or 
better physical condition as documented in the pre
construction inspection and video and/or photographic 
records. Any such repair work shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, 
subsection (b)(3).

Finding

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(1), the City finds that changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, Modified Alternative 2 that mitigate or 
avoid the significant effects on the environment. However, these effects have not been reduced 
to less than significant.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21081(a)(3), the City finds 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.



VTT-73718-1A F-44

Rationale For Finding

Construction

On-Site Noise

As demonstrated by the analysis in Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measures 
MM-NOI-1 and MM-NOI-2 are identified as the only feasible mitigation measures to address the 
Original Project’s significant construction noise impacts; however, even with implementation of 
these mitigation measures, the Original Project’s construction noise impacts remain significant, 
and are therefore unavoidable. As Modified Alternative 2 will employ similar construction as the 
Original Project, the same conclusion would apply to the Modified Project. Mitigation Measure 
MM-NOI-1 requires the installation of sound barriers during construction that will achieve a 
noise reduction of 15 dBA between construction activities and off-site receptor locations along 
Argyle Avenue (R1 locations), Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3 locations), and Carlos Avenue (R4 
locations). Sound barriers are not feasible to reduce the impacts to sensitive receptors 
(represented by measurement location/sensitive receptor location R2) along the north side of 
Yucca Street since Modified Alternative 2’s construction staging area and/or traffic entrance 
would be located on the south side of Yucca Street adjacent to the Project Site. Although the 
noise reduction provided by the noise barriers required by Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-1 is 
considered to be a substantial reduction, construction noise levels will still increase the 
daytime ambient noise level above the 5-dBA significance threshold at the residential uses 
along Vista Del Mar Avenue (represented by measurement location/sensitive receptor location 
R3) during some phases of construction. In addition, the sound barrier will not reduce the 
noise levels at the upper floors (i.e., 3rd to 18th floor) of the multi-family residential uses at the 
southwest corner of Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue (R1 locations) or the upper floors (i.e. 3rd 
floor to 5th floor) of the five-story mixed-use residential uses (R4 locations) along Carlos 
Avenue since the sound barrier would not block the line of sight between the construction site 
and upper floors of the 18-story multi-family residential use (R1) or the five-story mixed-use 
residential uses (R4). Thus, construction noise impacts are significant and unavoidable at the 
upper floors (i.e., 3rd to 18th floor) of the multi-family residential uses at the southwest corner of 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue (R1), at the adjacent residential uses along Vista Del Mar 
Avenue (R3), the upper floors of the five-story mixed-use residential uses south of Carlos 
Avenue (R4), and those on the north side of Yucca Street (R2), even with Modified Alternative 
2’s implementation of MM-NOI-1.

While the noise minimization strategies required by Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-2 reduce noise 
levels where feasible, construction noise impacts will remain significant and unavoidable, even 
with the noise level reductions achieved by Modified Alternative 2’s implementation of MM-NOI- 
1 and MM-NOI-2, together.

Therefore, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-NOI-1 and MM-NOI-2, 
together, Modified Alternative 2’s construction noise impacts are significant and unavoidable. 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(3), based on the evidence described 
below in Section IX, Statement of Overriding Considerations, the City finds 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 to reduce these impacts 
to less than significant.

Groundborne Vibration and Noise - Human Annoyance

As demonstrated by the analysis in Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR, on pages 3-2 through 
3-3 and 3-44 through 3-45 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final
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EIR and in Appendix C-1 of the Final EIR, Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-3 ensures that 
construction groundborne vibration levels are below the significance threshold of 0.2 inches per 
second (PPV) for potential structural damage impacts at the nearest single-family residential 
building adjacent to the site along Vista Del Mar Avenue (R3). This mitigation measure requires 
a 15-foot buffer between the nearest residential building and heavy construction equipment 
operations. At 15 feet, the groundborne vibration levels are reduced to 0.191 inches per second 
(PPV). The mitigated level of 0.191 inches per second (PPV) is less than, but still close to the 
significance threshold of 0.2 inches per second (PPV). As set forth on pages 3-44 and 3-45 of 
Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-4, providing for a groundborne vibration monitoring program, 
further reduces groundborne vibration levels, but even with Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-3, 
cannot reduce groundborne vibration and groundborne noise impacts on human annoyance to 
below the human perceptibility threshold within groundborne vibration-sensitive uses, which 
include residential uses.

Therefore, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-NOI-3 and MM-NOI-4, 
together, Modified Alternative 2’s temporary construction groundborne vibration and 
groundborne noise human annoyance impacts are significant and unavoidable. Pursuant to 
Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(3), based on the evidence described below in Section 
IX, Statement of Overriding Considerations, the City finds 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 to reduce these impacts to less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

On-site Construction Noise

As discussed on pages IV. 1 -55 through IV.I-56 of Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR, two of 
the Project’s 137 related projects are located within the immediate vicinity of the Project Site 
and therefore have the potential to cumulatively contribute to ambient noise level increases 
together with the Original Project (and similarly with Modified Alternative 2), including Related 
Project 14 (Pantages Theater Office), located to the south of the Project Site, and Related 
Project 29 (Hollywood Center), located to the west of the Project Site. These related projects 
have the highest potential for cumulative impacts to the R4 locations, which are residential uses 
to the south of the Project Site along Carlos Avenue, situated approximately 190 feet away from 
the Project Site. Similar to the Original Project, Modified Alternative 2 alone results in a 
maximum construction noise level of 69 dBA Leq at the off-site sensitive receptor locations along 
Carlos Avenue (R4 locations) during demolition, grading/excavation, and building 
construction/paving/architectural coating, which exceeds the 61 dBA threshold for these 
receptors (see Table IV.9, Estimated Construction Noise Levels at Existing Off-Site Sensitive 
Receptors, at page IV.-32 of Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR).

Neither the Applicant nor the City has any control over the timing or extent of the construction of 
any of the related projects, including Related Project 14 and Related Project 29. Even if the 
mitigation measures identified for Modified Alternative 2 were also imposed on these related 
projects, significant and unavoidable cumulative construction noise impacts will still result at the 
R4 receptors because Modified Alternative 2, as mitigated, creates significant construction noise 
impacts at the R4 receptors. Noise associated with cumulative construction activities is reduced 
to the degree reasonably and technically feasible through mitigation measures identified for 
each individual project and compliance with the City’s noise ordinances. Even so, potential 
cumulative impacts as a result of construction of the Project and nearby related projects cannot 
be precluded.
The combined on-site construction noise levels from Modified Alternative 2 and the two related
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projects will be intermittent, temporary and will cease at the end of the construction phase, and 
their construction days and hours will comply with time restrictions and other relevant provisions 
in the LAMC. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2’s on-site construction noise together with the on
site construction noise from the two related projects create short-term cumulative impacts at the 
R4 off-site noise sensitive receptors.

As such, Modified Alternative 2’s on-site construction noise impacts are determined to be 
significant, cumulatively considerable and unavoidable, although temporary. Pursuant to Public 
Resources Code section 21081(a)(3), based on the evidence described below in Section IX, 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, the City finds 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 to reduce these impacts to less than significant.

Off-Site Construction Traffic-Related Noise

For the reasons discussed on pages IV.I-56 of Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR, it is possible 
that the Original Project’s (and similarly, the Modified Alternative 2’s) off-site construction- 
related traffic together with the related projects’ off-site construction-related traffic will combine 
to create a cumulative off-site construction-related traffic noise impact, and/or that the haul 
routes for Modified Alternative 2 and the related projects will overlap, particularly with respect to 
haul routes along Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. Specifically, there is a potential for related 
projects and Modified Alternative 2 to use the same haul routes at the same time. Therefore, 
Modified Alternative 2’s off-site construction-related traffic impacts combined with those of the 
related projects, and the potential for overlapping haul routes are determined to create 
significant cumulative impacts, although temporary.

As such, Modified Alternative 2’s off-site construction-related traffic noise impacts and potential 
overlap of haul routes are determined to be significant, cumulatively considerable and 
unavoidable, although temporary. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081(a)(3), 
based on the evidence described below in Section IX, Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
the City finds 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 to reduce these impacts to less than significant.

References

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Noise, please see Section IV.I, Noise, of 
the Draft EIR; Appendix A-2 of the Draft EIR; Appendix I of the Draft EIR, Noise and Vibration 
Technical Appendix; Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR; and 
Appendix C-1 to the Final EIR.

VII. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT

CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that could 
substantially reduce or avoid the significant impacts of a project while also meeting the project’s 
basic objectives. An EIR must identify ways to substantially reduce or avoid the significant 
effects that a project may have on the environment (PRC § 21002.1). Accordingly, the 
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to a project or its location which are 
capable of avoiding or substantially reducing any significant effects of the project, even if these 
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be 
more costly. The alternatives analysis focused on avoiding or substantially reducing the 
Project’s significant impacts.
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Summary of Findings

Based on these Findings, the EIR, and the whole of the administrative record, the City finds that 
the EIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of, and would substantially lessen the significant impacts of, the Project as originally 
proposed and analyzed in the Draft EIR, and that the EIR adequately evaluates the comparative 
merits of each alternative. Specifically, the EIR considers the following alternatives: (1) No 
Project/No Build; (2) Primarily Residential Mixed-Use; (3) No Commercial Zone Change, no 
High Density Residential, No Density Bonus Density; and (4) Primarily Office Mixed Use. 
Additionally, the City finds that Modified Alternative 2’s modifications meet the basic purposes of 
CEQA set forth under Section 15002, subsections (a) and (h) of the CEQA Guidelines, to 
incorporate changes into a project to avoid and/or significantly reduce environmental damage, 
by eliminating the Project and Alternative 2’s Building 2 component on N. Vista Del Mar Avenue 
and retaining the two existing residences on N. Vista Del Mar Avenue, reducing the amount of 
excavation required overall, including by eliminating Building 2 and a level of subterranean 
parking, and converting an existing paved surface parking lot at the corner of Yucca Avenue 
and Vista Del Mar to a landscaped park.

Having weighed and balanced the pros and cons of each of the alternatives analyzed in the 
EIR, each of the analyzed alternatives, other than Alternative 2, is hereby found to fail to meet 
most of the basic objectives of the Project. Based on the EIR’s analyses, the Project 
Objectives, these CeQa Findings, and specific economic, social, or other considerations, 
including the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers as identified in 
Section IX of these Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), the City finds that three 
of the four alternatives analyzed warrant rejection. All such findings are found to be supported 
by the evidence contained in the whole of the administrative record and the evidence, 
documents and testimony presented in this matter. On pages V-6 through V-7 of Section V, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, the EIR also identifies the alternatives that were considered but 
rejected as infeasible during the scoping process, including an industrial alternative and a 
single-family residential alternative, and adequately explains the reasons underlying their 
rejection, including, without limitation, their failure to meet most of the Project’s basic objectives 
and their infeasibility.

