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This Memorandum provides supplemental responses on environmental issues raised by the appeals 
submitted on the decision of the Advisory Agency set forth in the Letter of Determination dated August 
24, 2020.

1. Supplemental Response Related to Project Design Features and Mitigation 
Measures

Arguments were raised that the Project’s PDFs must be converted to and treated as mitigation measures 
to be proper under CEQA, that the EIR violates CEQA by assessing the Project’s potential impacts with 
the Project’s PDFs incorporated into the Project, and that the EIR’s analyses must treat the PDFs as 
mitigation, rather than as incorporated features proposed as integral parts of the Project. To the contrary, 
CEQA encourages a project applicant to design a project to avoid or reduce its impacts from the onset. 
(See CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(2).) CEQA does not require that a project include or retain 
environmentally impactful components, analyze the project’s impacts caused by those components, and 
later identify mitigation to reduce the impacts of the components whose impacts could have been 
eliminated or reduced at the outset. Avoiding environmental problems in the first instance by agreeing to 
incorporate certain design elements or, in the case of the Project, the use of certain pollution-reducing 
equipment and other environmentally friendly use restrictions and design elements, is encouraged by 
CEQA and regulatory agencies and constitutes sound public policy. (See Mission Bay Alliance v. Office 
of Community Investment & Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 160, 185 [Whether identified as 
mitigation or a PDF, the label ultimately does not matter so long as project impacts are fully and fairly 
disclosed in an EIR].)

All of the Project’s PDFs are specific design and/or operational characteristics proposed by the Project 
Applicant and agreed to by the City that are incorporated into the Project to avoid or reduce its potential 
environmental effects. The Project Applicant is committed to the Project’s PDFs and the City will take 
appropriate steps to enforce and verify compliance with these commitments. (See Final EIR, Chapter 4, 
Mitigation Monitoring Program.)
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Some PDFs are features whose benefits in reducing potential impacts are obvious without the need for 
extensive analysis of the Project’s potential impacts - such as PDF AES-2, temporary construction 
fencing, PDF TRAF-1, construction traffic management plan, and PDF TRAF-2, pedestrian safety plan. 
PDF-AQ-2, consisting of a list of “Green Building Features” incorporated into the Project’s design whose 
requirements the Project will exceed, include the use of energy-efficient appliances and water-efficient 
fixtures, the installation of solar panels, a ban on fireplaces, drought-tolerant plants and low-flow 
irrigation. Similarly, the GHG PDFs and the WS PDF contain features to reduce GHG emissions and 
water use, respectively. These are purely design elements. The unsubstantiated claims that CEQA requires 
the EIR to first analyze the Project’s impacts with inefficient appliances, high-flow water fixtures and 
irrigation- and water-intensive landscaping, fireplaces, no accommodation for alternative-fueled vehicles 
and wasteful water use, only to then include the green building features, GHG and water use reduction 
measures as mitigation, highlights the fundamental error in the arguments.

PDF-NOI-1 and PDF-NOI-2 also are not mitigation measures mischaracterized as PDFs. PDF-NOI-1 
requires generators used during construction to be electric- or solar-powered and located away from 
sensitive uses, and PDF-NOI-2 bans impact pile drivers and blasting. Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-2 is 
a standard noise mitigation measure that more broadly controls noise generated by construction equipment 
that also happens to ban the use of pile drivers of any type and blasting. The fact that PDF-NOI-2 and 
MM-NOI-2 overlap in that one respect is legally irrelevant under CEQA, since the Project Applicant 
voluntarily incorporated PDF-NOI-1 and PDF-NOI-2 into the Project, whether or not the EIR’s analysis 
concluded that the Project would result in any potentially significant noise impacts. Choosing to 
implement such environmentally friendly measures into projects in the first instance is encouraged under 
CEQA.

Therefore, the Project’s impacts are properly analyzed under CEQA in the EIR, taking the Project’s PDFs 
into consideration as design features of the Project.

2. Supplemental Response Related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Although an arguments was raised that there is a different, and lower, threshold for determining whether a 
Project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable than for determining whether a Project would 
have a significant cumulative impact, there is no support for this argument, which is contrary to the 
provisions of CEQA Guidelines sections 15064(h), 15065(a)(3), 15131(a), and 15355. “Argument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, [or] evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate” 
does not constitute substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(f)(5), 15384(a).)

Incorrect arguments were also raised that the Project’s GHG emission impacts are cumulatively 
considerable, because PDF-GHG-1 is actually a mitigation measure rather than a PDF, and because the 
Project is inconsistent with the CARB 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, 
and the City’s Green New Deal and Green Building Code, and that, to be consistent with the State’s GHG 
reduction goals, the Project must “do more than its pro-rata share” to comply with the California Supreme 
Court’s decision in Center for Biological Diversity v. Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204. 
Therefore, these arguments conclude, mitigation measures must be considered and adopted, including 
eliminating all use of natural gas and fulfilling a substantial portion of the Project’s electricity demand from 
solar panels.
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These arguments fail to address the substantial evidence in the EIR and administrative record that support 
the EIR’s contrary conclusions. The EIR contains substantial evidence supporting its conclusion that the 
Project’s GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable. CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4 states 
that a lead agency shall make a good-faith effort, based on available information, to describe, calculate or 
estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project. A lead agency has the discretion 
to determine, in the context of a particular project, whether to: (1) quantify greenhouse gas emissions 
resulting from a project; and/or (2) rely on a qualitative analysis or performance-based standards. The City 
has exercised its discretion to utilize qualitative thresholds, as stated on pages IV.F-36 through IV.F-44, and 
fully explained on pages IV.F-65 through IV.F-80 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft 
EIR. The arguments that the Project’s GHG emission impacts would be significant are incorrect and 
unsubstantiated.

The EIR’s GHG emission significance determination is not based on the Project’s commitment in PDF- 
GHG-1 to provide or obtain GHG emissions offsets as required in the Project’s ELDP certification and 
related documentation pursuant to the Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership 
Act. As discussed on page IV.F-88 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, projects 
are not required to comply with the Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership 
Act under CEQA. Nonetheless, the Project would voluntarily meet the requirements of the Jobs and 
Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act, which requires, among other things, that 
the Project qualify for LEED Silver Certification, be located on an infill site, and not result in any net 
additional GHG emissions. The Project will meet the commitments documented in the Application for 
Environmental Leadership Development Project, inclusive of Exhibits 1 through 7, the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) Staff Evaluation, the Governor’s Determination of Eligibility, the Letter to Joint 
Budget Committee and the Joint Budget Committee Concurrence Letter, all of which are contained in 
Appendix G-2 of the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-46.

