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PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

 
650-676 South San Vicente Boulevard 

  
PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74865, (stamped map, dated December 8, 2021) for the 
merger of seven lots to create one net 0.74-acre (32,290 square-foot) ground lot, and a Haul 
Route for the export of approximately 12,222 cubic yards of soil.  
 

REQUESTED ACTIONS:  
 
Three (3) appeals of the May 3, 2022, Advisory Agency actions: 
 

Pursuant to Sections 21082.1(c) and 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, the Advisory Agency has 
reviewed and considered the information contained in the EIR prepared for this Project, which includes 
the Draft EIR, ENV-2017-468-EIR (SCH No. 2020010172), dated May 2021, the Final EIR dated January 
2022, and the Erratum dated February 2022 (656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project EIR), as well 
as the whole administrative record; and 

 
CERTIFIED the following: 

 
1. The 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project EIR has been completed in compliance with 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);  
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2. The 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project EIR was presented to the Advisory Agency as 
a decision-making body of the lead agency; and 

3. The 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project EIR reflects the independent judgement and 
analysis of the lead agency. 

 
ADOPTED the following: 
 

1. The related and prepared 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project EIR Environmental 
Findings;  

2. The Statement of Overriding Considerations; and  
3. The Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project 

EIR.  
 

APPROVED Pursuant to Section 17.15 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 74865, (stamped map, dated December 8, 2021) for the merger of seven lots into one 
ground lot for a .74 net acre (32,290 square-foot) site, and a Haul Route for the export of up to 12,222 
cubic yards of soil. 
 
ADOPTED Conditions of Approval and Findings. 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:   
 
Deny the appeals, and sustain the following actions of the Advisory Agency: 

 
1. Find that the City Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the information contained in the 

Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2017-468-EIR (SCH No. 2020010172), dated May 2021, the Final 
EIR dated January 2022, and the Erratum dated February 2022 (656 South San Vicente Medical Office 
Project EIR), as well as the whole administrative record; and 

 
CERTIFY the following: 
 

1. The 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project EIR has been completed in compliance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);  

2. The 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project EIR was presented to the City Planning 
Commission as a decision-making body of the lead agency; and 

3. The 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project EIR reflects the independent judgement 
and analysis of the lead agency. 

 
ADOPT the following: 
 

1. The related and prepared 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project EIR Environmental 
Findings;  

2. The Statement of Overriding Considerations; and  
3. The Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the 656 South San Vicente Medical Office 

Project EIR.  
 

2. Approve Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74865, (stamped map, dated December 8, 2021) for the 
merger of seven lots into one ground lot for a 0.74 net acre (32,290 square-foot) site, and a Haul Route 
for the export of up to 12,222 cubic yards of soil. 
 

3. Adopt the Advisory Agency’s Conditions of Approval and Modified Findings.  
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VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning 

Milena Zasadzien Kimberly Henry 
Senior City Planner City Planner   

Paul Caporaso  
Planning Assistant 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC:  *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda.  Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, 200 North 
Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300).  While all written communications are given 
to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission’s meeting date.  If you 
challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the 
public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the 
public hearing.  As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not 
discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to 
this programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or 
other services may be provided upon request.  To ensure availability of services, please make your request not later than 
three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 



 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

Appeal Analysis ...................................................................................................................... A-1 
Background 
Appeal 
Appeal Points and Staff Responses 
Conclusion  
 
 
Exhibits: 
A – VTT-74865 Letter of Determination Letter with Tract Map, May 3, 2022 
B – Modified Mitigation Monitoring Program, June 2022 
C – Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER) Appeal Application 
D – Beverly Wilshire Homes Association, Inc. Appeal Application 
E – Michael Yadegari Appeal Application 
F – Gibson Transportation Response Memo, March 22, 2022 
G – ESA Noise Barrier Memo, June 10, 2022  
 
  
 
Environmental Impact Report links: 

Draft EIR: https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/656-south-san-vicente-medical-

office-project-0 

Final EIR: https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/656-south-san-vicente-medical-

office-project-1 

Erratum:  https://planning.lacity.org/eir/656_SoSanVicenteMedicalOffice/Errata.pdf 

https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/656-south-san-vicente-medical-office-project-0
https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/656-south-san-vicente-medical-office-project-0
https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/656-south-san-vicente-medical-office-project-1
https://planning.lacity.org/development-services/eir/656-south-san-vicente-medical-office-project-1
https://planning.lacity.org/eir/656_SoSanVicenteMedicalOffice/Errata.pdf


VTT-74865-1A A-1 

 