Based upon the following analysis, the City finds, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21081(a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, make 
Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 infeasible. The City finds that Alternative 2 lessens the environmental 
impacts of the Project, while substantially complying with the Project Objectives, and is feasible. 
The City further finds that the modifications to Alternative 2 proposed in Modified Alternative 2 
further reduce impacts as compared to Alternative 2, and that Modified Alternative 2 also 
continues to be feasible and substantially comply with the Project Objectives.

Project Objectives

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project description shall contain a 
"Statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project.” In addition, Section 15124(b) of 
the CEQA Guidelines further states that "the statement of objectives should include the 
underlying purpose of the project.”

The underlying purpose of the Project is to redevelop the underutilized Project Site, which is 
located in a Transit Priority Area, and which currently contains aging, low-density, rent stabilized 
residential multi-family units and one single-family home with a high-density development 
providing a mix of residential units and hotel and commercial/restaurant uses to meet the 
community’s need for a range of housing options and new jobs, and to attract visitors to the
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area’s businesses, restaurants and attractions.

The objectives for the Project are as follows:

To construct an infill development that balances commercial and residential uses by 
providing a mix of retail, dining, multi-family residential and hotel uses that are 
complementary to the existing uses in the Project Site area;

To redevelop the underutilized Project Site with an economically viable and attractive 
transit-oriented high-density mixed-use development that is appropriate for the 
Project Site’s location in a Transit Priority Area and is consistent with its designation 
as Regional Center and Hollywood Center;

To promote and support local and regional mobility, greenhouse gas and air quality 
objectives to reduce vehicle miles traveled, reduce reliance on single-passenger 
vehicles and increase the use of public transit, and maximize infill development by 
constructing a high-density residential, hotel and commercial/restaurant mixed-use 
development on a site within a designated Transit Priority Area that is located within 
one-quarter mile of key public transit facilities, including the Hollywood and Vine Red 
Line Station;

To provide a diverse mix of dwelling units that appeal to a range of household sizes 
to help meet the critical demand for new housing in the Hollywood Community Plan 
area;

To increase the City’s stock of rent controlled units under the City’s RSO through a 
project that provides 100 percent of its residential apartment units as RSO units;

To provide a right of return for residents of existing onsite residential apartment units 
subject to the RSO;

To support job creation and to increase business opportunities within Los Angeles by 
developing the Project’s hotel and commercial/restaurant uses on a site well-served 
by transit; and

To revitalize the streetscape surrounding the Project Site and encourage pedestrian 
activity and bicycle use by creating a streetscape design that allows for outdoor cafe 
tables, parkway planters and bicycle parking within an overall landscape design that 
integrates the Project development into the surrounding urban neighborhood.

Project Alternatives Analyzed

Alternative 1—No Project/No Build Alternative

Description

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, no new development would occur on the Project Site, 
and the existing uses at the Project Site would continue to operate in their current state. Thus, 
the physical conditions of the Project Site would remain exactly as they are today. No new 
buildings would be constructed, and the existing Project Site buildings, including one single
family residence, one duplex and a studio apartment, and three two-story apartment buildings 
and associated carports and paved surface parking areas, would not be removed or altered.

Impact Summary

The No Project/No Build Alternative would avoid all of the Project’s less-than significant,
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potentially significant and significant and unavoidable impacts, because no new development 
would occur on the Project Site.

Finding

Pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(3), the City finds that the 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.

Rationale for Finding

With this Alternative, all of the environmental impacts projected to occur from the development 
of the Project would be avoided. Therefore, this Alternative would be environmentally superior 
to the Project. However, CEQA requires that if the environmentally superior alternative is the "no 
project” alternative, the EIR shall identify an environmentally superior alternative from among 
the other alternatives. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2).)

Further, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not realize any of the Project objectives. 
Although the No Project/No Build Alternative would have fewer impacts than the Project, 
because this Alternative would not include a development program, it would not contribute to 
growth and development within the Hollywood Community and therefore, it would not satisfy any 
of the Project Objectives. In addition, this Alternative would not provide certain benefits 
associated with the Project, including the development of additional housing units, creation of 
new employment opportunities, enhancement of the property and community, or implementation 
of energy efficiency, energy conservation, or water quality measures. Therefore, for the 
reasons stated above, this Alternative is infeasible and less desirable than Modified Alternative 
2, and is rejected.

References

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 1, refer to Chapter V, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.

Alternative 2—Primarily Residential Mixed-Use Alternative

Description

Alternative 2, the Primarily Residential Mixed-Use Alternative, is intended to determine whether 
elimination of the hotel use and reduction in commercial floor area would reduce the Project’s 
VMT. The Primarily Residential Mixed-Use Alternative would include the two buildings (Building 
1 and 2) and the same floor area as the Project. Building 1 would contain approximately 
300,603 square feet of floor area and Building 2 would contain approximately 16,345 square 
feet of floor area. As with the Project, Alternative 2 would result in an FAR of 6.6:1. Building 
heights and mass, including the 20-story Building 1 (225 feet in elevation) and three-story 
Building 2 (47 feet maximum elevation) would be the same under both the Project and 
Alternative 2. Alternative 2 would increase the Project’s residential units from 210 units to 271 
units, eliminate all hotel rooms, and reduce the Project’s commercial/restaurant floor area from 
12,570 square feet to 5,120 square feet. Building 1 and Building 2 would provide 254 and 17 
residential units, respectively. The combined mix of residential units in both Building 1 and 
Building 2 would consist of 132 one-bedroom units, 96 two-bedroom units, and 26 suites (2 
bedroom units). All residential units would comply with the RSO.

All of the Project Design Features (PDFs) incorporated into the Project, all applicable regulatory
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compliance measures and Mitigation Measures implemented by the Project, and all other 
project components except as expressly provided in the EIR and these findings, would be 
incorporated and implemented, respectively, under Alternative 2.

Impact Summary

Under Alternative 2, impacts related to Noise (construction noise and vibration) would be 
significant and unavoidable with respect to human annoyance, although less than the Project. 
Alternative 2 would have similar impacts to the Project associated with Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources (views, scenic resources, regulations governing scenic quality, visual character and 
quality), Cultural Resources (historical resources), Energy, Geology and Soils (expansive soils), 
Hydrology and Water Quality (operation), Land Use, Public Services (Fire protection and EMS), 
Transportation (conflict with plans, programs, ordinances or policies, design hazards and 
emergency Access), Tribal Cultural Resources, and Utilities and Service Systems (energy 
infrastructure). However, Alternative 2 would increase the Project’s less than significant impacts 
associated with Public Services (schools, parks and recreation and libraries greater than the 
Project) and Utilities and Service Systems (solid waste greater than the Project).

Benefits of Alternative 2 would include a reduction of the Project’s less than significant impacts 
associated with Aesthetics (light and glare less than the Project), Air Quality (construction and 
operation emissions less than the Project), Archaeological Resources (less than the Project), 
Geology, Soils and Paleontological Resources (exacerbation of environmental conditions, 
unstable geologic units and paleontological resources less than the Project), GHG Emissions, 
Hydrology and Water Quality (construction impacts less than the Project), Noise (operation 
noise and vibration less than the Project), Population and Housing, Public Services (police 
protection less than the Project), Transportation (VMT impacts under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3, Subdivision (b) less than the Project), and Utilities and Service Systems (water and 
wastewater less than the Project).

Modified Alternative 2 is a slightly modified version of Alternative 2, and therefore, would 
similarly reduce impacts as compared to the Project. In addition, Modified Alternative 2 would 
further reduce impacts as compared to Alternative 2.

Finding

Pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been 
required and incorporated into the Alternative 2 and Modified Alternative 2 that substantially 
lessen or avoid the significant impacts as identified in the EIR. In addition, pursuant to PRC 
Section 21081(a)(3), the City finds that the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 
other considerations, make both Alternative 2, the Primarily Residential Mixed-Use Alternative, 
and Modified Alternative 2, feasible.

Rationale for Finding

Alternative 2 would develop the Project Site with a primarily residential mixed-use development. 
Specifically, Alternative 2 would increase the Project’s residential units from 210 units to 271 
units, eliminate all hotel rooms, and reduce the Project’s commercial/restaurant floor area from 
12,570 square feet to 5,120 square feet. All residential units under Alternative 2 would be 
subject to the RSO. Because Alternative 2 would increase the City’s RSO housing stock and 
revitalize the character of the street where the Site is located, Alternative 2 would be fully 
consistent with certain Project Objectives, including: providing a diverse mix of dwelling units 
that appeal to a range of household sizes to help meet the critical demand for new housing in 
the Hollywood Community Plan area; increasing the City’s stock of rent controlled units under 
the City’s RSO through a project that provides 100 percent of its residential apartment units as



VTT-73718-1A F-51

RSO units; providing a right of return for residents of existing onsite residential apartment units 
subject to the Rent Stabilization Ordinance; and revitalizing the streetscape surrounding the 
Project Site and encouraging pedestrian activity and bicycle use by creating a streetscape 
design that allows for outdoor cafe tables, parkway planters and bicycle parking within an 
overall landscape design that integrates the Project development into surrounding urban 
neighborhood. As stated, Alternative 2 would eliminate the Project’s hotel use and reduce the 
Project’s retail and restaurant floor area from a total 12,570 square feet to 5,120 square feet. 
As a result, Alternative 2 would only be partially consistent with Project Objectives addressing 
policies related to the provision of a hotel use and job creation, including: constructing an infill 
development that balances commercial and residential uses by providing a mix of retail, dining, 
multi-family residential and hotel uses that are complementary to existing uses in the area; 
redeveloping the underutilized Project Site within a Transit Priority Area with an economically 
viable and attractive, transit-oriented high-density, mixed-use development that combines 
residential uses with visitor-serving hotel and restaurant uses near existing transit; promoting 
local and regional mobility, greenhouse gas and air quality objectives to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled, reduce reliance on single-passenger vehicles and increase the use of public transit, 
and maximizing infill development by constructing a high-density residential, hotel and 
commercial/restaurant mixed-use development on a site within a designated Transit Priority 
Area that is located within one-quarter mile of key public transit facilities, including the 
Hollywood and Vine Red Line Station; and supporting job creation and increasing business 
opportunities within Los Angeles by developing the Project’s hotel and commercial/restaurant 
uses on a site well-served by transit. Because Alternative 2 incrementally reduces several of 
the Project’s environmental impacts, it would be considered the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative, as further described in this Section VII (Environmentally Superior Alternative) below.

Modified Alternative 2 is a slightly modified version of Alternative 2, and therefore, would 
similarly meet the project objectives as compared to Alternative 2. In addition, Modified 
Alternative 2 would further reduce impacts as compared to Alternative 2.