As discussed on pages IV.F-35 and IV.F-36 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, 
in the absence of any adopted thresholds of general application, the City as Lead Agency has determined 
that the Project’s net GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable and therefore would not have 
a significant cumulative effect on the environment if the Project is found to be consistent with the applicable 
regulatory plans and policies to reduce GHG emissions, including the emissions reduction measures 
discussed within CARB’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS, and the City’s 
Green New Deal (Sustainable City pLAn 2019) and Green Building Code. Therefore, if the Project would 
not conflict with these plans, the City would be able to achieve its GHG reduction goals, and, therefore, 
these plans can be used at a project level to show a project’s consistency with the plans.

In addition, support for this threshold is found in California Supreme Court case law, such as Center for 
Biological Diversity et al. vs. California Department of Fish and Wildlife and Citizens of Goleta Valley v. 
Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576.).

Thus, substantial evidence supports the City’s proper exercise of its discretion to utilize a qualitative 
threshold to determine the significance of the Project’s GHG emissions based on the Project’s consistency 
with CARB’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS, and the City’s Green New Deal 
(Sustainable City pLAn 2019) and Green Building Code. As the substantial evidence provided on pages 
IV.F-45 through IV.F-87 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR shows, the Project
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would be consistent with the applicable provisions of these plans. This same substantial evidence supports 
the Final EIR’s conclusion that the Project (now, Modified Alternative 2) would also have less than 
significant impacts related to GHG impacts. (Final EIR, Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and 
Corrections, Section 3, GHG analysis.) Therefore, the EIR properly concludes, based on substantial 
evidence, that the Project’s GHG impacts are less than significant and that mitigation measures are not 
required.

Contrary to the arguments, the Draft EIR specifically discusses the Project’s consistency with the 2017 
Climate Change Scoping Plan on pages IV.F-55 through IV.F-66 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, which consistency analysis provides substantial evidence supporting the conclusion that the 
Project would not conflict with applicable actions and strategies related to energy, mobile sources, water, 
solid waste, and other actions and strategies. In addition, the arguments erroneously conflate project-level 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) with consistency with GHG plan, policy, and regulations. The 2017 Climate 
Change Scoping Plan is focused on the broad context of GHG emissions statewide. The 2017 Climate 
Change Scoping Plan does not mandate or even suggest a moratorium on new development as a strategy to 
reduce GHG emissions. In fact, the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan supports new transit-oriented and 
infill development.1 Specifically, the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan recognizes that accelerating 
transit-oriented and infill development is a pathway for reducing VMT and promoting sustainable 
communities.2 Clearly, when viewed in isolation, any net new development would generate additional 
VMT from its proposed uses and additional mobile source GHG emissions. However, an isolated view of a 
single project’s VMT and associated GHG emissions, without consideration of the broader context, is 
inappropriate for a GHG emissions analysis. As explained on page IV.F-85 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, GHG emission impacts are by their very nature cumulative impacts as 
both the California Natural Resources Agency and CAPCOA have recognized. When viewed in the broader 
context of GHG emissions, the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan recognizes that accelerating transit- 
oriented and infill development is a pathway for reducing VMT because such developments would 
accommodate and serve a greater population in a less GHG emission-intensive manner. Pages IV.F-46 
through IV.F-54 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR describe in detail that the 
Project is located in a high-quality transit area (HQTA), which are areas the 2016 RTP/SCS has targeted for 
the most intense future development. Additionally, these pages describe at length the factors that would 
support and encourage public transit usage, which include: increased density on the Project Site; location 
efficiency of the Project Site as being in proximity to high-quality transit and other existing commercial, 
entertainment, and residential uses; the mixed-use design of the Project that would reduce VMT by allowing 
on-site residents and visitors to take advantage of the commercial services on the site without the need to 
drive to them; and the Project’s improved pedestrian environment to encourage walking and bicycling.

3. Supplemental Response Related to Operational Air Quality Impacts
Arguments were raised that the Draft EIR violates CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 by failing to discuss 
or support the selection of the thresholds of significance used to determine the Project’s potential air quality 
impacts.The Project’s potential air quality impacts are analyzed based on the analysis in Section IV.B, Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR as revised in the Air Quality analysis of the Project in Section 3, Chapter 3,

1 CARB, California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, pages 78, 81, and 84, November 2017. 
CARB, California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, pages 78, 81, and 84, November 2017.2
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Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR. PDF AQ-1 is properly designated as a PDF, 
and the EIR properly analyzes the Project’s impacts assuming that PDF-AQ-1 is a feature of the Project.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 addresses thresholds of significance. Subsection (b) of Section 15064.7 
provides that lead agencies have the discretion to either adopt thresholds of significance for general use, or 
“use thresholds on a case-by-case basis as provided in Section 15064(b)(2).) Subsection (c) of Section 
15064.7 provides that, when adopting or using thresholds of significance, lead agencies can consider 
thresholds of significance “previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies or recommended 
by experts,” so long as their decisions are supported by substantial evidence.

The arguments completely ignore the Draft EIR’s extensive discussion of the thresholds of significance used 
to determine the Project’s potential air quality impacts. This discussion appears on pages IV.B-35 through 
IV.B-40 of the Draft EIR, where the Draft EIR explains why the thresholds are relevant and how they reduce 
the Project’s impacts, as required by subsection (d) of Section 15064.7. There, the Draft EIR explains that 
the City had determined to use the checklist items from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines as the Project’s 
air quality thresholds of significance, and to rely to a great extent on the expert advice and guidance of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) as the regional air quality expert. Where 
applicable, the Draft EIR uses the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) numeric 
indicators of significance to determine the significance of the Project’s impacts under those thresholds. (See 
pages IV.B-36 through IV.B-38 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.) To determine the Project’s 
consistency with air quality plans, potential odor impacts, and potential cumulative impacts, the Draft EIR 
relies on the methodologies recommended in the SCAQMD’s Air Quality Handbook. (See pages IV.B-36 
and IV.B-38 through IV.B-40 of Section IV.B, Air Quality.) Therefore, the Draft EIR relies on air quality 
thresholds of significance supported by the regional air quality expert, the SCAQMD, as permitted by 
subsection (c) of Section 15064.7 of the CEQA Guidelines and explains each threshold and the reason for 
its use. As such, the Draft EIR fully complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7.