APPEAL ANALYSIS 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The subject tract map is for the merger of the seven ground lots into a single ground lot, with a 
site area of a 0.74 net acre (32,290 square-foot) and a Haul Route for the export of up to 12,222 
cubic yards of soil to allow for the 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project (Project) that 
includes the demolition of the two existing buildings and surface parking lots, and the construction 
of a mixed-use medical office building with up to 145,305 square feet of new floor area. The 
Project Site is currently improved with two buildings and associated surface parking lots, 
comprised of a 5,738 square-foot, vacant educational building, and an 8,225 square foot Big 5 
Sporting Goods store, combined totaling 13,963 square feet of existing floor area. The Project 
proposes 140,305 square feet of medical office space, 4,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 
1,000 square feet for other commercial uses, such as a pharmacy. The proposed uses would be 
built   within      a single, 12-story building that includes ground floor lobby and commercial space, four 
levels of podium parking, and seven levels of medical office uses. 
 
As part of the Project’s entitlement process, the City completed a review of the potential 
environmental impacts of the Project in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and prepared an Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2017-468-EIR). The EIR included 
a Mitigation Monitoring Program with mitigation measures related to construction emissions, 
archeological and paleontological monitoring, and on-site construction noise and vibration.  
 
APPEAL SUMMARY  
 
The Deputy Advisory Agency issued a letter of determination on May 3, 2022, approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 74865 for the 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project. Three 
separate appeals were filed in a timely manner on May 9, 2022, May 12, 2022, and May 13, 2022. 
The appeals were filed by the Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER), 
Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association, and Michael Yadegari.  
 
Pursuant to Section 17.06 A.3 of the LAMC, appeals of a Vesting Tentative Tract Map are made 
to the Appeal Board, which in this case is the City Planning Commission (CPC).  Once the City 
Planning Commission renders their decision on the appeal, the decision may be further appealed 
to the City Council, if an appeal is filed pursuant to Section 17.06 A.4 within 10 days of the 
issuance of the Letter of Determination.  
 
The appeals primarily focused on the Project’s consistency with the General Plan and Zoning 
Code, compliance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and environmental 
concerns regarding construction noise, fire services, transportation, and parking impacts.  
 
Given the content of the appeals, this appeal response report is provided to the City Planning 
Commission in order to address the appeal points raised by the appellants, and to provide clarity 
where necessary for purposes of assisting the Commission in their consideration of the Project 
and the appeals. 
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APPEAL POINTS AND STAFF RESPONSES 
 
Following issuance of the Deputy Advisory Agency Letter of Determination, three separate 
appeals were filed, as follows: 
 

Appeal No. 1  Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER) 
Representative: Rebecca Davis, Lozeau Drury, LLP 
  
Appeal No. 2 Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association  
Representative: Jamie T. Hall, Channel Law Group, LLP 
  
Appeal No. 3 Michael Yadegari 
Representative: Self 

 
 
APPELLANT NO. 1:  
Rebecca Davis, Lozeau Drury, LLP 
Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER) 
An Appeal of the Entire Decision of the Advisory Agency  
Letter Dated: February 1, 2022  
 
SAFER Appeal Point 1 
 
The Appellant generally claims that the Environmental Impact Report fails to comply with the 
California Environmental Quality Act and that the approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
(VTT-74865) was in error because the City did not fully comply with CEQA prior to any approvals 
and that the findings are not supported by substantial evidence.  
 
Staff Response to SAFER Appeal Point 1 
 
The Advisory Agency, as a decision-making body of the City, is authorized by the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) to approve subdivision maps (LAMC 17.03 A).  As such, the Advisory 
Agency is required to certify the EIR before approving the Project’s subdivision map, per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15090. The EIR fully disclosed and analyzed the whole of the action, and 
identified the subdivision requests, as well as the General Plan Amendment, Vesting Zone and 
Height District Change, Site Plan Review, and other associated entitlement requests. In addition, 
the Appellant generally states that the EIR fails to comply with CEQA but does not provide any 
specific aspects of CEQA with which the EIR fails to comply. Therefore, the appeal point has no 
merit and should be denied. 
 
SAFER Appeal Point 2 
 
The Appellant states that the EIR’s conclusion that construction noise is significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation is not supported by substantial evidence. In addition, the Final EIR’s 
response is inadequate and completely ignores the suggestion to require noise barriers to run 
along the entire extent of the neighboring residential boundaries, and to require that the barriers 
be 15 feet in height and doesn’t provide any evidence that they would be infeasible.  
 