Alternative 3—No Commercial Zone Change, No High Density Residential, No Density 
Bonus Alternative

Description

Alternative 3, the No Commercial Zone Change, No High Density Residential, No Density 
Bonus Alternative, would provide 101 RSO residential units and eliminate the Project’s hotel, 
retail, and restaurant uses. Development under Alternative 3 would be consistent with the three 
existing zoning designations over the Project Site, including C4-2D-SN and R4-2D in the west 
and central sector fronting Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue, and (Q)R3-1XL in the east sector 
fronting Yucca Street and Vista Del Mar Avenue, all of which allow multi-family residential 
development. The existing C4 and R4 zones permit multi-family uses up to the R4 density, 
which requires a minimum density of 400 square feet of lot area per unit. The R4-zoned sector 
has a total of 39,421.9 square feet of lot area; thus, allowing the construction of up to 98 
residential units. The existing R3 zone in the east sector allows multifamily uses and requires a 
minimum of 800 square feet of lot area per unit. The R3-zoned sector of the Project Site 
contains 10,941.9 square feet, which allows up to 13 residential units. Although the current 
zoning designations of the Project Site allow up to 107 residential units to be developed without 
the need for additional approvals, Alternative 3 would provide a total of 101 residential units. 
Subtracting the Project Site’s existing 43 RSO residential units, Alternative 3 would result in a 
net increase of 57 RSO residential units. No affordable housing is proposed under this 
Alternative. However, all units would be rental units and subject to the City’s RSO 
requirements.

Building construction in the C4- and R4-zoned sectors would be four stories of Type III
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construction and a single-story parking podium of Type 1 construction, for a total of five stories. 
The podium would provide parking for Alternative 3. In the R3 zones, the building would be 
tiered to meet the 1XL, 30-foot height constraint along Vista Del Mar Avenue. Alternative 3 
would require approximately 123 automobile parking spaces, compared to a total of 436 
provided by the Project. Alternative 3 would also require 83 bicycle parking spaces. Parking 
would be located in a one-level subterranean structure, with access provided from Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street. Alternative 3 would provide a gym and community lounge on Level 2 
(above the podium) along with a pool and amenity deck facing south. Balconies would be 
provided for most units on all facades. Unlike the Project, no amenities would be provided on 
the roof deck. Because Alternative 3 proposes development consistent with the Project Site’s 
designated zoning, the Project’s requested approvals for a Zone Change and Height District 
Change would not be required. The FAR for Alternative 3 (averaged over the Project Site) 
would be approximately 1.98:1, compared to the Project’s FAR of 6.6:1.

Impact Summary

Under Alternative 3, impacts related to Noise (construction noise and vibration) would be 
significant and unavoidable with respect to human annoyance, although less than the Project. 
Alternative 3 would have similar impacts to the Project associated with Aesthetics (regulations 
governing scenic quality), Air Quality (AQMP consistency), Historical Resources, Energy, 
Geology (expansive soils), Hydrology and Water Quality (operation), Transportation (conflict 
with plans, programs, ordinances or policies, design hazards, and emergency access), Tribal 
Cultural Resources, and Utilities and Service Systems (energy infrastructure). However, 
Alternative 3 would increase the Project’s less than significant impacts associated with Land 
Use and Planning and Population and Housing.

Benefits of Alternative 3 would include a reduction of the Project’s less than significant impacts 
associated with Aesthetics and Visual Resources (views, scenic resources, visual character and 
quality, and light and glare all less than the Project), Air Quality (construction and operation 
emissions less than the Project), Cultural Resources (Archaeological Resources less than the 
Project), Geology, Soils and Paleontological Resources (exacerbation of environmental 
conditions, unstable geological units and paleontological resources all less than the Project), 
GHG Emissions, Hydrology and Water Quality (construction), Noise (operation noise and 
vibration), Public Services (Fire protection and EMS, Police protection, schools, parks and 
recreation, and libraries all less than the Project), Transportation (VMT impacts under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3, Subdivision (b) less than the Project), and Utilities and Service 
Systems (water, wastewater and solid waste less than the Project).

Finding

Pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(3), the City finds that the 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.

Rationale for Finding

Alternative 3 would consist of 101 rental units, but would not incorporate commercial or hotel 
uses and, as such, would not represent a mixed-use development. The number of residential 
units provided under Alternative 3 would be less than one-half of the Project’s proposed 210 
residential units, and less than one-half of Modified Alternative 2’s 270 units. However, because 
Alternative 3 would add to the City’s stock of RSO units, it would be consistent with certain 
Project Objectives, albeit not to the same degree as the Project. These Project Objectives 
include: to provide a diverse mix of dwelling units that appeal to a range of household sizes to
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help meet demand for new housing in the area; to increase the stock of rent controlled units 
through a Project that provides 100 percent of its residential units as RSO; and to provide a right 
of return for residents of existing onsite apartment units subject to the RSO. Moreover, because 
Alternative 3 is not a mixed-use project and does not contain a commercial component, it fails to 
meet the remaining Project Objectives of: constructing an infill development that balances 
commercial and residential uses by providing a mix of retail, dining, multi-family residential and 
hotel uses that are complementary to existing uses in the area; redeveloping the underutilized 
Project Site at a density envisioned for a Transit Priority Area in the Regional Center and 
Hollywood Center designations on and surrounding the Project Site, with an economically viable 
and attractive transit-oriented high-density mixed-use development; promoting local and 
regional mobility, greenhouse gas and air quality objectives to reduce vehicle miles traveled, 
reduce reliance on single-passenger vehicles and increase the use of public transit, and 
maximizing infill development by constructing a high-density residential, hotel and 
commercial/restaurant mixed-use development on a site within a designated Transit Priority 
Area that is located within one-quarter mile of key public transit facilities, including the 
Hollywood and Vine Red Line Station; supporting job creation and increasing business 
opportunities within Los Angeles by developing the Project’s hotel and commercial/restaurant 
uses on a site well-served by transit; and revitalizing the streetscape surrounding the Project 
Site and encouraging pedestrian activity and bicycle use by creating a streetscape design that 
allows for outdoor cafe tables, parkway planters, and bicycle parking within an overall landscape 
design that integrates the Project into the surrounding urban neighborhood.

Therefore, Alternative 3 would not meet the Project Objectives to the same extent as the 
Project, and is not an environmentally superior alternative to the Project. For the reasons stated 
above, the City finds that the No Commercial Zone Change, No High Density Residential, No 
Density Bonus Alternative is infeasible and less desirable than the Project, and rejects this 
Alternative.

References

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 3, refer to Chapter V, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.

Alternative 4—Primarily Office Mixed Use Alternative

Description

Alternative 4, the Primarily Office Mixed-Use Alternative, would consist of an approximately four- 
story commercial building (Building 1) in the West Parcel and a three-story, 13-unit 
condominium building (Building 2) in the East Parcel. The residential units would be intended 
for purchase and, as such, would not be RSO units. The West Parcel’s commercial building 
would provide approximately 100,000 square feet of office space, 3,000 square feet of retail 
space, and 9,000 square feet of restaurant space. The total floor area of the commercial 
building would be approximately 112,000 square feet. The East Parcel, which comprises 
approximately 10,941.9 square feet, would be used for development of the residential 
component. The residential building would be similar to the Project’s Building 2. The residential 
density (13 units) would be consistent with the existing R3 zone, which requires a minimum of 
800 square feet of lot area per unit. Setbacks from lot lines would be similar to those of the 
Project and consistent with the respective zoning designation. The FAR for Alternative 4 
(averaged over the Project Site) would be approximately 3.81:1, compared to the Project’s FAR 
of 6.6:1. Alternative 4 would require approximately 250 automobile parking spaces, compared 
to a total of 436 spaces required for the Project. Parking for Building 2 would be located within 
two levels of subterranean and a semi-subterranean parking level below Building 2, accessed 
from Vista Del Mar Avenue.



VTT-73718-1A F-54

Impact Summary

Under Alternative 4, impacts related to Noise (construction noise and vibration) would be 
significant and unavoidable with respect to human annoyance, although less than the Project. 
Alternative 4 would have similar impacts to the Project associated with Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources (views, scenic resources, and regulations governing scenic quality), Air Quality 
(AQMP Consistency), Cultural Resources (historical resources), Energy, Geology and Soils 
(expansive soils), Hydrology and Water Quality (operation), Transportation (conflict with plans, 
programs, ordinances or policies, design hazards and emergency access), Tribal Cultural 
Resources, and Utilities and Service Systems (energy infrastructure). However, Alternative 4 
would increase the Project’s less than significant impacts associated with Land Use and 
Planning, Population and Housing, and Transportation (VMT impacts under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3, Subdivision (b)).

Benefits of Alternative 4 would include a reduction of the Project’s less than significant impacts 
associated with Aesthetics and Visual Resources (visual character and quality and light and 
glare), Air Qualify (construction and operation emissions less than the Project), Cultural 
Resources (archaeological resources), Geology and Soils (exacerbation of environmental 
conditions, unstable geological units, and paleontological resources less than the Project), GHG 
Emissions, Hydrology and Water Quality (construction), Noise (operation noise and vibration 
less than the Project), Public Services (Fire protection and EMS, Police protection, schools, 
parks and recreation and libraries all less than the Project), and Utilities and Service Systems 
(energy infrastructure).

Finding

Pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(3), the City finds that the 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.

Rationale for Finding

Alternative 4 would develop the Project Site with a different mix of land uses than the Project, 
including 112,000 square feet of offices, 12,000 square feet of retail and restaurant uses, and 
13 residential condominiums. Additionally, Alternative 4 would not provide replacement housing 
for the 44 demolished residential units currently occupying the Project Site, nor would it provide 
a hotel, increase residential densities in a Transit Priority Area, or be characterized by other 
features of the Project as reflected in the Project Objectives. Based on these features, the only 
Project Objective Alternative 4 is fully consistent with is the revitalization of the streetscape 
surrounding the Project Site, encouraging pedestrian activity and bicycle use by creating a 
streetscape design that allows for outdoor cafe tables, parkway planters and bicycle parking, 
integrating the Project development into the surrounding urban neighborhood. Because 
Alternative 4 does not include a hotel use, it is only partially consistent with the Project 
Objectives of maximizing infill development by constructing a high-density residential, hotel and 
commercial/restaurant mixed-use development within a Transit Priority Area, and increasing 
business opportunities within Los Angeles by developing the Project’s hotel and commercial 
uses on a site well-served by transit. Alternative 4 fails to meet the remaining Project 
Objectives, including: constructing an infill development that balances commercial and 
residential uses by providing a mix of retail, dining, multi-family residential and hotel uses that 
are complementary to the existing uses in the area; redeveloping the underutilized Project Site 
at a density envisioned for a Transit Priority Area in the Regional Center and Hollywood Center 
designations on and surrounding the Project Site, with an economically viable and attractive
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transit-oriented high-density mixed-use development; providing a diverse mix of dwelling units 
that appeal to a range of household sizes to help meet the critical demand for new housing in 
the Hollywood Community Plan area; increasing the City’s stock of rent controlled units under 
the RSO through a project that provides 100 percent of its residential apartment units as RSO 
units; and providing a right of return for residents of existing onsite residential apartment units 
subject to the Rent Stabilization Ordinance.