4. Supplemental Response Related to Transportation Impacts
Analysis with Project Design Features

The assertions in the appeals that the EIR’s discussion under Threshold (a) fails to analyze the significance 
of the Project’s impacts before the implementation of the two traffic-related Project Design Features 
(PDFs) are incorrect. As explained on pages IV.L-24 and IV.L-25 of Section IV.L, Transportation, of the 
Draft EIR and stated in Section 3a of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final 
EIR, PDF-TRAF-1, the construction traffic management plan, and PDF-TRAF-2, the pedestrian safety 
plan, are incorporated into the Project as part of the Project, itself. In compliance with CEQA’s mandate 
(see Pub. Res. Code § 21002.2(b); CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(2)), these two PDFs are designed to 
minimize and avoid inconvenience to the surrounding community and potential safety hazards during 
Project construction (which is itself a temporary condition). The two PDFs formalize the Project’s plans 
to implement common safety measures during construction that are already required by the City through 
standard conditions of approval (see LAMC 91.7006.7.2). PDFs are, by definition, components of a 
project, not mitigation measures; these PDFs, therefore, have properly been analyzed as integral parts of 
the Project. (See Mission Bay Alliance v. Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (2016) 6 
Cal.App.5th 160, 185.)
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The argument that the Draft EIR “incorrectly relies on PDF-TRAF-1 in its analysis of emergency access 
impacts” is also incorrect. As stated on Page IV.L-39 of Section IV.L, Transportation, of the Draft EIR 
and in Section 3 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, Project 
construction would not prevent through access on any streets adjacent to the Project Site at any time, and 
also would not prevent access to the Project Site itself, and, therefore, impacts regarding emergency access 
during construction would be less-than-significant. The EIR points out that the temporary traffic controls 
incorporated into the Project’s construction by the Project’s incorporation of PDF-TRAF-1 would further 
ensure that emergency access would not be adversely affected during construction by directing traffic 
around any temporary street closures, should they occur. As noted above, temporary traffic controls are 
typically required by the City though standard conditions of approval and, therefore, the Project’s 
incorporation of PDF-TRAF-1 is not necessary to ensure that the Project would not negatively affect 
emergency access during construction, as the City would impose the same requirements on the Project 
even in the absence of the PDFs disclosed to the public in the EIR.

VMT Analysis Assumptions

The assertion that the EIR’s analysis of the Project’s vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is insufficient and 
incorrect because it is based on assumptions that are inconsistent with other information in the EIR and 
does not consider all VMT that would be generated by the Project are incorrect. The analysis of the 
Project’s VMT was prepared in accordance with the LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines (July 
2019) (TAG)3 using the latest version of LADOT’s VMT Calculator tool (version 1.2, released by 
LADOT in November 2019) operative at that time (LADOT’s version 1.3 was released in June 2020, after 
the Draft EIR was released; an analysis of the Draft EIR Proj ect’s and the Proj ect’s VMT using LADOT’s 
updated version 1.3 is provided later in this response).

Using the VMT Calculator, the VMT analysis estimated that the version of the project analyzed in the 
Draft EIR would include 473 residents and 111 employees. The VMT Calculator estimates the residential 
population based on the average apartment rate (2.25 persons per household) based on the United States 
Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2015, 5-year estimates. (VMT Calculator Documentation, 
Version 1.3, p. 15.) LADOT, as the expert agency regarding the assessment of traffic impacts, has 
selected a valid data source to support its residential population assumptions from the US Census Bureau, 
which provides substantial evidence in support of those assumptions. In its separate calculation, Table 
IV.J-2 on page IV.J-16 of Section IV.J, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR estimates that the 
project analyzed in the Draft EIR would result in an increase of 403 residents (based on 166 net new 
residential units) and an increase of 99 employees in the population and housing analysis. Using the rates 
used in Table IV.J-2, the Draft EIR concludes that the project it analyzed would result in a total estimate 
of 510 residents in its proposed 210 residential units. The residential population estimate in Section IV.J, 
Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR is based the overall average household rate (2.43 persons per 
household) as determined in the American Community Survey 2016 5-year average household size. Thus, 
in preparing the Population and Housing Section of the Draft EIR, the City also selected a valid data 
source providing substantial evidence in support of its residential population assumptions. In each 
instance, the two different, analyses are supported by substantial evidence, and in any event, the difference

3 The TAG (2019) is included at Appendix D of this Final EIR. The VMT Calculator can be accessed at 
https://ladot.lacity.org/businesses/development-review#transportation-assessment .
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in numbers does not change the outcome. (See Final EIR, Appendix C-3, Supplemental Transportation 
Analysis).

The estimated employee populations in the Transportation Section and the Population and Housing 
Section also differ due to the requirements of the VMT Calculator when estimating VMT impacts. The 
VMT Calculator estimates employee populations by land use using a variety of sources together which 
include Los Angeles Unified School District floor area per employee data, 2012 SANDAG Activity Based 
Model floor area per employee data, ITE trip generation rates per thousand square feet divided by the trip 
generation rates per employee, the US Department of Energy, and other modeling resources. (Final EIR, 
at Appendix D, TAG, pp. 18-21.) With respect to the VMT analysis, the City’s expert transportation 
agency, LADOT, working with an expert transportation consultant, determined that, for the purposes of 
the VMT analysis, it is appropriate to use these multiple sources of data to determine employee population 
for the purposes of a VMT transportation analysis. As such, the employee population number is supported 
by substantial evidence. Section IV.J, Population and Housing, uses the Los Angeles Unified School 
District Developer Fee Justification Study (March 2017) to estimate employee populations - which is the 
data source the City consistently relies on for assessing employee populations for Population and Housing 
impacts. Again, each of these valid data sources provides substantial evidence in support of the population 
assumptions utilized in the Draft EIR for the employee transportation and population and housing 
analyses, respectively.