Staff Response to SAFER Appeal Point 2 
 
The Final EIR comment submitted by CREED LA referenced in the appeal, as well as the Staff 
Response to the comment is provided as Final EIR Response to Comment Nos. ORG 2-15, which 
addresses the need for a 15-foot barrier around the entirety of the Project, but explicitly along the 
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alleyway adjacent to the multi-family residential units, in addition to the feasibility of a taller sound 
barrier to address receptors at second or higher-level building locations.  
 
The noise analysis for the Project determined that construction of the Project would result in 
significant noise impacts to off-site noise-sensitive receptor locations L1 through L7 and that 
mitigation measures would be required.  Noise-sensitive receptor locations L1, L2, L3, and L4 are 
located to the northeast of the Project Site, noise-sensitive receptor location L5 is located to the 
northwest of the Project Site, and noise-sensitive receptor locations L6 and L7 are located to the 
southwest of the Project Site. With implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through 
NOI-MM-4, as included in Chapter 4, Mitigation Monitoring Program, of the Final EIR, construction 
noise impacts would be mitigated to less than significant at noise-sensitive receptor locations L5 
and L6 but would remain significant and unavoidable at noise-sensitive receptor locations L1, L2, 
L3, L4, and L7 (refer to Figure IV.G-3 of the EIR for a map showing these receptor locations).  
 
Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1 specifies that the Project is required to utilize temporary ground-
level construction noise barriers with a minimum of height of eight feet, but further specifies 
temporary ground-level construction noise barriers with a minimum of height of 15 feet along the 
alleyway along the northeast property line or the portion of the Project Site facing noise-sensitive 
receptor locations L1, L2, L3, and L4.   
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A comment was received by the City recommending that the temporary ground-level construction 
noise barriers should be a minimum of 15 feet in height in all locations, rather than eight feet and 
only 15 feet along the alleyway along the northeast property line.  
 
The Final EIR Response states that the temporary noise barriers, shall be used to block the line-
of-sight between the construction equipment and the noise sensitive receptors during the duration 
of construction activities. As discussed on page five of Draft EIR section IV.G, Noise, noise 
barriers can provide noise level reductions ranging from approximately five dBA (where the barrier 
just breaks the line-of-sight between the source and receiver) to an upper range of 20 dBA with a 
larger barrier. Additionally, structures with closed windows can further attenuate exterior noise by 
a minimum of 20 dBA to 30 dBA. NOI-MM-1 expressly states that the noise barriers provide 
reductions of at least 10 dBA between the Project Site and ground-level sensitive receptor 
locations. A taller noise barrier is required along the northeast property line along the alleyway 
due to the closer proximity of receptor locations L1, L2, L3, and L4 in order to achieve the 
appropriate level of noise reduction to block the line-of-sight, whereas a standard eight-foot barrier 
would be appropriate along the remaining property lines, primarily due to distance from sensitive 
receptors and other intervening buildings and features which block the line-of-sight. 
 
In order to better illustrate the need for eight-foot barriers in lieu of a 15-foot barrier, ESA 
conducted a more detailed analysis of the potential additional mitigating effect that could be 
achieved from increasing the minimum height of the temporary ground-level construction noise 
barriers to 15 feet in height in all locations (Exhibit F, ESA Noise Barrier Memo, dated June 10, 
2022). This analysis focuses on the potential mitigating effects at noise-sensitive receptor location 
L7, which is located approximately 300 feet to the southwest of the Project Site and consists of 
one- and two-story residential buildings. Noise-sensitive receptor location L7 is situated along 
South Tower Drive and south of the commercial uses along Wilshire Boulevard. The line-of-sight 
from noise-sensitive receptor location L7 to the Project Site is blocked by the presence of existing 
buildings. Both buildings are 18 feet in height or higher and are of sufficient height to block the 
line-of-site from the one- and two-story noise receivers at noise-sensitive receptor location L7. 
Increasing the height of the temporary ground-level construction noise barriers from a minimum 
of eight feet to 15 feet along the southwest portion of the Project Site would not result in a greater 
noise reduction at noise-sensitive receptor location L7 because the intervening buildings are taller 
than the temporary ground-level construction noise barriers, and, as such, act as an existing noise 
barrier.  A line-of-sight diagram is provided below illustrating this effect.  
 