Therefore, Alternative 4 would not meet the Project Objectives to the same extent as the 
Project, and is not an environmentally superior alternative to the Project. For the reasons stated 
above, the City finds that the Primarily Office Mixed-Use Alternative is infeasible and less 
desirable than the Project, and rejects this Alternative.

Reference

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 4, refer to Chapter V, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.
Project Alternatives Considered and Rejected

As set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), an EIR should identify any alternatives that 
were rejected as infeasible and briefly explain the reasons for their rejection. According to the 
CEQA Guidelines, among the factors that may be used to eliminate an alternative from detailed 
consideration are the alternative’s failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, the 
alternative’s infeasibility, or the alternative’s inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. 
Alternatives to the Project that were considered and rejected as infeasible include the following:

Industrial Alternative

Development of the Project Site with light or heavy industrial uses instead of the Project’s 
proposed mix of residential, hotel, and commercial/restaurant uses was considered as an 
alternative; however, uses not consistent with the Project Site’s underlying residential or 
commercial zones, such as light or heavy industrial uses, would not achieve the objectives of 
the Project and would not be appropriate within the context of the surrounding commercial and 
residential community. Further, an industrial use would not be consistent with the density 
envisioned for the General Plan’s Regional Center and Hollywood Center designations of the 
Project Site and vicinity. Therefore, the City rejected this alternative from further consideration in 
the EIR.

Single-Family Residential Alternative

Development of the Project Site with single-family homes instead of the Project’s proposed mix 
of residential, hotel, and commercial/restaurant uses was considered as an alternative; 
however, single-family residential uses would not fulfill any of the Project’s objectives to 
increase density on an underutilized site within a TPA and would result in a net reduction of 
housing compared to the existing 43 multi-family units and one single-family residence on the 
Project Site. Further, a single-family use would not be consistent with the density envisioned for 
the General Plan’s Regional Center and Hollywood Center designations of the Project Site and 
vicinity. Therefore, the City rejected this alternative from further consideration in the EIR.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines states that an analysis of alternatives to a 
Project shall identify an Environmentally Superior Alternative among the alternatives evaluated 
in an EIR. The CEQA Guidelines also state that should it be determined that the No Project 
Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative, the EIR shall identify another
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Environmentally Superior Alternative among the remaining alternatives. Pursuant to Section 
151126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, the analysis below addresses the ability of the alternatives 
to "avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects” of the Project.

The Draft EIR analyzed a range of feasible Alternatives including (1) the No Project/No Build 
Alternative, (2) the Primarily Residential Mixed-Use Alternative, (3) the No Commercial Zone 
Change, No High Density Residential, No Density Bonus Alternative, and (4) the Primarily Office 
Mixed-Use Alternative. A comparative summary of the environmental impacts anticipated under 
each Alternative to the environmental impacts associated with the Project is provided in Table 
V-13, Comparison of Impacts Associated with the Alternatives and the Project, on pages V-106 
through V-109 of Chapter V, Alternatives of the Draft EIR.

Alternative 2 - Environmentally Superior Alternative

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines requirement to identify an environmentally 
superior alternative other than the No Project/No Build Alternative, Alternative 2 is selected from 
among the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR as the Environmentally Superior Alternative, 
since it would incrementally reduce several of the Project’s environmental impacts and would be 
substantially consistent with the Project Objectives, particularly with respect to City policies 
regarding concentration of development within Regional Centers and TPAs for the purpose of 
reducing VMT.

Furthermore, regarding social and other considerations, the Project Site is located in an area of 
the City that is undergoing change and densification. The development trends in the vicinity of 
the Project Site are maximizing zoning and density because the area is located in an area with 
access to transit and located near job centers and other amenities. Thus, there are several 
social and other considerations that warrant increasing the density of development on the 
Project Site to implement a mixed-use, mixed-income residential and commercial/retail project 
that can deliver the amount and type of housing and amenities desired by the City to support 
citywide housing goals, including an increase in rent-stabilized housing and affordable housing 
at the Project Site.
The City further finds that Modified Alternative 2 further reduces impacts as compared to 
Alternative 2, and is substantially consistent with the Project Objectives in the same manner and 
for the same reasons as Alternative 2.

VIII. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

Significant Unavoidable Impacts

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant 
impacts, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of insignificance. As 
evaluated in Chapter IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR and summarized 
below, implementation of the Original Project and of Modified Alternative 2 may result in project- 
level significant and unavoidable impacts related to on-site construction noise and groundborne 
vibration and noise impacts related to human annoyance and cumulative impacts related to on
site construction noise and off-site traffic-related noise. All other impacts associated with 
Modified Alternative 2 are either less than significant without the need for mitigation, or are 
reduced with mitigation to less than significant.

Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

According to Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is required to address any 
significant irreversible environmental changes that would occur should the proposed project be 
implemented.
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Development of Modified Alternative 2 requires a commitment of resources that include: (1) 
building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) the transportation of 
goods and people to and from the Project Site. Construction requires the consumption of 
resources that are non-replenishable or may renew so slowly as to be considered non
renewable. These resources include the following construction supplies: certain types of lumber 
and other forest products; aggregate materials used in concrete and asphalt such as sand, 
gravel and stone; metals such as steel, copper, and lead; petrochemical construction materials 
such as plastics; and water. Furthermore, nonrenewable fossil fuels such as gasoline and oil will 
also be consumed in the use of construction vehicles and equipment, as well as the 
transportation of goods and people to and from the Project Site.

Operation of Modified Alternative 2 will continue to expend nonrenewable resources that are 
currently consumed within the City. These include energy resources such as electricity and 
natural gas, petroleum-based fuels required for vehicle-trips, fossil fuels, and water. Fossil fuels 
represent the primary energy source associated with both construction and ongoing operation of 
Modified Alternative 2, and the existing, finite supplies of these natural resources will be 
incrementally reduced.

At the same time, through its densification of development within the TPA, Modified Alternative 
2 supports a land use pattern that reduces reliance on private automobiles, and thereby reduces 
vehicle miles traveled and the consumption of non-renewable resources when considered in a 
larger context. Most notably, Modified Alternative 2 provides high-density housing along a 
mixed-use corridor containing commercial, restaurant, office, and entertainment activities. The 
Project Site is located within a City-designated TPA and SCAG-designated High Quality Transit 
Area, and an area identified as preferred for high-density development to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled and related consumption of renewable resources, among other goals. Given its 
location, Modified Alternative 2 supports pedestrian access to a considerable range of 
employment, retail and entertainment activities. Modified Alternative 2 also provides excellent 
access to the regional transportation system as it is located in proximity to the Metro Red Line 
station and numerous regional and local Metro bus lines and LADOT DASH bus lines. These 
factors contribute to a land use pattern that is considered to reduce the consumption of non
renewable resources.

Furthermore, Modified Alternative 2 includes design features and is subject to building 
regulations that reduces the demands for energy resources needed to support its operation. 
Modified Alternative 2 complies with the Los Angeles Green Building Code and 2016 CALGreen 
Code and achieves the equivalent of the USGBC LEED Silver Certification under the LEED v4 
rating system. Modified Alternative 2 incorporates measures and performance standards to 
support its LEED Silver Certification, which include but are not limited to the following: 
implementation of a construction waste management plan; exceeding Title 24 (2016) Building 
Standards Code requirements to reduce building energy costs by a minimum of 5 percent; 
providing solar panels; use of high-efficiency fixtures and appliances and other water 
conservation features; drought tolerant landscaping; dedicated on-site recycling area; and 
implementation of a transportation demand management program (TDM). As shown in Section 
4.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Modified Alternative 2 results in a less than significant GHG 
impact with the reductions specified above. In addition, Modified Alternative 2 results in a less 
than significant impact with respect to consistency with applicable plans, policies, or regulations 
to reduce GHG emissions.

Modified Alternative 2’s continued use of non-renewable resources will be on a relatively small 
scale and is consistent with regional and local growth forecasts in the area, as well as State and 
local goals for reductions in the consumption of such resources. Furthermore, Modified 
Alternative 2 neither affects access to existing resources, nor interferes with the production or
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delivery of such resources. The Project Site contains no energy resources that will be precluded 
from future use through implementation of Modified Alternative 2. Modified Alternative 2’s 
irreversible changes to the environment related to the consumption of nonrenewable resources 
are not significant.

Growth-Inducing Impacts

Section 15126.2(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to discuss the ways a proposed 
project could foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing, 
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Growth-inducing impacts include the 
removal of obstacles to population growth (e.g., the expansion of a wastewater treatment plant 
allowing more development in a service area) and the development and construction of new 
service facilities that could significantly affect the environment individually or cumulatively. In 
addition, pursuant to CEQA, growth must not be assumed as beneficial, detrimental, or of little 
significance to the environment.

Modified Alternative 2 redevelops a site that currently includes 43 multi-family residential units 
and associated garages, one single-family residential unit and a paved surface parking lot with 
one mixed-use 30-story building with a total of 269 new residential dwelling units and 7,760 
square feet of ground-level retail and restaurant space. The new development is located within 
the Hollywood area of Los Angeles identified in the General Plan Framework Element and 
Hollywood Community Plan as a Regional Center Commercial (West and Center Parcels 
fronting Yucca Street) and Medium Density Residential (East Parcels fronting Vista Del Mar). 
The Project Site is also located in an area designated in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan for 
revitalization. The Project Site is further located within an area designated by the City as a TPA, 
which anticipates the densification of land uses within proximity to transit. As such, development 
of the type the Project provides has been anticipated and identified by the City as expected 
growth. Modified Alternative 2 includes a mix of uses that are compatible with adjacent uses and 
are representative of the type of development anticipated in the area. As described in the Initial 
Study (Appendix A-2 of the Draft EIR), added population or FAR that will occur as a result of 
Modified Alternative 2’s implementation represents a small component of population growth in 
the vicinity of the Project Site, and is consistent with the development anticipated in the General 
Plan, Hollywood Community Plan, and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Modified Alternative 2’s 
new development is within the range of development anticipated within the established SCAG 
regional forecast for the City of Los Angeles and Hollywood Community Plan area. Modified 
Alternative 2 does not induce population increases or growth in residential density outside of the 
Project Site.