The VMT analysis for the project analyzed in the Draft EIR was also conducted properly in accordance 
with the TAG regarding the types of project VMT to be included in the analysis. The comment’s assertion 
that the absence of certain VMT, including some household VMT, demonstrates flaws in the VMT 
analysis is incorrect. Specifically, in accordance with the TAG, the household VMT analysis focuses 
specifically on all home-based production trips (including home-based work production and home-based 
other production, which comprises all residential trips originating at the Project Site). (See VMT 
Calculator Documentation, Version 1.3, pp. 15, 19-20, and Appendix D.) Similarly, in accordance with 
the TAG, the work VMT analysis considers home-based work attraction trips (i.e., employee trips made 
to the Project Site from the employees’ homes). In this regard, the TAG is consistent with Technical 
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 
December 2018) (OPR Technical Advisory).4 The VMT Calculator uses a trip-based method for assessing 
VMT, rather than a tour-based method,5 and therefore focuses on specific types of trips rather than the 
cumulative total of all trips to or from the Project Site. The OPR Technical Advisory allows the use of 
either a tour-based or a trip-based analysis, and states on page 5, “When a trip-based method is used to 
analyze a residential project, the focus can be on home-based trips. Similarly, when a trip-based method 
is used to analyze [an employment project], the focus can be on home-based work trips.” Importantly, the 
VMT thresholds of significance were developed based on the same metrics (i.e., home-based trips and 
home-based work trips) as the VMT Calculator assesses, thus resulting in an apples-to-apples comparison 
of project-level VMT per capita to area-wide average VMT per capita. Thus, it is not necessary to capture 
all components of the Project’s VMT to conduct a valid analysis. Thus, the claim by the Appellant that 
certain types of VMT are excluded from the analysis does not address an issue that is relevant to the

4 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, December 2018) 
(OPR Technical Advisory) available at: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf 
A tour-based assessment counts the entire home-back-to-home tour that includes the project. Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, December 2018, Appendix 1, page 29.
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analyses for the Project under the methodology utilized by the City in assessing VMT impacts. (Draft 
EIR, Appendixes L-1 and L-3; Final EIR, Appendix C-1.) As this methodology was created by the City’s 
expert transportation agency, LADOT, in accordance with State guidance, it is supported by substantial 
evidence. The appeal does not address this substantial evidence or provide any information to suggest the 
methodology is flawed in any manner, or that it produced an invalid analysis and conclusion as a result. 
Instead, the appeal merely claims that not each and every type of trip is accounted for - which is not 
necessary for the comparative analysis under the City’s chosen, State-sanctioned methodology.

Evidence for TDM Effectiveness

The appeal asserts that the EIR’s conclusion that implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-1, 
the transportation demand management (TDM) program, would reduce the Project’s potentially 
significant household VMT impact to a less than significant level is not supported by substantial evidence. 
As an initial matter, the appeal primarily asserts that the alleged invalidity of the EIR’s analysis of the 
effectiveness of the Project’s TDM program (MM-TRAF-1) results from the use of an inappropriate 
population per residential unit figure in the Draft EIR’s transportation analysis. As stated above, this 
argument fails, as the population per unit number utilized by the City in its VMT Calculator is valid, is 
supported by substantial evidence, is a more conservative figure for the per capita analysis, and did not 
produce an invalid analysis or impact conclusion. As the argument relies entirely on a false premise, its 
claim that the analyzed TDM measures do not support the analyzed reduction in VMT is incorrect. 
Further, the appeal’s claim that the VMT calculations are based on incorrect assumptions regarding land 
uses is unsupported and, as such, constitutes only “[a]rgument, speculation, [and] unsubstantiated opinion 
or narrative,” not substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines §§15064(f)(5), 15384(a).)

Regarding the substantial evidence supporting the EIR’s analysis of the effectiveness of the TDM 
program, and the individual measures that comprise the TDM program, is supported by the research and 
documentation compiled by LADOT during its development of its VMT Calculator, which is documented 
in detail in Attachment G to the TAG (Transportation Demand Management Strategies in LA VMT 
Calculator, November 2019). In line with that research, the VMT Calculator is specifically designed not 
to overstate the effectiveness of TDM program strategies by both dampening the effects of multiple 
overlapping strategies and capping the maximum effect based on the travel behavior zone6 (TBZ) in which 
the project is located (see VMT Calculator Documentation, Version 1.3, pp. 17-18).

The TDM program strategies proposed in MM-TRAF-1 include, at a minimum, unbundled parking and 
promotions and marketing, as described on page IV.L-43 of Section IV.L, Transportation, of the Draft 
EIR, with the slight modification described on pages 3-57 through 3-61 of Section 3 of Chapter 3, 
Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR. Additional measures could be implemented 
as well, but no further reduction credit was claimed in the analysis for any additional measures. The 
Project is located within a Compact Infill TBZ where the maximum TDM program reduction is 40 percent, 
as stated on page 18 of LADOT’s VMT Calculator Documentation; even so, the household VMT per 
capita for the project analyzed in the Draft EIR has only been reduced by approximately 18.4 percent with

6 As explained in Appendix A of the VMT Calculator Documentation, Version 1.3, four TBZs are defined to categorize the location 
efficiency of a given location within the City. The TBZs include Suburban (Zone 1), Suburban Center (Zone 2), Compact Infill (Zone 
3), and Urban (Zone 4) and are determined for each location based on factors including population density, daytime population 
density, land use diversity, intersection density, distance to nearest major bus stop, and distance to nearest major fixed-guideway 
transit stop.
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the implementation of the TDM program strategies based on the results from analyzing this project using 
the LADOT’s VMT calculator, shown in Table IV.L-4 on page IV.L-45 of Section IV.L, Transportation, 
of the Draft EIR.

As reported in Attachment G to the TAG, the unbundled parking strategy has the potential to create a 
maximum of a 26 percent reduction in residential-based VMT based on research and methodology from 
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association, 2010). The unbundled parking strategy separates the cost of parking from the cost of housing, 
and allows residents the choice to purchase parking or not, thereby encouraging reduced automobile 
ownership and reduced automobile trips. Based on the proposed minimum cost of residential parking at 
the Project Site ($150/month), the VMT reduction from unbundled parking would be 18 percent.

As reported in Attachment G to the TAG, strategies involving promotions and marketing have the 
potential to create a maximum of a four percent reduction in residential and employee-based VMT based 
on the same research as for the unbundled parking strategy. This strategy involves educating and 
informing residents and employees about site-specific transportation options and how their travel choices 
affect health, congestion, and their finances. Based on the percentages of residents and employees 
expected to review the materials (10%), the VMT reduction expected from the promotions and marketing 
strategies would be 0.4 percent.