 
 
Further, there are additional practical and safety considerations that would render the use of 15-
foot-tall barriers along the southwest portion of the Project Site (i.e., the portion of the Project Site 
along South San Vicente Boulevard) as infeasible. San Vicente Boulevard is a major thoroughfare 
in the City of Los Angeles, with pedestrian traffic on the sidewalks. The temporary construction 
noise barrier along South San Vicente Boulevard would require access gates for construction 
personnel and material deliveries. A 15-foot-tall temporary construction noise barrier along South 
San Vicente Boulevard would subject the barrier to increased wind load compared to an eight-
foot-tall barrier, which would create greater safety hazards to pedestrians and on-site construction 
personnel. When coupled with the need for access gates along this portion of the Project Site, 
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the safety hazards from a taller barrier are exacerbated due to the presence of moveable gates. 
It is noted that the 15-foot-tall recommendation for the barrier at the alleyway along the northeast 
property line of the Project Site is at a location that would not have pedestrian traffic and would 
not require access gates; thus, the safety risk is lower at this location. 
 
Therefore, with no additional measurable noise reduction benefit anticipated at noise-sensitive 
receptor location L7, and the resulting exacerbated safety hazards, the proposed increase in the 
minimum barrier height from eight feet to 15 feet for the construction noise barrier is not warranted, 
except for the 15-foot-tall requirement for the barrier at the alleyway along the northeast property 
line of the Project Site. 
 
In addition to the mitigation measure 1) requiring temporary noise barriers from eight to 15 feet in 
height, as stated on page 49 of the Draft EIR section IV.G, Noise, the Project includes additional 
mitigation measures that: 2) require the noise and vibration generating construction equipment to 
be located away from the nearest off-site sensitive receptors when feasible, 3) flexible sound 
control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers when 
in use that shall achieve a sound level reduction of at least 10 dBA between the Project Site and 
ground-level sensitive receptor locations, and 4) a construction liaison shall be provided to inform 
the nearby receptors when peak noise and vibration activities are scheduled to occur. Providing 
a noise barrier with a height to block the line-of-sight between the Project Site and receptors at 
second or higher-level building locations is not considered feasible, due to the potential need for 
the barrier height to reach 20 feet above ground or higher, which would likely require a barrier 
foundation that could interfere with internal construction activities, require partial or complete 
closure of the adjacent alleyway, and/or cause safety issues for workers and pedestrians. CEQA 
requires that feasible and reasonable mitigation measures be implemented to reduce potential 
noise impacts. The Project is providing the four above-mentioned mitigation measures to reduce 
the construction noise impacts between the Project Site and sensitive receptor locations that are 
feasible and reasonable, which include temporary ground-level construction noise barriers with a 
height between eight to 12 feet. This would include noise barriers with a minimum height of eight 
feet along Orange Street to the north, South San Vicente to the west, South Sweetzer Avenue to 
the south, and a temporary ground-level construction noise barriers with a minimum height of 15 
feet along the alleyway to the northeast/east. The Draft EIR section IV.G Noise, pages 49-51 also 
disclose that even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures, including with the 
noise barriers as described with the heights above, that construction noise impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable at sensitive receptors (L1, L2, L3, L4, and L7).  
 
Nonetheless, Staff would like to revise Noise Mitigation Measure 1 (NOI-MM-1) as follows to 
provide greater clarity regarding the height and location for noise barriers, as it was not fully clear 
that the eight-foot barriers applied to all other property lines and the 15-foot height applied only to 
the alleyway: 
 

NOI-MM-1: The Project shall provide temporary ground-level construction noise barriers 
with a minimum height of eight feet and up to a height of 15 feet along the alleyway along 
the northeast property line,  a minimum height of eight feet along Orange Street to the 
north, South San Vicente to the west, South Sweetzer Avenue to the south, and a 
minimum height of 15 feet along the alleyway to the northeast/east, equipped with noise 
blankets or equivalent noise reduction materials rated to achieve sound level reductions 
of at least 10 dBA between the Project Site and ground-level sensitive receptor locations. 
These temporary noise barriers shall be used to block the line-of-sight between the 
construction equipment and the noise sensitive receptor(s) during the duration of 
construction activities. Prior to obtaining any permits, documentation prepared by a noise 
consultant verifying compliance with this measure shall be submitted to the Department 
of City Planning. 
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As the Project’s EIR analysis meets CEQA requirements and addressed the issue of feasibility of 
taller sound barriers, and with the revisions providing greater clarity to the proposed Noise 
Mitigation Measure 1, the appeal point should be denied.   
 
SAFER Appeal Point 3 
 
The Appellant states that the EIR relies on a historic baseline without justification by including the 
Montessori School formerly operating at the Project Site as part of the baseline, despite the school 
ceasing operations in 2018, before the NOP baseline date of January 2020, resulting in improper 
analysis of the Project’s air quality, energy, and greenhouse gas impacts. 
 