The Project Site is located in an urbanized area that is already served by existing infrastructure 
(e.g., roads and utilities), and community service facilities. Modified Alternative 2’s only off-site 
infrastructure improvements consist of tie-ins to the existing utility mainlines already serving the 
Project Site area. Modified Alternative 2 does not develop new roads or require the construction 
of off-site infrastructure that provide additional infrastructure capacity for other future 
development. Modified Alternative 2 does not open inaccessible sites to new development other 
than existing opportunities for development that are already available.

Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 does not spur additional growth other than that already 
anticipated and does not eliminate impediments to growth. Consequently, Modified Alternative 2 
does not foster growth inducing impacts.

Potential Secondary Effects

Section 15126.4(a)(1)(D) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that mitigation measures be 
discussed in less detail than the significant effects of the proposed project if the mitigation



VTT-73718-1A F-59

measure(s) cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that are caused by the 
project as proposed. The analyses of the impacts in Chapter IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, 
of the Draft EIR, as modified by Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the 
Final EIR, identify mitigation measures for several environmental topics, which are stated below. 
The following provides a discussion of the potential secondary effects that could occur as a 
result of implementation of these required mitigation measures. For the reasons stated below, it 
is concluded that these mitigation measures would not result in significant secondary impacts.

Air Quality

Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1 requires the use off-road diesel-powered construction equipment 
that meets the CARB and USEPA Tier 4 Final off-road emissions standards for equipment rated 
at 50 hp or greater during construction. Also, the mitigation measure requires that to the extent 
possible, pole power shall be made available for use with electric tools, equipment, lighting, etc. 
Because these requirements would apply only to construction equipment activities used within 
and immediately adjacent to the Project Site, it would not result in secondary environmental 
effects at neighboring properties or within the broader community.

Cultural Resources

Mitigation measures MM-ARCH-1 through MM-ARCH-3 provide for the appropriate treatment 
and/or preservation of resources if encountered and, as such, no substantial adverse change is 
caused in the significance of an archaeological resource. The implementation of these 
mitigation measures only occurs within the Project Site and does not result in secondary 
environmental effects at neighboring properties or within the broader community.

Geology and Soils

Mitigation measures MM-PALEO-1 through MM-PALEO-3 provide for avoidance and recovery 
of resources if an inadvertent encounter were to occur. These measures, which reduce 
potentially significant impacts to paleontological resources to less than significant levels, occur 
only within the Project Site and do not result in secondary environmental effects at neighboring 
properties or within the broader community.

Noise

Mitigation measure MM-NOI-1 requires temporary on-site construction noise barriers (fencing). 
The fencing is confined to the Project Site and will not result in secondary environment effects at 
neighboring properties or within the broader community. The mitigation measure reduces 
adverse environmental effects and does not result in secondary effects at neighboring 
properties or within the broader community.

Mitigation measure MM-NOI-2 establishes fixed and mobile equipment noise control procedures 
to be followed during construction to avoid noise impacts at sensitive receptors. This measure 
prohibits blasting, jack hammers or pile drivers, requires the use of only electric power crane(s) 
and other electric equipment if commercially available, and limits unnecessary idling of 
equipment. Because these procedures apply only to construction equipment used within the 
Project Site, it will not result in secondary environmental effects at neighboring properties or 
within the broader community.

Mitigation measure MM-NOI-3 prohibits heavy construction equipment such as a large dozer, a 
large grader, and a large excavator from operating within 15 feet of the nearest single-family 
residential building adjacent to the Project Site along Vista Del Mar Avenue. A construction 
relations officer must serve as a liaison with the nearest single-family residential building to
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respond to concerns regarding construction vibration within 24 hours of receiving a complaint. 
The liaison ensures that steps will be taken to reduce construction vibration levels as deemed 
appropriate and safe by the on-site construction manager. The implementation of this measure, 
which reduces vibration impacts to less than significant levels, applies only to the construction 
site and does not result in secondary environmental effects at neighboring properties or within 
the broader community.

Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-4 requires the services of a qualified professional to inspect and 
document the apparent physical condition of the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar 
Avenue and the services of a qualified acoustical engineer to review proposed construction 
equipment and develop and implement a groundborne vibration monitoring program capable of 
documenting the construction-related groundborne vibration levels at each residence during 
demolition, excavation, and construction of the parking garages. Monitoring will be conducted 
at a feasible location between the Project Site and the residential buildings along Vista del Mar 
Avenue adjacent to the Project Site as near to the adjacent residential structures as possible. 
The purpose of MM-NOI-4 is to protect adjacent buildings from vibration damage and does not 
involve additional actions off the Project Site that will result in secondary environmental effects 
at neighboring properties or within the broader community.

Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-5 mitigates the noise generated by the emergency generator 
located in Level P1 and used in the event of a power outage for emergency safety lighting and 
other emergency needs. MM-NOI-5 requires the installation of a sound enclosure and/or 
equivalent noise-attenuating features (i.e., mufflers) around the emergency generator. The 
enclosure, which provides approximately 25 dBA noise reduction, requires documentation 
prepared by a noise consultant verifying compliance with this measure at Plan Check. The 
implementation of this measure applies only to the Project Site and does not result in secondary 
environmental effects at neighboring properties or within the broader community.

Transportation and Traffic

Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-1 requires implementation of a comprehensive Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) Program to promote non-auto travel and reduce the use of single
occupant vehicle trips. The TDM Program is subject to review and approval by the City 
Department of Planning and LADOT. The TDM Program includes the provision of unbundled 
parking for residents and the provision of promotions and marketing to encourage alternative 
modes of transportation to employees and residents. MM-TRAF-1 also provides other measures 
that could be included, such as accommodating flexible/alternative work schedules and 
telecommuting programs, provide a program to discount transit passes for residents/employees, 
providing rideshare matching services and/or participation in the future Hollywood 
Transportation Management Organization (TMO), when operational. The TDM Program is 
intended to reduce the impact of traffic from employees and residents at the Project Site during 
the most congested time periods of the day. Because this measure applies only to the Project 
Site’s occupants and reduces the number of vehicles on adjacent streets, it does not result in 
secondary environmental effects at adjacent streets or highways or within the broader 
community.

IX. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

The EIR identifies the following unavoidable significant impacts regarding noise during 
construction:
groundborne vibration and groundborne noise impacts related to human annoyance during 
construction, and cumulative off-site traffic-related noise during construction. All other impacts 
associated with Modified Alternative 2 would either be less than significant without the need for 
mitigation, or less than significant after implementation of mitigation.

project-level and cumulative on-site noise during construction, project-level
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Section 21081 of PRC and Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when a lead 
agency approves a project with significant impacts identified in a Final EIR that are not avoided 
or substantially lessened, the lead agency must state in writing the specific reasons supporting 
its decision based on the Final EIR and/or other information in the record. Article I of the City’s 
CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the CEQA Guidelines contained in Title 15, California Code 
of Regulations, Sections 15000 et seq., and thereby requires, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of 
the CEQA Guidelines, that the decision-maker adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
at the time a project is approved if the decision-maker finds that significant adverse 
environmental effects identified in the final EIR cannot be substantially lessened or avoided. 
These Findings and this Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on substantial 
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the Draft and Final EIR, the source 
references in the Draft and Final EIR, and other documents and material that constitute the 
record of proceedings.

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of Modified 
Alternative 2. Having: (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) considered but rejected 
as infeasible all alternatives with the exception of Alternative 2, which was further modified as 
Modified Alternative 2 and put forward by the applicant for the City’s consideration as the project 
to be approved; (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts; and (iv) balanced the 
benefits of Modified Alternative 2 against its significant and unavoidable impacts, the City 
hereby finds that the each of the Modified Alternative 2’s benefits, as listed below, outweighs 
and overrides the significant unavoidable impacts of Modified Alternative 2.

Summarized below are the benefits, goals and objectives of Modified Alternative 2. These 
provide the rationale for its approval. Any one of the overriding considerations of economic, 
social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually is sufficient to outweigh the significant 
unavoidable impacts of Modified Alternative 2 and justifies the approval, adoption or issuance of 
all of the required permits, approvals and other entitlements for Modified Alternative 2 and the 
certification of the completed Final EIR. Despite the unavoidable project- level and cumulative 
on-site construction noise impacts, the project-level groundborne vibration and groundborne 
noise impacts related to human annoyance during construction, and the cumulative traffic- 
related off-site noise impacts caused by Modified Alternative 2, the City approves Modified 
Alternative 2 based on its following contributions to the community:

• Site Redevelopment. The Project substantially improves the existing conditions on 
the Project Site, transforming the site into a mixed-use residential tower, 
incorporating a pedestrian-oriented building design, providing a ground-level outdoor 
public open space and improved streetscape, improving security and building 
lighting, and including architectural design that would enhance the aesthetic 
character of the Project Site. In this respect, the Project is an opportunity to 
implement a redevelopment project strategically positioned in proximity to mass 
transit and central to existing shopping, restaurants and entertainment in the 
Hollywood Community Plan.

• Supports City’s Housing Goals. The City has an established mandate to develop 
100,000 units of housing by 2021 and the Project provides a material benefit to the 
City accomplishing this goal by contributing 271 residential units. In addition, the 
Project would increase the City’s stock of affordable housing units by to providing 17 
Very Low-Income affordable units, and would increase the number of rent controlled 
units by under the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO) by increasing number 
of RSO units at the Project Site by 209 units. Hence, the Project is a substantial
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benefit for the City by significantly enhancing the stock of housing units, including 
affordable and rent controlled units, in the Hollywood Community Plan area.

• Employment and Tax Revenue. The Project would provide over $100 million in 
economic investment, as well as numerous construction jobs at prevailing wages and 
new permanent jobs, and would introduce new residents into the neighborhood to 
patronize local retail, services, and restaurants1. Moreover, the Project would 
provide economic benefits for the City as it would generate net new City revenues 
annually, such as sales tax, property tax and business tax revenues. Therefore, the 
Project has substantial and compelling financial and community benefits.

• Sustainability. The Project is a certified Environmental Leadership Development 
Project (ELDP) and will be consistent with the State’s SB 375 plans and greenhouse 
gas emission (GHG) targets, the City’s Green Building Code, and the City’s Green 
New Deal (Sustainable City pLAn 2019). The Project incorporates sustainable and 
green building design and construction to promote resource conservation, including 
net-zero carbon and GHG emissions, electric-vehicle charging and water 
conservation measures in excess of Code requirements, achieving fifteen percent 
greater transportation efficiency, and incorporating sustainability measures to 
achieve Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver certification.

• Smart Growth. The Project is consistent with the City’s current and long-term 
planning visions for the Project Site. The City desires to locate density near mass 
transit to reduce environmental impacts and implement smart growth planning 
decisions. This strategy is particularly relevant to reduce traffic, air quality, 
greenhouse gas, and health impacts that are caused by vehicular travel. The Project 
is an infill site in close proximity to the Metro Hollywood Station, serving the B Line 
(Red Line), and in the core of the Hollywood regional center. In these respects, the 
Project is consistent with planning goals and policies to improve the urban center, 
and results in a beneficial reduction in Vehicle Miles Travelled and related 
environmental and land use impacts.