Notably, after the Draft EIR was released, LADOT released an updated version of the VMT Calculator, 
version 1.3, in June 2020. According to City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator Documentation Version 1.3 
(LADOT and Los Angeles Department of City Planning, May 2020),7 the VMT Calculator was updated 
to incorporate 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. These updates to the VMT Calculator thus improve its accuracy 
by more closely aligning its assumptions with research findings regarding people’s driving habits. If the 
VMT impacts of the project analyzed in the Draft EIR were analyzed using LADOT’s current version 1.3 
of its VMT Calculator, that project would have a household VMT per capita of 5.1 and a work VMT per 
capita of 6.7, both of which would be below the significance thresholds before the implementation of the 
that project’s TDM program (MM-TRAF-1). Thus, under this updated analysis, that project’s household 
VMT per capita would be less than significant, and MM-TRAF-1 would not be required to reduce that 
project’s VMT impacts below the level of significance.

With respect to the Project, the supplemental VMT analysis performed for the Project for the Final EIR 
utilized both version 1.2 of the VMT calculator and the most recent and improved version of the City’s 
VMT calculator (version 1.3). The use of VMT Calculator version 1.2 demonstrates the Project would 
result in a household VMT per capita of 7.5, which would be above the threshold of 6.0, but would be 
reduced to 5.9 with a modified version of MM-TRAF-1 that would raise the monthly average cost of 
parking from $150 to $175 as compared to MM-TRAF-1 for the project analyzed in the Draft EIR. Under 
the version 1.2 analysis, the employee per capita VMT would be 5.0, well beneath the threshold of 7.6. 
However, the use of VMT calculator version 1.3 demonstrates the Project would result in a less than 
significant impact without the need for mitigation, including no need for any TDM program measures

7 https://ladot.lacity.org/sites/default/files/documents/vmt_calculator_documentation-2020.05.18.pdf
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(MM-TRAF-1) to reduce impacts to a less than significant level; using VMT calculator version 1.3, the 
Project would result in a household VMT per capita of 5.2 and a work VMT per capita of 5.3. (Final EIR, 
Appendix C-3.) Though the Project would continue to implement MM-TRAF-1 (TDM Program) to 
further reduce its already less than significant VMT impacts, such mitigation is not actually required by 
CEQA as the Project does not result in a significant impact in the first instance under the City’s most 
recent version of the VMT calculator.

Deferral of Mitigation

Incorrect claims were also made that the EIR improperly defers the formulation of Mitigation Measure 
MM-TRAF-1 to a later date. Although page IV.L-42 of Section IV.L, Transportation, of the Draft EIR 
states that “[t]he exact measures to be implemented shall be determined...prior to issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the Project,” it also states on page IV.L-43 that the TDM program “shall 
include at a minimum” the two strategies discussed above - unbundled parking and promotions and 
marketing. (Emphasis added.) As described above, these are the only two strategies for which reduction 
credit was taken in the VMT Calculator, and which, together, were sufficient to fully mitigate the 
potentially significant household VMT impact to a less than significant level. As these measures are 
mandatory strategies incorporated into mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1, additional potential TDM 
program strategies and membership in the Hollywood TMO were not considered in the analysis of the 
effectiveness of MM-TRAF-1 as they were not needed to reduce the potentially significant household 
VMT impact to a less than significant level. However, notably, even if the TDM program only included 
a specific list of items that in their entirety would be determined by the City at a later date in a manner 
necessary to reduce impacts to a less than significant level (which is not the case here), that measure 
would not constitute improperly deferred mitigation, as CEQA allows the specific mitigation measures to 
be finally determined at a later date when such mitigation measures are reasonably identified, incorporated 
as enforceable conditions, and meet a particular performance standard, which here would be the City’s 
objective VMT reduction standard. (See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 418; Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 525.) 
Therefore, there is no improper deferral of mitigation, nor is there a failure to demonstrate that the TDM 
program would effectively mitigate the potentially significant household VMT impact.

Furthermore, as stated above, after the Draft EIR was released, LADOT released an updated version of 
the VMT Calculator, version 1.3, in June 2020. If the VMT impacts were analyzed using LADOT’s 
current version 1.3 of its VMT Calculator, the project analyzed in the Draft EIR would have a household 
VMT per capita of 5.1 and a work VMT per capita of 6.7, both of which would be below the significance 
thresholds before the implementation of the Draft EIR’s TDM program (MM-TRAF-1). Thus, under this 
updated analysis, that project’s household VMT per capita would be less than significant, and MM-TRAF- 
1 would not be required to reduce that project’s VMT impacts below the level of significance. As also 
stated above, with respect to the Project, the supplemental VMT analysis performed for the Project for 
this Final EIR utilizing the most recent and improved version of the City’s VMT calculator (version 1.3) 
demonstrates the Project would result a less than significant impacts without the need for mitigation, 
including no need for any TDM measures (MM-TRAF-1 per the Final EIR) to reduce impacts to a less 
than significant level; using VMT calculator version 1.3, the Project would result in a household VMT 
per capita of 5.2 and a work VMT per capita of 5.3. (Final EIR, Appendix C-3)

10



Appendix F - Supplemental Environmental Responses, 6220 West Yucca Project, Los Angeles, California

Project Impact Relative to Impact Threshold

One of the appeals also argues that because the household VMT per capita, after mitigation, is at the 
significance threshold of 6.0, any error in the EIR’s analysis of the VMT could result in an unmitigated 
significant impact. The above discussion demonstrates that the EIR’s analysis of the VMT was correctly 
performed pursuant to LADOT’s TAG, accurately estimates the VMT before and after mitigation, and 
meets City and State of California standards for CEQA VMT analyses. Therefore, the results showing 
less-than-significant VMT impacts after mitigation are accurate and are supported by substantial evidence. 
Moreover, as discussed above, the VMT analysis only accounted for the minimum measures required to 
be included in MM-TRAF-1 (unbundled parking and promotions and marketing strategies), which are 
sufficient by themselves to reduce the potentially significant household VMT impact to a less than 
significant level; therefore, if other strategies are added to the TDM program, through the review and 
approval of City Planning and LADOT, the Project’s mitigated impact will be further reduced when these 
other strategies are implemented.

Further claims were asserted that the Draft EIR fails to explain how Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-1 
would enable the project analyzed in the Draft EIR to meet the threshold of 15 percent below the existing 
average household VMT per capita for the Central Area Planning Commission (APC) area. This argument 
misses the point that the 6.0 significance threshold already incorporates the 15 percent reduction from the 
existing average, and, therefore, by meeting or exceeding that threshold, the project-level VMT per capita 
of the project analyzed in the Draft EIR is at least 15 percent lower than the APC area average. As 
discussed above, the household VMT per resident and work VMT per employee for the project analyzed 
in the Draft EIR are both lower than the respective significance thresholds after mitigation (although the 
work VMT per employee is less than significant without mitigation).