Staff Response to SAFER Appeal Point 3 
 
The Final EIR adequately responded to this comment (Please refer to Final EIR Response to 
Comment Nos. ORG 2-7 for discussion on the baseline used in Section IV.A, Air Quality, Section 
IV.C, Energy, Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG), and Section IV.I Transportation 
of the Draft EIR). In addition, footnotes clarifying the methodology related to existing uses was 
made in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of the Final EIR in response to this 
comment. As detailed in the Final EIR response, it should be noted that the existing site’s 
emissions are very minor. Calculation of impacts that both include and exclude the Montessori 
Children’s World School were provided to provide the most accurate picture practically possible 
of potential project impacts, including if the school were to be reoccupied. Where existing 
conditions change or fluctuate over time, and where necessary to provide the most accurate 
picture practically possible of the project's impacts, a lead agency may define existing conditions 
by referencing historic conditions, or conditions expected when the project becomes operational, 
or both, that are supported with substantial evidence. Subsequently, even when removing the 
Montessori Children’s World School in the baseline, the impact determinations regarding Air 
Quality, Energy, GHG, and Transportation impacts would remain almost the same with or without 
the net reduction associated with the Montessori Children’s World School, as demonstrated in the 
Final EIR response. Therefore, this appeal point should be denied.  
 
SAFER Appeal Point 4 
 
The Appellant notes that the Project is requesting a height district change to allow an increase in 
height for the Project site from 45 feet to 230 feet, no justification for this substantial height change 
has been provided, and the project is incompatible with the immediate residential neighborhood 
to the northeast. Additionally, Appellant states that the Final EIR is misleading in its description of 
the neighborhood by failing to note that the surrounding uses include a residential neighborhood 
directly to the north of the Project site. 
 
Staff Response to SAFER Appeal Point 4 
 
The appellant states that the response to comments section of the Final EIR fails to include 
information that was mentioned in the Draft EIR in regard to the surrounding uses. However, the 
Final EIR response to comment No. ORG 1-9 specifically refers to Section IV.F, Land Use, of the 
Draft EIR which describes in detail the surrounding uses of the Project site (Refer to page 2-14 of 
Final EIR). As previously mentioned, the Project Site is in a highly urbanized area, bordered by 
mid- and high-rise commercial, office, and medical-related uses along South San Vicente 
Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard to the west and south.  
 
Directly northwest of the Project Site, along South San Vicente Boulevard, is a five-story office 
building with existing rooftop billboards, and an associated four-story parking structure. Further 
north is a three-story rehabilitation center. Directly across from the Project Site in the City of 
Beverly Hills is a 10-story office building with ground floor commercial uses. North of the 10-story 
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office building is a three-story office/retail building and two apartment complexes that are two- 
and three-stories in height. To the south, across from the intersection of South San Vicente 
Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard, is a low-rise commercial center and associated surface 
parking. To the southeast, fronting Wilshire Boulevard is a 22-story medical office building owned 
by Cedars-Sinai Medical Center, which includes a rooftop heliport. Directly east of the Project 
Site, across South Sweetzer Avenue, is a two-story brick building used as office space. East of 
the building is a 12-story office building used by the Jewish Federation Goldsmith Center and the 
five-story Los Angeles Obchestvo Remeslenogo Truda (ORT) College. 
 
As mentioned in Section IV.F, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the intensity and scale of the 
development would be offset by the pedestrian orientation of the ground floor, which creates a 
human scale at the ground level, and the visible upper story landscape decks and unique building 
design, which would serve to create visual interest. In addition, the building is designed with 
stepped terraces to break up the building’s massing. 
 
In addition, as shown in Figures 1-4, the vicinity of the project site is surrounded by mid- and high-
rise towers. Most of these buildings share the same setting as the proposed project and are 
adjacent to residential buildings. Therefore, the Project is consistent with the Wilshire Community 
Plan and its surrounding uses. Therefore, the appeal point should be denied.  
 
 
Figure 1- View of the Project site on San 
Vicente Blvd looking North 
 

Figure 2- View of the Project site on San 
Vicente Blvd looking South 

  
 
Figure 3- View Wilshire Blvd South of 
the Project Site 
 

Figure 4- Arial view of the vicinity of the Project Site 
 

  
 
 

Project Site 
10-story  
office Building 

Group of high-rise towers 

Project Site 
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APPELLANT NO. 2:  
Jamie T. Hall  
Beverly Wilshire Homeowners Association  
An Appeal of the Entire Decision of the Advisory Agency  
Letter Dated: May 13, 2022  
 
Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 1 
 
The Appellant states that the Advisory Agency erred when it determined that consistency findings 
could be made for the Project since the Project’s height and FAR are not permitted by the 
underlying zoning and land use designation, necessitating approval of a General Plan 
Amendment, a Height District Change and a Vesting Zone Change.  
The Appellant further contends that there is no authority in the Subdivision Map Act authorizing 
the City of Los Angeles to approve a tract map conditioned on the Applicant receiving requested 
modifications of general plans and zoning and allowing for the approval of the tract map prior to 
legislative approval of the General Plan Amendment thwarts genuine public participation and 
public outreach on the GPA action.  
 