X. GENERAL CEQA FINDINGS

• The City, acting through the Department of City Planning is the "Lead Agency” for the 
Project evaluated the EIR. The City finds that the EIR was prepared in compliance with 
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has independently reviewed and 
analyzed the EIR for Modified Alternative 2, that the Draft EIR, which was circulated for 
public review, reflects its independent judgment and that the Final EIR reflects the 
independent judgment of the City.

• The EIR evaluates the following potential project-level and cumulative environmental 
impacts: Aesthetics; Air Quality; Cultural Resources; Energy, Geology and Soils;
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Hydrology and Water Quality; Land Use and Planning; 
Noise; Population and Housing; Public Services (Fire, Police, Parks and Recreation, 
Schools, Libraries); Transportation; Tribal Cultural Resources, and Utilities (water, 
wastewater, solid waste, energy infrastructure). Additionally, the EIR considers Growth

1 As referenced on Page II-30 of the Draft EIR and in Draft EIR Appendix G, the Project is a
certified Environmental Leadership Development Project under state law AB 900, which 
includes certification that the Project would result in at least a $100 million in economic 
investment in the state, provide high-wage, highly skilled jobs, qualify for LEED Silver 
certification, to be located on an infill site, and to meet stringent energy and 
transportation efficiency standards.
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Inducing Impacts and Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes. The significant 
environmental impacts of Modified Alternative 2, a reasonable range of alternatives and 
feasible mitigation measures are identified in the EIR.

• The City finds that the EIR provides objective information to assist the decision-makers 
and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences of 
Modified Alternative 2. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, 
agencies, private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments 
regarding the Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and 
responds to comments made during the public review period.

• Textual refinements were compiled and Project refinements were made and presented 
to the decision-makers for review and consideration. The City staff has made every 
effort to notify the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual 
change in the various documents and each refinement to Modified Alternative 2 
associated with its review. These textual and Project refinements occurred for a variety 
of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents would contain errors and would 
require clarifications and corrections. Second, Project refinements occurred as a result 
of the public participation process, and textual clarifications were required in order to 
describe those refinements.

• The Department of City Planning evaluated comments on environmental issues received 
from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Department of 
City Planning prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR provides adequate, good faith and reasoned 
response to the comments. The Department of City Planning reviewed the comments 
received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the comments received 
nor the responses to such comments add significant new information regarding 
environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The Lead Agency has based its actions on full 
appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up to the date of adoption of 
these Findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified and analyzed in the 
EIR.

• The Final EIR provides additional information that was not included in the Draft EIR. 
Having reviewed the information contained in the Draft EIR, the Final EIR, and in the 
administrative record, as well as the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines 
regarding recirculation of Draft EIRs, the City finds that there are no new significant 
impacts, no substantial increases in the severity of previously disclosed impacts, 
significant information in the record of proceedings or other criteria under CEQA that 
would require recirculation of the Draft EIR, or preparation of a supplemental or 
subsequent EIR.

• In response to concerns raised by the community in comments on the Draft EIR, the 
Modified Alternative 2 project was analyzed in the Final EIR and implemented to 
preserve two existing residential structures on the Project Site that are within the Vista 
Del Mar Carlos Historic District and enhance the District by replacing a surface parking 
lot within the District with a landscaped public open space area. Though these 
residential structures are found to be non-contributors to the District, their preservation 
by the Modified Alternative 2 Project results in a development that is more sensitive to, 
and results in lesser impacts to, the Historic District.

Specifically, the City finds that:

o The Responses To Comments contained in the Final EIR fully consider and
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respond to comments claiming that the Project would have significant impacts or 
more severe impacts not disclosed in the Draft EIR and include substantial 
evidence that none of these comments provided substantial evidence that the 
Project or Modified Alternative 2 would result in changed circumstances, 
significant new information, considerably different mitigation measures, or new or 
more severe significant impacts than were discussed in the Draft EIR.

o The City has thoroughly reviewed the public comments received regarding the 
Project and the Final EIR as they relate to the Project and Modified Alternative 2 
to determine whether, under the requirements of CEQA, any of the public 
comments provide substantial evidence that would require recirculation of the 
EIR prior to its adoption, and has determined that recirculation of the EIR is not 
required.

o None of the information submitted after publication of the Final EIR, including 
testimony at the public hearings on the Project, constitutes significant new 
information or otherwise requires preparation of a supplemental or subsequent 
EIR. The City does not find this information and testimony to be credible 
evidence of a significant impact, a substantial increase in the severity of an 
impact disclosed in the Final EIR, or a feasible mitigation measure or alternative 
not included in the Final EIR.

o As demonstrated in the Final EIR, the refinements to the Project following 
publication of the Draft EIR do not result in a new significant impact, a substantial 
increase in the severity of an impact disclosed in the Draft EIR, or otherwise 
require recirculation of the Draft EIR.

• The mitigation measures identified for the Project were included in the Draft EIR and, as 
revised, in the Final EIR. As revised, the final mitigation measures for Modified 
Alternative 2 are described in the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP). Each of the 
mitigation measures identified in the MMP is incorporated into the Project. The City 
finds that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
mitigation measures identified in the MMP.

• CEQA requires the Lead Agency approving a project to adopt a MMP for the changes 
made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or 
avoid significant effects on the environment, that is designed to ensure compliance 
during Project implementation. The MMP includes all of the mitigation measures 
adopted by the City in connection with the approval of the Project and, in addition, all of 
the Project Design Features incorporated into the Project, and has been designed to 
ensure compliance with such measures and features during implementation of the 
Project. In accordance with CEQA, the MMP provides the means to ensure that the 
mitigation measures and Project Design Features are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the MMP.

• In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Section 21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project.

• The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City’s decision is based is the City Department of City 
Planning.



VTT-73718-1A F-65

• The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is in the 
record of proceedings in the matter.

• The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the EIR as comprising the Project.

• The EIR is a Project EIR for purposes of environmental analysis of the Project. A 
Project EIR examines the environmental effects of a specific project. The EIR serves as 
the primary environmental compliance document for entitlement decisions regarding the 
Project by the City and other regulatory jurisdictions.

• The City finds that none of the public comments to the Draft EIR or subsequent public 
comments or other evidence in the record, including any refinements in the Project in 
response to input from the community and the Council Office, includes or constitutes 
substantial evidence that requires recirculation of the Draft or Final EIR prior to its 
certification and that there is no substantial evidence elsewhere in the record of 
proceedings that would require substantial revision of the Draft or Final EIR prior to its 
certification, and that neither the Draft EIR nor the Final EIR need to be recirculated prior 
to certification.

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT)

In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 73718, the Advisory Agency 
of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, .61 and .63 of the State of 
California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), makes the prescribed findings as 
follows:

THE PROPOSED MAP IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND 
SPECIFIC PLANS.

(a)

Section 66411 of the Subdivision Map Act (Map Act) establishes that local agencies 
regulate and control the design of subdivisions. Chapter 2, Article I, of the Map Act 
establishes the general provisions for tentative, final, and parcel maps. The subdivision, 
and merger, of land is regulated pursuant to Article 7 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC). The LAMC implements the goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan, 
through zoning regulations, including Specific Plans. Specifically, Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC) Section 17.06-B requires that the tract map be prepared by or under the 
direction of a licensed surveyor or registered civil engineer. The Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map was prepared by a Registered Professional Engineer and contains the required 
components, dimensions, areas, notes, legal description, ownership, applicant, and site 
address information as required by the Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC”). The 
Vesting Tract Map has been filed for the merger and resubdivision of the Project Site 
into one master ground lot for condominium purposes and five airspace lots for a mixed- 
use development, on an approximately .90-acre (39,375 square foot) portion of the site 
for a maximum of 271 residential units and up to 7,760 square feet of commercial space.
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In addition to LAMC Section 17.06 B, Section 17.05 C requires that the vesting tentative 
tract map be designed in compliance with the zoning regulations applicable to the 
subject property.

The Land Use Element of the General Plan consists of the 35 Community Plans within 
the City of Los Angeles. The Community Plans establish goals, objectives, and policies 
for future developments at a neighborhood level. Additionally, through the Land Use 
Map, the Community Plan designates parcels with a land use designation and zone. The 
Land Use Element is further implemented through the LAMC. The zoning regulations 
contained within the LAMC regulates, but is not limited to, the maximum permitted 
density, height, parking, and the subdivision of land.

The 1.16-acre project site is located within the adopted Hollywood Community Plan area 
and is comprised of seven lots, commonly referred to herein as the West Parcel, Center 
Parcel, and East Parcel. The Community Plan designates the West Parcel and Center 
Parcel for Regional Center Commercial land use and the East Parcel for Multiple Family 
Medium Residential land use. According to the Community Plan, corresponding zones 
for the Regional Center Commercial designation include C2, C4, P, PB, RAS3 and 
RAS4. The corresponding zoning designation for Medium Residential is R3.

The West Parcel is zoned C4-2D-SN, which allows for commercial and residential uses, 
consistent with the R5 zone. The Height District 2 allows unlimited building height with a 
maximum FAR of 6:1. The Development Limitation, which provides a project shall not 
exceed a 2:1 FAR, unless certain approvals are obtained. The Center Parcel is zoned 
R4-2D, which permits a density of 400 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit. The 
current R4 zoning is not consistent with the Center Parcel’s Regional Center 
Commercial General Plan land use designation. The East Parcels are zoned [Q] R3- 
1XL. The R3 zone permits a density of 800 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit. 
Height District 1XL limits building height to 30 feet with a maximum FAR of 3:1. The Q 
condition limits residential density to a maximum of one dwelling unit for each 1,200 
square feet of lot area.

The Project Site is improved with one single-family residence, one duplex with a 
detached garage, and three, two-story apartment buildings with associated carports and 
paved surface parking areas. Under the proposed Modified Alternative 2, the three multi
family apartment buildings located along Yucca Avenue would be demolished and 
removed to allow for the redevelopment of the site, while the two existing one- and two- 
story single-family buildings (1765 and 1771 Vista Del Mar Avenue) would be retained. 
Modified Alternative 2 consists of a mixed-use development, with up to 316,948 square 
feet of floor area, within a new 30-story tower, referred to herein as Building 1. The 
proposed Building 1 would include up to 269 multi-family residential units (17 of which 
would be set aside for Very Low Income households) and approximately 7,760 square 
feet of commercial/restaurant uses. The existing residence at 1771 Vista Del Mar 
Avenue would remain as a single-family use and the residence at 1765 Vista Del Mar 
Avenue, which currently contains three residential units, will be converted back to a 
single-family use. Five levels of subterranean and above-ground automobile parking 
would be located within the podium structure of Building 1 and surface parking would be 
provided for the two single-family residences. The proposed merger and resubdivision of 
the Project Site into one master ground lot for condominium purposes and five airspace 
lots for a mixed-use development, on an approximately .90-acre (39,375 square foot) 
portion of the site would be in consistent with these regulations. The project is consistent 
with the General Plan and demonstrates compliance with Sections 17.06 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code as well as with the intent and purpose of the General Plan, with
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regard to lot size, height, density and use.