Furthermore, as stated above, after the Draft EIR was released, LADOT released an updated version of 
the VMT Calculator, version 1.3, in June 2020. If the VMT impacts of the project analyzed in the Draft 
EIR were analyzed using LADOT’s current version 1.3 of its VMT Calculator, that proj ect would have a 
household VMT per capita of 5.1 and a work VMT per capita of 6.7, both of which would be below the 
significance thresholds before the implementation of the Draft EIR’s TDM program (MM-TRAF-1). 
Thus, under this more refined analysis, that project’s VMT impacts would be less than significant, and 
MM-TRAF-1 would not be required to reduce its VMT impacts below the level of significance. As also 
stated above, with respect to the Project, the supplemental VMT analysis performed for the Project for 
the Final EIR utilizing the most recent and improved version of the City’s VMT calculator (version 1.3) 
demonstrates the Proj ect would result a less than significant VMT impacts without the need for mitigation, 
including no need for any TDM program measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level; using 
VMT calculator version 1.3, the Project would result in a household VMT per capita of 5.2 and a work 
VMT per capita of 5.3. (Final EIR, Appendix C-3)

Conflict with Programs, Plans, Ordinances, or Policies

Claims that the EIR’s conclusion under Threshold (a) (conflicting with programs, plans, ordinances, or 
policies addressing the circulation system) is insufficiently supported by analysis or substantial evidence 
due to the purported flaws and insufficiencies in the EIR’s VMT analysis discussed above were also 
asserted. However, as the above discussion shows, the VMT analysis presented in the EIR is neither
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flawed nor insufficient, and, as discussed above, substantial evidence supports the EIR’s VMT analysis 
which, in turn, provides substantial evidence supporting the EIR’s consistency analysis under Threshold 
(a). Moreover, the updated version 1.3 of the VMT Calculator shows that the Project would result in a 
less than significant household VMT per capita and work VMT per capita, requiring no mitigation at all. 
Therefore, the EIR’s analysis of the Project’s VMT using version 1.2 of the VMT Calculator is 
conservative. As stated, the analysis of the Project utilizing the updated version 1.3 of the VMT calculator 
also shows its VMT impacts are less than significant without the need for mitigation.

One of the appeals specifically cites concerns that the Project’s consistency with the Mobility Plan relies 
on MM-TRAF-1 to reduce the Project’s potential household VMT impacts to less than significant and 
enable the Project’s VMT to meet the threshold of 15 percent below the existing average household VMT 
per capita for the Central APC area. However, as explained above, the 6.0 threshold incorporates the 15 
percent below the existing average household VMT per capita for the Central APC area, and substantial 
evidence supports the EIR’s conclusion that MM-TRAF-1 would reduce the Project’s potential household 
VMT impact to a less than significant level. As discussed in Section 3 of Chapter 3, Revisions, 
Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, implementation of mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1, as 
modified by raising the monthly average cost of parking from $150 to $175 as compared to the Draft 
EIR’s MM-TRAF-1, would reduce the Project’s household VMT to below threshold, as determined by 
VMT Calculator version 1.2. As determined by VMT Calculator 1.3, however, the Project would not 
result in a significant impact before the implementation of a TDM program (MM-TRAF-1); even so, the 
Project would implement a TDM program via mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1 to further reduce its 
already less than significant household VMT impact.

In the course of providing a thorough discussion of any aspects of the Proj ect that pertain to City programs, 
plans, ordinances, or policies, MM-TRAF-1 is referenced several times because the proposed TDM 
program strategies actively support certain Mobility plan policies and programs.

Mobility Plan Policy 4.8, “Encourage greater utilization of Transportation Demand Management 
Strategies to reduce dependence on single-occupancy vehicles,” does not require implementation of TDM 
measures beyond those that would be required by the TDM Ordinance (Los Angeles Municipal Code 
Section 12.26J), which does not apply to the Project in any case. MM-TRAF-1 is referenced because it 
specifically supports Mobility Plan Policy 4.8; however, its absence would not interfere or conflict with 
the policy.

The Project is consistent with Mobility Plan Policy 4.13, “Balance on-street and off-street parking supply 
with other transportation and land use objectives,” due to its provision of sufficient off-street parking to 
meet Project parking requirements. MM-TRAF-1 is mentioned because it has the potential to further 
reduce parking demand, but the implementation of this measure is not necessary to demonstrate the 
Project’s consistency with Mobility Plan Policy 4.13.

The discussion of consistency with Mobility Plan Policy 5.2, “Support ways to reduce VMT per capita,” 
appropriately describes the Project’s VMT analysis and the TDM program measures that would reduce 
VMT per capita. This discussion demonstrates how the Project supports the policy, regardless of the fact 
that there is no explicit mandate for an individual project to do this, outside of complying with the TDM 
Ordinance or mitigating significant VMT impacts.
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The EIR notes that the Project would implement unbundled parking options as part of the TDM program 
in support of Mobility Plan Program PK.14. As with Mobility Plan Policy 5.2, it is not mandatory for the 
Project to include unbundled parking, and thus there would be no conflict with this program without it. 
However, because the Project would implement MM-TRAF-1 which includes unbundled parking, it 
specifically supports the program.

Therefore, the EIR provides adequate analysis and supporting information to conclude that the Project 
would not conflict with the identified programs, plans, ordinances, or policies addressing the circulation 
system. As discussed in Section 3 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final 
EIR, the Draft EIR’s analyses also apply to the Project.

5. Supplemental Response Related to Seismic issues
Arguments were raised that Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR violates the Alquist Priolo 
Act (Act), and that the Act prohibits development of the Project at the Project Site. These arguments asserted 
that, contrary to the conclusions reached in the EIR, there is an active fault underlying the Project Site, that 
the technical reports and studies prepared for the EIR and on which the EIR’s conclusions are based were 
insufficient and failed to meet the requirements of the Act, and that the EIR’s conclusions that compliance 
with building codes and the requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) would reduce the 
potential for significant damage to structures from strong seismic ground shaking and the exposure of people 
or structures to potential adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death, to the maximum extent 
practical are not supported by substantial evidence.

The arguments neither identify the specific provisions of the Act prohibit the development of the Project at 
the Project Site, nor identify how Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR or the analysis of the 
Project in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR fails to comply with the 
requirements of the Act, or are otherwise indefensible. Consequently, these general assertions are 
unsupported “[a]rgument, speculation, [and] unsubstantiated opinion or narrative” that do not constitute 
substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e)(5), 15384(a).)