Staff Response to Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 1 
 
The Advisory Agency, as a decision-making body of the City, is authorized by the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) to approve subdivision maps (LAMC 17.03 A).  As such, the Advisory 
Agency is required to certify the EIR before approving the Project’s subdivision map, per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15090. The EIR fully disclosed and analyzed the whole of the action, and 
identified the subdivision requests, as well as the General Plan Amendment, Vesting Zone and 
Height District change, and other associated entitlement requests.  
Under State Planning and Zoning law (Government Code Section 65000, et seq.), strict 
conformity with all aspects of a plan is not required. Generally, plans reflect a range of competing 
interests and agencies are given great deference to determine consistency with their own plans. 
A proposed project should be considered consistent with a general plan or elements of a general 
plan if it furthers one or more policies and does not obstruct other policies. Generally, given that 
land use plans reflect a range of competing interests, a project should be compatible with a plan’s 
overall goals and objectives, but need not be in perfect conformity with every plan policy. 
Based on the analysis of Project consistency with applicable goals and policies (detailed in 
Section IV.F, Land Use, of the Draft EIR), including SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS; the City’s 
General Plan, including the City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element, Conservation 
Element, Plan for Healthy Los Angeles, and Wilshire Community Plan; Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC); and Citywide Design Guidelines, the Project would not conflict with the relevant 
land use policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating a significant environmental 
effect.  
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 LAMC. The LAMC implements the goals, objectives, and policies of 
the General Plan through zoning regulations, including Specific Plans. The zoning regulations 
contained within the LAMC regulate, but are not limited to, the maximum permitted density, height, 
parking, and the subdivision of land.  
Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.05 C, tract maps are to be designed in conformance with the tract 
map regulations to ensure compliance with the various elements of the General Plan, including 
the Zoning Code.  Additionally, the maps are to be designed in conformance with the Street 
Standards established pursuant to LAMC Section 17.05 B. The General Plan Framework 
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identifies the Project Site and other properties along Wilshire Boulevard as a Regional Center. 
The Project Site is also located within the Wilshire Community Plan, which designates the Project 
Site for Limited Commercial land uses, with a corresponding zone of C1. Therefore, the Project 
Applicant has requested a General Plan Amendment to the Wilshire Community Plan to change 
the land use designation from Limited Commercial to Regional Center Commercial, as well as a 
corresponding Zone and Height District Change from C1-1VL-O to (T)(Q)C2-2D-O. 
Furthermore, the Vesting Tentative Tract Map approval included the following condition of 
approval as referenced by the Appellant: 

Condition 61. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final 
map, a copy of CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-HD-SPR shall be submitted to the satisfaction 
of the Advisory Agency. In the event CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-HD-SPR is not 
approved, the subdivider shall submit a tract modification.  
 

As stated in the condition, the Tract Map approval is contingent on the approval of the other 
project entitlements, including the General Plan Amendment and Vesting Zone Change and 
Height District Change. Both the Tract Map and other legislative entitlement requests were heard 
at two joint public hearings for the Project, in which the public was invited to provide comments 
and testimony. After consideration of public testimony, the Advisory Agency approved the Tract 
Map and adopted findings that the proposed map and design and improvement of the subdivision 
are consistent with applicable general and specific plans (see pages 60-63 of the Tract Map Letter 
of Decision Approval of the Project’s requested entitlements, including the General Plan 
Amendment, Vesting Zone Change, Height District Change, Site Plan Review and related findings 
and conditions to ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses would bring the Project into 
consistency with the Framework Element, Wilshire Community Plan, and LAMC. Approval of the 
Tract Map also does not thwart the public participation process for the other entitlements or limit 
the ability for other decision-makers to exert their independent judgement in consideration of the 
merits of the requested entitlements. Required public hearings for both subdivision and zoning 
entitlements were held, and the decision-makers and recommending bodies for the General Plan 
Amendment and Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change will continue to consider public 
input on the requested entitlements. As laid out in Condition 61 of the Tract Map Letter of 
Determination, if the General Plan Amendment and Zone/Height District Change are to be denied 
at City Council, a Tract Map Modification for a revised project would need to be submitted, at 
which point, the Advisory Agency would need to make new requisite plan consistency findings. 
As the Advisory Agency did not err or abuse its discretion in approving the Tract Map, the appeal 
point should be denied. 
 
Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 2 
 
The Appellant claims that the Project would result in inadequate fire and emergency medical 
service response by concentrating high-density development in an area with already inadequate 
fire coverage, and by degrading already strained response times by exacerbating local 
congestion, and the Project is inconsistent with fire standards and the fire service goals of the 
Framework Element. 
Staff Response to Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 2 
 
The appellant raises a concern for the Project’s impacts on emergency response, specifically fire 
protection. As mentioned in response to comments section of the Final EIR, the analysis of 
emergency fire response is provided in Section IV.H.1, Public Services – Fire Protection, of the 
Draft EIR (Refer to Response to Comment No. ORG 1-15).  
 
The Los Angeles Fire Code 57.507.3.3 establishes maximum response distance from an engine 
or truck company. However, as not all development within the City of Los Angeles is located within 
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the maximum response distances, then when developments have response distances that 
exceed these requirements, all structures must be equipped with automatic fire sprinkler systems 
and any other fire protection devices deemed necessary by the Fire Chief (e.g., fire signaling 
systems, fire extinguishers, smoke removal systems, etc.). For the Project, both Fire Station 61 
and Fire Station 58 do not meet either distance standards for an Engine Company or Truck 
Company, and as mentioned in Draft EIR and Final EIR, the Project would comply with the 
applicable OSHA, Building Code, Fire Code, other LAMC, and LAFD requirements, including the 
installation of automatic fire sprinkler systems, as well as features such as of fire resistant doors, 
materials, walkways, stairwells, and elevator systems (including emergency and fire control 
elevators); installation of smoke detectors, signage, fire alarms, building emergency 
communication systems, smoke control systems; implementation of an Emergency Safety Plan; 
compliance with LAFD fire apparatus and personnel access requirements; and water systems 
and roadway improvements improved to the satisfaction of the LAFD. As such, the project 
satisfies all regulations that apply and the LAFD has determined the project can be adequately 
served and will not result in significant impacts to fire services or emergency access. 
 
In addition, the Project would comply with LAFD’s preliminary recommendations contained in 
correspondence provided in Appendix I-1 of the Draft EIR. These recommendations address 
access for LAFD during demolition and within the proposed structure; installation of a Knox Box; 
required building identification; building setbacks; fire lane width; LAFD approval of plot plans 
showing fire hydrants and access; LAFD approval of any electric gates; emergency responder 
radio coverage; and LAFD review and approval of final plans and specifications. Compliance with 
applicable Los Angeles Building Code and Fire Code requirements and recommendations would 
be demonstrated as part of LAFD’s fire/life safety plan review and LAFD’s fire/life safety inspection 
for new construction projects, as set forth in LAMC Section 57.118, and which are required prior 
to the issuance of a building permit. Compliance with applicable regulatory requirements and 
recommendations, including LAFD’s fire/life safety and LAFD’s fire/life safety inspection for new 
construction projects, would ensure that adequate fire prevention features would be provided that 
would reduce the demand on LAFD facilities and equipment without creating the need for new or 
expanded fire facilities. The EIR described and demonstrated that the Project would not result in 
significant fire service-related impacts and LAFD determined that the Project would have 
adequate fire service protection. The Appellant also cites several General Plan Framework goals 
and policies related to the City’s need to identify service needs and maintain adequate service 
and access, which are related to the City’s role in maintaining fire protection services and not 
applicable to individual development projects. The City has reviewed fire protection services 
needed for the Project have determined them adequate, and therefore the Appellant has failed to 
show how the project impedes the City’s ability to provide adequate fire service or that it conflicts 
with General Plan Framework goals for fire safety. Therefore, the appeal point should be denied.  
 
Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 3 
 
The Appellant states that the Project violates requirements in the City Charter limiting the 
circumstances under which the City may approve a general plan amendment. Los Angeles City 
Charter, Section 555 provides: “The General Plan may be amended in its entirety, by subject 
elements or parts of subject elements, or by geographic areas, provided that the part or area 
involved has significant social, economic or physical identity.” (Emphasis added.) 

Further, the proposed general plan amendment violates this requirement because it isolates a 
single block, indistinguishable from the 600 block of South San Vicente Boulevard north of the 
Project site. 
 
Staff Response to Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 3 
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The Appellant provides an argument against approval of the General Plan Amendment. However, 
the subject of the appeal is limited to the merits of the Deputy Advisory Agency’s actions in 
certifying the EIR and approving the Vesting Tentative Tract Map. As such, the appeal point 
should be denied. 
 