The General Plan Framework Element describes Regional Centers as focal points for 
regional commerce, identity, and activity with higher density developments whose form 
is differentiated from the lower-density neighborhoods of the city. Regional Centers fall 
under the range of 1.5:1 to 6:1 FAR and are characterized by buildings ranging from six- 
to 20-story buildings or higher. Their densities and functions support the development of 
a comprehensive and interconnected network of public transit and services. The 
requested subdivision actions allows for the orderly arrangement of buildings on the site, 
flexibility in ownership and operation of the proposed commercial establishments, and 
allows for density height, and floor area arrangement which allows for Modified 
Alternative 2, which meets the goals of the General Plan and Hollywood Community 
Plan by providing mixed-use, mixed-income project, which provides new housing units, 
commercial space, in addition to preserving the two non-contributing structures located 
on Vista Del Mar Avenue.

In conjunction with the Vesting Tentative Tract Map for Modified Alternative 2 (stamp 
dated July 27, 2020), the applicant is requesting a Zone Change and Height District 
Change, a Density Bonus Compliance Review with an On-Menu incentive to increase 
the allowable FAR by 10%, Site Plan Review, and a Master Conditional Use Permit for 
the sale of Alcoholic Beverages and Live Entertainment/Dancing, which, if approved, 
would allow the proposed development. If not approved, the subdivider shall submit a 
tract map modification.

Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed Vesting Tract Map demonstrates compliance 
with LAMC Sections 17.05 C and 17.06 B and is consistent with the applicable General 
Plan and Specific Plans.

THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE 
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

(b)

For purposes of a subdivision, design and improvement is defined by Section 66418 of 
the Subdivision Map Act and LAMC Section 17.02. Section 66418 of the Subdivision 
Map Act defines the term "design” as follows: "Design” means: (1) street alignments, 
grades and widths; (2) drainage and sanitary facilities and utilities, including alignments 
and grades thereof; (3) location and size of all required easements and rights-of-way; (4) 
fire roads and firebreaks; (5) lot size and configuration; (6) traffic access; (7) grading; (8) 
land to be dedicated for park or recreational purposes; and (9) such other specific 
physical requirements in the plan and configuration of the entire subdivision as may be 
necessary to ensure consistency with, or implementation of, the general plan or any 
applicable specific plan. Further, Section 66427 of the Subdivision Map Act expressly 
states that the "Design and location of buildings are not part of the map review process 
for condominium, community apartment or stock cooperative projects.”

Section 17.05 C of the Los Angeles Municipal Code enumerates design standards for 
Subdivisions and requires that each Tentative Map be designed in conformance with the 
Street Design Standards and in conformance to the General Plan. Section 17.05 C, 
third paragraph, further establishes that density calculations include the areas for 
residential use and areas designated for public uses, except for land set aside for street 
purposes ("net area”). LAMC Section 17.06 B and 17.15 lists the map requirements for a 
tentative tract map and vesting tentative tract map. The map provides the required 
components of a tentative tract map.
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The vesting tentative tract map design includes the merger and resubdivision of the 
Project Site into one master ground lot for condominium purposes and five airspace lots 
for a mixed-use development, on an approximately .90-acre (39,375 square foot) portion 
of the site. Modified Alternative 2 consists of a mixed-use development, with up to 
316,948 square feet of floor area, within a new 30-story tower, referred to herein as 
Building 1. The proposed Building 1 would include up to 269 multi-family residential units 
(17 of which would be set aside for Very Low Income households) and approximately 
7,760 square feet of commercial/restaurant uses. The existing residence at 1771 Vista 
Del Mar Avenue would remain as a single-family use and the residence at 1765 Vista 
Del Mar Avenue, which currently contains three residential units, will be converted back 
to a single-family use. Five levels of subterranean and above-ground automobile parking 
would be located within the podium structure of Building 1 and surface parking would be 
provided for the two single-family residences.

The design and layout of the map is consistent with the design standards established by 
the Subdivision Map Act and Division of Land Regulations of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. Several public agencies (including the Bureau of Engineering, Department of 
Building and Safety, Grading Division and Zoning Division, and Bureau of Street 
Lighting) have reviewed the map and found the subdivision design satisfactory, and 
have imposed improvement requirements and/or conditions of approval.

Pursuant to the letter dated August 13, 2020, Bureau of Engineering, and as modified by 
the City Planning Commission on September 24, 2020, sidewalk improvements will be 
required along Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street to complete 12-foot sidewalk widths 
consistent with the Mobility Plan 2035 and City street standards, and only requires 
dedications and improvements along Vista Del Mar if the map stamp dated May 14, 
2020 is approved. Sewers are available and have been deemed adequate in 
accommodating the proposed project’s sewerage needs, subject to conditions of 
approval. The subdivision will be required to comply with all regulations pertaining to 
grading, building permits, and street improvement permit requirements. Conditions of 
Approval for the design and improvement of the subdivision are required to be 
performed prior to the recordation of the tentative map, building permit, grading permit, 
or certificate of occupancy.

The Community Plan designates the West Parcel and Center Parcel for Regional Center 
Commercial land use and the East Parcel for Multiple Family Medium Residential land 
use. According to the Community Plan, corresponding zones for the Regional Center 
Commercial designation include C2, C4, P, PB, RAS3 and RAS4. The corresponding 
zoning designation for Medium Residential is R3. The vesting tentative tract map design 
includes the merger and resubdivision of an approximately .90-acre (39,375 square foot) 
portion of the total 1.16 acre project site. The R3 portion of the project site will not be 
further subdivided and therefore, the lot configurations will not change. The remainder of 
the project site, which is approximately .90 acres will be subdivided into one master 
ground lot for condominium purposes and five airspace lots for a mixed-use 
development (Modified Alternative 2). The R4 Zone requires a minimum lot size of 5,000 
square feet and a minimum lot width of 50 feet. The C4 Zone requires the same 
minimum lot size, and lot width as the R4 Zone. The lot area of the .90 acre portion of 
the project site being subdivided for Modified Alternative 2 is approximately 39,375 
square feet, with a lot width of approximately 275 feet. The subdivision design is 
consistent with the General Plan and demonstrates compliance with the General Plan, 
with regard to lot size and configuration, as well as other specific physical requirements 
in the plan relating to floor area, height, density and use.

In conjunction with the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, the applicant is requesting a Zone
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Change and Height District Change, a Density Bonus Compliance Review with an On- 
Menu incentive to increase the allowable FAR by 10%, Site Plan Review, and a Master 
Conditional Use Permit for the sale of Alcoholic Beverages and Live 
Entertainment/Dancing, which, if approved, would allow the proposed development. If 
not approved, the subdivider shall submit a tract map modification. Upon approval of the 
entitlement requests, and as conditioned therein, the design and improvement of the 
proposed subdivision would be consistent with the intent and purpose of the General 
Plan.

THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF 
DEVELOPMENT.

(c)

The Project Site is improved with one single-family residence, one duplex with a 
detached garage, and three, two-story apartment buildings with associated carports and 
paved surface parking areas. Under the proposed Modified Alternative 2, the three multi
family apartment buildings located along Yucca Avenue would be demolished and 
removed to allow for the redevelopment of the site, while the two existing one- and two- 
story single-family buildings (1765 and 1771 Vista Del Mar Avenue) would be retained. 
Modified Alternative 2 consists of a mixed-use development, with up to 316,948 square 
feet of floor area, within a new 30-story tower, referred to herein as Building 1. The 
proposed Building 1 would include up to 269 multi-family residential units (17 of which 
would be set aside for Very Low Income households) and approximately 7,760 square 
feet of commercial/restaurant uses. Five levels of subterranean and above-ground 
automobile parking would be located within the podium structure of Building 1 and 
surface parking would be provided for the two single-family residences.

The topography of the Project Site slopes downhill away from Yucca Avenue. The 
Project Site is located within an urbanized area, and is not located in a Methane Zone, 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, or landslide area. The Project Site is also located 
within an Official Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone that was established (November 
6, 2014) by the California Geological Survey for the Hollywood fault (on the USGS 7.5 
minute Hollywood Quadrangle). The investigation included a transect of CPI soundings 
and continuous core borings in the west portion of the site and an exploration trench 
along the western edge. Additional exploration was conducted to address the 
Department correction letter dated 09/17/2014, which included three continuous core 
borings, three bucket auger borings and a trench just east of the site. Dr. Roy Shlemon 
(an expert in soil stratigraphy, age-dating of soils and assessment of geologic hazards) 
provided a detailed soil stratigraphic/pedological analysis by to estimate the age of the 
soil horizons encountered in the recent trench. Data from off-site projects investigated by 
Group Delta were also used for the geologic analysis of the site. No active (Holocene) 
faults were observed on the site or nearby the site. Therefore, no building restrictions 
were recommended by Group Delta.

The tract has been approved contingent upon the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, Grading Division prior to the recordation of the map and issuance of 
any permits. Pursuant to the Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division issued 
a letter dated February 20, 2015 the referenced reports are acceptable, provided the 
conditions incorporated herein are complied with during site development. The 
Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division issued a subsequent letter dated 
October 24, 2019 based on additional reports that were submitted. The 2019 letter 
stated that the previous reference reports provided geologic investigations to assess 
potential faulting at the site and that no active faults were found and the potential for 
fault-related ground rupture is low. The current report the 2019 letter was based on 
addresses other potential geologic hazards and concludes that the proposed



VTT-73718-1A F-70

development is feasible. General geotechnical recommendations are provided, including 
those for foundations and shoring. However, the report acknowledges that a design-level 
geotechnical investigation is required when final plans are available. The referenced 
report is acceptable, provided the conditions incorporated herein are complied with 
during site development.

In addition, the environmental analysis conducted for the Project found that the tract map 
and development of the Project would not result in any significant impacts in terms of 
geological or seismic impacts, hazards and hazardous materials, and safety. In general, 
compliance with existing regulations, tract map conditions, and mitigation measures 
identified in the EIR ensure that proposed development could be feasibly and safely 
constructed and operated on the site. Therefore, the Project Site is physically suitable for 
the proposed type of development.

THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 
DEVELOPMENT.

(d)

The General Plan identifies, through its Community and Specific Plans, geographic 
locations where planned and anticipated densities are permitted. Zoning standards for 
density are applied to sites throughout the city and are allocated based on the type of 
land use, physical suitability, and future population growth expected to occur.