The arguments disagree with the substantial evidence in the EIR, which concludes that development on the 
Project Site would not overlay the Hollywood Fault and would not be unsafe. Section IV.E, Geology and 
Soils, of the Draft EIR and Appendices F-1 through F-4 of the Draft EIR, together with Section 3 of Chapter 
3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, contain extensive seismic and geotechnical 
feasibility analyses for development at the Project Site, based on which substantial evidence the EIR 
concludes that the Project would not be developed on a Project Site subject to unsafe conditions, including, 
without limitation, seismic-related conditions. In addition, at the Hearing, the principal geotechnical 
engineer with Group Delta, the Project’s geotechnical engineers, affirmed that his company has done 
numerous studies within the 1,000-foot Special Study Zone for the Hollywood Fault, including numerous 
trenches, which have been observed by City geologists, State geologists and recognized earthquake fault 
experts. The results of those studies have been submitted to the City, which has reviewed and approved 
them for the Project. The Project’s principal geotechnical engineer with Group Delta also stated that Group 
Delta has studied the recent information from the United States Geological Service in detail and concluded 
that the new information does not change the fault map and therefore does not change the requirements, or 
the results of Group Delta’s studies, or the approval given by the City.
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More specifically, the EIR, including its technical reports and studies, fully complies with the 
requirements of the Act. As the Act requires and the EIR describes, the Project Site was investigated by 
qualified licensed geologists who performed site-specific fault studies which found no active faulting 
below the Project Site. These studies were reviewed by the City Geologist and submitted to the California 
Geological Survey (CGS) for record. The Project Site approval for new development within an Alquist- 
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone was performed under the jurisdiction of the City, as the laws requires. Under 
the Act, the City is required to determine whether the Project, “which is located within a delineated 
earthquake fault zone,” would be located “across the trace of active faults.” (See Pub. Resources Code, § 
2621.5; see also State Geology Regulations, § 3603, subd. (a) [areas within 50 feet of an active fault trace 
are “presumed to be underlaid by active branches of that fault unless proven otherwise by an appropriate 
geologic investigation and report”].) “Fault traces” are expressed as lines on the earthquake fault zone 
(EFZ) maps prepared by CGS. The lines follow the “traces” of faults that are presumed to be “active” 
(meaning they are presumed to have ruptured within the last 11,700 years [Holocene time]) by CGS, 
pending the site-specific investigation required by the Act, as discussed below. (See Special Publication 
42, page 27.) Thus, if the City determines (based on the investigation discussed below) that active fault 
traces exist on a project site, and a proposed project, regardless of the size or construction materials 
proposed, would be built across an active fault trace, the Act requires the City to deny the proposed 
project. (Pub. Resources Code, § 2621.5, subd. (a); State Geology Regulations, § 3603, subd. (a).)

To aid the City in deciding whether a project proposed within an EFZ would be built across an active fault 
trace, the Act requires the project applicant to provide the City with a “report prepared by a geologist 
registered in the State of California,” that is “based on a geologic investigation designed to identify the 
location, recency, and nature of faulting that may have affected the project site in the past and may affect 
the project site in the future.” (State Geology Regulations, § 3603, subd. (d).) The Act also requires that 
the report be peer-reviewed by another geologist registered in the State, hired by the City. (Id. at subd. 
(e).) The report must “demonstrate], to the satisfaction of the lead agency advised by its own reviewing 
geologist, that the site-specific fault investigation is sufficiently thorough, the findings regarding surface 
fault rupture hazards are valid and persuasive, and any proposed setbacks are sufficient to account for 
both Holocene-active fault traces and fault related ground deformation.” (Special Publication 42, page 
30.) Essentially, the report must analyze the information provided by the site investigation(s) and conclude 
whether there is faulting on the project site and whether any faulting discovered has ruptured within the 
last 11,700 years (i.e., whether the fault is “active”).

In considering the report(s) and potentially approving the Project, the City must take the policies and 
criteria of the State Mining and Geology Board and the findings of the State Geologist/CGS into account. 
(Pub. Resources Code, § 2623, subd. (a); see Special Publication 42, and Note 49, discussed above.) Once 
the report has been approved by the City, no subsequent geologic reports are required, unless the City 
determines that new geologic data warranting further investigations is recorded. (Pub. Resources Code, § 
2623, subd. (b).)

The required CGS to provide all affected cities, counties, and state agencies with EFZ maps in 1973, and 
to “continually review new geologic and seismic data and [] revise the earthquake fault zones or delineate 
additional earthquake fault zones when warranted by new information.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 2622.) 
The “new geologic and seismic data” reviewed by CGS comes from a variety of sources, including sources 
like the USGS, and the site-specific investigations performed under the Act. As discussed above, the EFZ
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maps provide the City with the presumed locations of active fault traces, and include an area surrounding 
the traces that require site-specific investigation before the City may approve a project within the 
earthquake fault zone. (See Special Publication 42, page 12 [EFZ maps “are delineated to define those 
areas where fault investigations are required” but “no degree of the relative potential of future surface 
displacement or hazard is implied for the faults shown on the EFZ maps”].)

The Act also directs CGS, along with the State Mining and Geology Board, to provide cities and counties 
with policies and criteria to guide city and county decision-making under the Act. (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 2623.) CGS “does not have direct authority to approve or disapprove geologic investigations, nor to 
approve or disapprove specific projects which might be built on or near faults.” (Better Alternatives for 
Neighborhoods v. Heyman (1989) 212 Cal.App.3d 663, 671 (Better Alternatives); see also Special 
Publication 42, Figure 2-3 [explaining the roles of the lead agency and State Geologist].)

Thus, it is the City that “has the ultimate responsibility to determine whether a project complies with the 
Alquist-Priolo Act and its implementing regulations.” (See Better Alternatives, supra, 212 Cal.App.3d at 
p. 671.) In this context, the City must weigh the evidence before it (including conflicting evidence) and 
has the discretion to accept the expert opinion, analysis, and conclusions in some evidence while rejecting 
others. (Id. at pp. 672-673; see also id. at p. 672, fn. 7 [State Geologist’s “analysis is entitled to no more 
weight than that of any other expert”].)

CEQA requires the City to decide whether the Proj ect could significantly impact the environment, directly 
or indirectly, by exposing people and structures “to potential substantial averse seismic effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death from rupture of a known earthquake fault or strong ground shaking.” 
(California Oak Foundation v. Regents of University of California (2010) 188 Ca.App.4th 227, 263; see 
CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G.) In making that decision, the CEQA Guidelines direct the City to 
consider “the most recent Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area” as 
well as “other substantial evidence of a known fault” and CGS Special Publication 42. (CEQA Guidelines, 
Appendix G.) CEQA requires that the EIR for the Project adequately discuss the Project’s potential 
environmental impacts, so as to ensure informed decisionmaking and public participation, and that the 
conclusions in the EIR be supported by substantial evidence. (See Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 
6 Cal.5th 502, 512-513, 516.)

CEQA also requires that, when comments on the Draft EIR provide evidence conflicting with the 
environmental conclusions in the Draft EIR, the City must respond with “good faith, reasoned analysis” 
that either explains how the project will be revised to address the significant environmental issues raised 
in the comment, or explains why the City did not accept the suggestions or comments raised. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15088.) While the City is not required to respond to late comments, it may choose to do so. 
(Residents Against Specific Plan 380 v. County of Riverside (2017) 9 Cal.App.5th 941, 972.) CEQA 
generally does not require the City to consider the impacts of the environment on a proposed project or 
its future users, except to the extent that a project exacerbates existing environmental hazards. (California 
Building Industry Assn. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 388.)

Thus, similar to the City’s decision under the Act, the City must weigh evidence of potentially significant 
impacts provided in and relied on by the Draft EIR, as well as evidence provided by the public and experts, 
and decide whether the Project could adversely impact the environment by directly or indirectly causing
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potential adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving the rupture of a known 
earthquake fault. As with the Act, the City has discretion to weigh the evidence presented, and decide 
which evidence it agrees with. Unlike the Alquist-Priolo Act, however, CEQA also requires that the public 
and decisionmakers be adequately informed by the analysis in the EIR of the Project’s potential impacts 
on the environment, including earthquake-related impacts, so that the public and decisionmakers may act 
accordingly. The City provides this analysis of its actions and duties under the Alquist-Priolo Act to ensure 
an adequate discussion of the Project’s potential environmental impacts, including seismic impacts, as 
required by CEQA.

The Project is located within an earthquake fault zone for the Hollywood Fault. CGS’ most recent EFZ 
map (released on November 6, 2014) for the fault depicts two, presumed active, fault traces in the area of 
the Project Site. (See Figures IV.E-2 and IV.E-4 in the Draft EIR.) One trace is depicted as running east 
to west roughly parallel to the north side of Yucca Street. (See Figure IV.D-2 in the Draft EIR.) The 
second trace is depicted as running roughly east to west. (See Figures IV.D-2 and IV.E-4 in the Draft 
EIR.)

The Project was planned with the intent to reduce the potential hazard of surface fault rupture for 
redevelopment at the Project Site. The site specific Fault Study8 was performed within the limitations of 
an urban investigation to identify and evaluate if Holocene-active faulting is present below the Project 
Site to assure no new buildings planned for human occupancy would be constructed on a potentially 
hazardous earthquake fault as defined by the California Code of Regulations.

In response to the CGS mapped Hollywood Fault trace locations locally9 to the Project Site, Section 2.8 
of Special Publication 42, which specifically discusses the appropriate uses and limitations of the 
Earthquake Fault Zone Maps, states as follows:

“Earthquake Fault Zones (EFZ) are delineated to define those areas where 
fault investigations are required prior to building structures for human 
occupancy. The Earthquake Fault Zone maps include both the EFZ as well as 
the mapped traces of faults that are used to delineate zone boundaries. These 
fault traces are plotted as accurately as the sources of data permit; however, 
no degree of the relative potentialfor future surface displacement or hazard is 
implied for the faults shown on the EFZ maps.

Fault traces shown on Earthquake Fault Zone maps are not mapped at a scale 
suitable to meet the requirement for site-specific fault investigations, nor 
should the faults depicted be used as the basis for defining building setback 
requirements. Lead agencies must require owners/developers with projects

8 Group Delta Consultants, Inc., “Fault Activity Investigation for Yucca-Argyle Apartments, Champion Site, 1756 and 1760 Argyle 
Avenue, Los Angeles, California,” dated September 7, 2014.
Group Delta Consultants, Inc., “Supplemental Geologic Lot Evaluation, 1765 N. Vista Del Mar Avenue, Los Angeles, California,” 
dated April 10, 2015
California Geological Survey, Janis L. Hernandez, 2014, Fault Evaluation Report FER 253 Supplement No. 1, The Hollywood Fault 
7.5’ Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California, November 5, 2014.

9

16



Appendix F - Supplemental Environmental Responses, 6220 West Yucca Project, Los Angeles, California

within the EFZ to determine if a potential hazard from any fault, whether 
heretofore recognized or not, exists with regard to proposed structures. ”

Mapped fault traces, such as the traces illustrated in the CGS Earthquake Fault Zones of Required 
Investigation Maps, are informative on a regional level, identifying areas that faulting is likely. However, 
it is through the Act-required site-specific fault studies that the actual location and activity of faulting is 
evaluated. As State and City regulations require, a site-specific fault study was performed at the Project 
Site and presented in the Draft EIR Appendix F-2. The Fault Study (Group Delta, 2014 and 2015) was 
performed under the guidelines published by the CGS in Special Publication 42 and Los Angeles Building 
Code 1803.5.11. The investigation included fault trenching, a boring transect, and bucket auger logging 
on the Project Site as well as a thorough review and discussion of local fault studies and geology. The 
findings of the investigation concluded no active faulting at the Project Site. The Fault Study (Group 
Delta, 2014 and 2015) was reviewed by the City Geologist and recommendations for buildability were 
approved.

Lastly, in the design phase, the Project will be designed according to the seismic design requirements of 
the latest building codes, with much improved science and engineering to address the seismic hazards of 
a significant earthquake. The Project then will benefit from a much more informed and experienced 
seismic code standard than buildings previously constructed. The State and City regulations in place to 
reduce the potential impacts of the natural geologic hazard of earthquakes and fault rupture are adequately 
addressed for the Project.

Finally, the EIR’s conclusion that development on the Project Site would be safe given compliance with 
applicable building codes is based on substantial evidence. Under CEQA, a lead agency may rely on 
regulatory schemes such as the LAMC that give “adequate assurance that ... impacts will be mitigated 
through engineering methods known to be feasible and effective.” (OaklandHeritage Alliance v. City of 
Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 912.)
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