The vesting tentative tract map design includes the merger and resubdivision of an 
approximately .90-acre (39,375 square foot) portion of the total 1.16 acre project site. 
The R3 portion of the project site will not be further subdivided and therefore, the lot 
configurations will not change. The remainder of the project site, which is approximately 
.90 acres will be subdivided into one master ground lot for condominium purposes and 
five airspace lots for a mixed-use development (Modified Alternative 2). The Community 
Plan designates the Project Site for Regional Center Commercial land use and Multiple 
Family Medium Residential land use. According to the Community Plan, corresponding 
zones for the Regional Center Commercial designation include C2, C4, P, PB, RAS3 
and RAS4. The corresponding zoning designation for Medium Residential is R3.

The West Parcel is zoned C4-2D-SN, which allows for commercial and residential uses, 
consistent with the R5 zone. The Height District 2 allows unlimited building height with a 
maximum FAR of 6:1. The Development Limitation, which provides a project shall not 
exceed a 2:1 FAR, unless certain approvals are obtained. The Center Parcel is zoned 
R4-2D, which permits a density of 400 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit. The 
current R4 zoning is not consistent with the Center Parcel’s Regional Center 
Commercial General Plan land use designation. The East Parcels are zoned [Q] R3- 
1XL. The R3 zone permits a density of 800 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit. 
Height District 1XL limits building height to 30 feet with a maximum FAR of 3:1. The Q 
condition limits residential density to a maximum of one dwelling unit for each 1,200 
square feet of lot area.

The West Parcel (C4 within a Regional Center) currently permits a minimum lot area per 
dwelling unit of 200 square feet; the Center Parcel (R4) currently permits a minimum lot 
area of 400 square feet per dwelling unit; and the East Parcel currently permits a 
minimum lot area of 1,200 square feet per dwelling unit. Modified Alternative 2 would 
necessitate a zone change on the Center Parcel from R4 to C2 to be consistent with the 
underlying Regional Center Commercial General Plan land use designation which would 
permit a minimum lot area of 200 square feet per dwelling unit. The Project would also 
necessitate a zone change to remove the [Q] Condition on the East Parcel to permit a 
minimum lot area of 800 square feet per dwelling unit. Modified Alternative 2 would
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provide 17 Very Low Income residential units, representing 8 percent of the Project 
Site’s applicable base density, and pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25(e), is eligible 
for a 27.5 percent density increase to 271 units, and an incentive to increase the 
allowable FAR by 10% from 6:1 to 6.6:1.

Modified Alternative 2 consists of a mixed-use development, with up to 316,948 square 
feet of floor area, within a new 30-story tower, referred to herein as Building 1. The 
proposed Building 1 would include up to 269 multi-family residential units (17 of which 
would be set aside for Very Low Income households) and approximately 7,760 square 
feet of commercial/restaurant uses. The existing residence at 1771 Vista Del Mar 
Avenue would remain as a single-family use and the residence at 1765 Vista Del Mar 
Avenue, which currently contains three residential units, will be converted back to a 
single-family use.

Upon approval of the entitlement requests, and as conditioned therein, the project’s 
proposed density is consistent with the general provisions and area requirements of the 
Planning and Zoning Code. The area is easily accessible via improved streets, 
highways, and transit systems. The environmental review conducted by the Department 
of City Planning (Case No. ENV-2014-4706-EIR (SCH No. 2015111073), establishes 
that the physical characteristics of the site and the proposed density of development are 
generally consistent with existing development and urban character of the surrounding 
community. Therefore, the Project Site is physically suitable for the proposed density of 
development.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ARE 
NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR 
SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR 
HABITAT.

(e)

The Project proposes an infill development within an area designated for high density 
residential and commercial uses within the Hollywood Community Plan area in the City 
of Los Angeles. The vesting tentative tract map design includes the merger and 
resubdivision of an approximately .90-acre (39,375 square foot) portion of the total 1.16 
acre project site. The R3 portion of the project site will not be further subdivided and 
therefore, the lot configurations will not change. The remainder of the project site, which 
is approximately .90 acres will be subdivided into one master ground lot for 
condominium purposes and five airspace lots for a mixed-use development (Modified 
Alternative 2). Modified Alternative 2 consists of a mixed-use development, with up to 
316,948 square feet of floor area, within a new 30-story tower, referred to herein as 
Building 1. The proposed Building 1 would include up to 269 multi-family residential units 
(17 of which would be set aside for Very Low Income households) and approximately 
7,760 square feet of commercial/restaurant uses. The existing residence at 1771 Vista 
Del Mar Avenue would remain as a single-family use and the residence at 1765 Vista 
Del Mar Avenue, which currently contains three residential units, will be converted back 
to a single-family use. Five levels of subterranean and above-ground automobile parking 
would be located within the podium structure of Building 1 and surface parking would be 
provided for the two single-family residences. The subdivision design and improvements 
are consistent with the existing urban development of the area. There are no habitat 
conservation plans or natural community conservation plans which presently govern any 
portion of the Project Site or vicinity. The EIR prepared for the Project identifies no 
potential adverse impacts on fish or wildlife resources. The Project Site vicinity is highly- 
urbanized and generally built out and does not contain riparian or other sensitive natural 
community, and does not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife. The local 
vicinity is part of the active regional center of Hollywood, containing a mix of commercial,
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hotel, studio/production, office, entertainment, and residential uses. There are also 
several areas in the Project Site vicinity that are currently under construction due to a 
recent resurgence of development and revitalization of the Hollywood area. No water 
bodies or federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
exist on the Project Site. The Project Site does not contain any natural open spaces, act 
as a wildlife corridor, contain riparian habitat, wetland habitat, migratory corridors, 
conflict with a Habitat Conservation Plan, nor possess any areas of significant biological 
resource value.

As discussed in the Initial Study, with only a limited number of decorative/ornamental 
trees on the project site and in the surrounding area, there is not a substantial amount of 
habitat to support migratory bird species. As such, there are no established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors on the project site or in the vicinity. Because of the 
urban nature of the project site and surrounding area, the project would not interfere with 
the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
nursery sites. There are decorative/ornamental trees located within the Project Site or 
along the public street frontages facing the Project Site. These trees include the 10 
private property trees, two City right-of-way trees, and eight trees that overhang the 
project site on the property to the south. According to the Tree Report prepared for the 
Project, none of the private property species are considered protected under the City of 
Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance.

Therefore, the design of the subdivision would not cause substantial environmental 
damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ARE 
NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS.

(f)

The proposed subdivision and subsequent improvements are subject to the provisions of 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code (e.g., the Fire Code, Planning and Zoning Code, Health 
and Safety Code) and the Building Code. Other health and safety related requirements 
as mandated by law would apply where applicable to ensure the public health and 
welfare (e.g., asbestos abatement, seismic safety, flood hazard management).

The Project is not located over a hazardous materials site or flood hazard area, and is 
not located on unsuitable soil conditions. The Project would not place any occupants 
near a hazardous materials site or involve the use or transport of hazardous materials or 
substances. As noted in the EIR, construction of the project would involve the temporary 
use of hazardous substances in the form of paint, adhesives, surface coatings and other 
finishing materials, and cleaning agents, fuels, and oils. All materials would be used, 
stored, and disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and 
manufacturers’ instructions. Furthermore, any emissions from the use of such materials 
would be minimal and localized to the project site.

As discussed in detail, the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) revealed the 
potential presence of lead-based paints (LBPs) and asbestos-containing materials 
(ACMs) in the existing on-site buildings. Accordingly, standard City Regulatory 
Compliance Measures require comprehensive surveys of the existing buildings prior to 
demolition in accordance with applicable regulations—including the National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants standards, SCAQMD Rule 1403, and California 
Division of Occupation Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA)—to verify the presence or 
absence of any of these materials. If LBPs and/or ACMs are encountered, standard City 
Regulatory Compliance Measures require remediation or abatement of these materials
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in accordance with all applicable regulations and standards before building demolition 
commences. Adherence with these Compliance Measures would reduce risks 
associated with LBPs and ACMs to acceptable levels and associated impacts would be 
less than significant. Because these activities would be short-term and cease with 
project completion, construction activities would, therefore, not create a significant 
hazard to the public or environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials and impacts would be less than significant.

Operation of the residential, and commercial/restaurant uses would involve the use and 
storage of small quantities of potentially hazardous materials in the form of cleaning 
solvents, painting supplies, pesticides for landscaping, and pool maintenance. The use 
of these materials would be in small quantities and in accordance with the 
manufacturers’ instructions for use, storage, and disposal of such products. Therefore, 
neither construction nor operation of the project would create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials.

The EIR fully analyzed the impacts of both construction and operation of the Project on 
the existing public utility and sewer systems, and determined that impacts are less than 
significant. The development is required to be connected to the City’s sanitary sewer 
system, where the sewage will be directed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has 
been upgraded to meet Statewide ocean discharge standards. The subdivision will be 
connected to the public sewer system and will have only a minor incremental increase 
on the effluent treated by the Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has adequate capacity to 
serve the project. No adverse impacts to the public health or safety would occur as a 
result of the design and improvement of the site. Therefore, the design of the subdivision 
and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause serious public health problems.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS WILL 
NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT LARGE FOR 
ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE PROPOSED 
SUBDIVISION.

(g)

There are no recorded instruments identifying easements encumbering the Project Site for 
the purpose of providing public access. The Site is surrounded by private properties that 
adjoin improved public streets and sidewalks designed and improved for the specific 
purpose of providing public access throughout the area. In addition, the Bureau of 
Engineering did not indicate in its report dated August 13, 2020 that the proposed 
improvements would conflict with any easements. The Project Site does not adjoin or 
provide access to a public resource, natural habitat, public park, or any officially 
recognized public recreation area. Necessary public access for roads and utilities will be 
acquired by the City prior to recordation of the proposed map. Therefore, the design of 
the subdivision and the proposed improvements would not conflict with easements 
acquired by the public at large for access through or use of property within the proposed 
subdivision.

THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION WILL PROVIDE, TO THE EXTENT 
FEASIBLE, FOR FUTURE PASSIVE OR NATURAL HEATING OR COOLING 
OPPORTUNITIES IN THE SUBDIVISION. (REF. SECTION 66473.1)

(h)

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the 
proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted materials which 
consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the parcel(s) to be subdivided and 
other design and improvement requirements.



VTT-73718-1A F-74

Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in reducing 
allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by a building or 
structure under applicable planning and zoning in effect at the time the tentative map 
was filed.

The topography of the site has been considered in the maximization of passive or 
natural heating and cooling opportunities.

In addition, prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider building 
construction techniques, such as overhanging eaves, location of windows, insulation, 
exhaust fans; planting of trees for shade purposes and the height of the buildings on the 
site in relation to adjacent development.

These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
No. 73718.