Nonetheless, Finding No. 2 of the CPC staff report (CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-HD-SPR) related 
to the General Plan Amendment provides justification regarding how the Project would contribute 
to and strengthen an area which has significant social, economic, or physical identity. 
 
Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 4 
 
The Appellants claim that the Project would degrade quality of life in adjacent residential 
neighborhoods by introducing an incompatible high-rise with critically inadequate parking and 
significant traffic generation on residential streets. The Appellant further states that the Project 
and design and improvements of the tract map would be inconsistent with the Wilshire Community 
Plan, generally related to goals and policies for the protection of single-family neighborhoods, 
minimizing cut-through traffic and intrusion into residential areas, and providing sufficient off-street 
parking.  
 
Staff Response to Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 4 
 
This comment expresses concern regarding the Project’s impact on the quality of life the adjacent 
residential neighborhoods in terms of compatibility and scale. Please see Staff Response to 
SAFER Appeal Point 4 regarding this issue. 
The Appellant also expresses concern regarding inadequate parking and significant traffic 
generation on residential streets. As detailed in Chapter II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, 
the Project is located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) and within a Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG)-designated High Quality Transit Area (HQTA). The Project 
is located within 0.25-mile walking distance from both the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro) Rapid 720 bus stop and within 0.5 miles of the future Metro D 
(Purple) Line Wilshire/La Cienega Station. By developing an employment center with retail and 
commercial uses near transit facilities, the Project encourages use of alternative transportation 
modes and active transportation through bicycle parking and active street frontages. The Project 
will implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program that would further 
encourage use of alternative transportation modes. Therefore, the Project meets the criteria of 
Senate Bill (SB) 743 and Zoning Information (ZI) File No. 2542, pursuant to PRC Section 21099 
(d)(1), that states a project’s “aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, 
or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered 
significant impacts on the environment.” As such, parking impacts would not be considered 
significant under CEQA.  
As further detailed in Chapter II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project is requesting a 
parking reduction not to exceed 20 percent pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) 
Section 12.32 P, as well as replace up to 30 percent of required automobile parking spaces with 
bicycle spaces (at a rate of four bicycle parking spaces per one automobile parking space) 
pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 A.4(c). Thus, the Project would meet the LAMC required 
automobile and bicycle parking spaces. The Project would provide parking in accordance with 
State and citywide standards and would promote multimodal transportation, consistent with off-
street parking and transit goals of the Wilshire Community Plan. 
The appellant also raises concerns regarding the reduced Level of Service (LOS) on impacted 
streets below the standards in the Community Plan and concludes that the project is not 
consistent with numerous goals, objectives, and policies of the Wilshire Community Plan.  
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As mentioned in the Final EIR with the passage of SB 743, the focus of the transportation analysis 
shifted from LOS to VMT. Transportation impacts were analyzed in Section IV.I, Transportation, 
of the Draft EIR, with supporting information provided in the Transportation Assessment, included 
in AppendixJ-1 of the Draft EIR. The analysis in Section IV.I, Transportation, of the Draft EIR 
concluded that impacts related to transportation would be less than significant, and consistent 
with State Law, did not use the LOS metric to determine CEQA impacts.  
 
However, the Project’s non-CEQA transportation analysis included a Residential Street Segment 
Analysis (Appendix J of the Draft EIR, page 80-81), in accordance with Department of 
Transportation’s Transportation Assessment Guide (TAG), to determine cut-through traffic 
impacts and volumes on nearby residential streets. The Project-related increase along the 
segment of Orange Street between Sweetzer Avenue and La Jolla Avenue would result in the 
street being deemed excessively burdened based on the TAG standards. It is important to note 
that Orange Street provides direct access to the Project Site and the projected final volumes along 
Orange Street show that the street would still operate and function as a Local Street.  
 
Pursuant to SB 742 and Public Resources Code 21099(b), automobile delay, as described solely 
by level of service (LOS) or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not 
be considered a significant impact on the environment. Traffic impacts related to street congestion 
and LOS, such as the those identified in the Residential Street Segment Analysis, are non-CEQA 
impacts, therefore mitigation is not required. Similarly, a project does not need to demonstrate 
consistency with other General Plan policies related to street congestion in residential 
neighborhoods, such as those cited by the Appellant, as it is not considered a policy to protect 
the environment under the threshold question, based on PRC 21099(b).  
 
Nonetheless, non-CEQA impacts identified in the traffic study are instead typically included as 
Conditions of Approval for projects. As such, under the Site Plan Review entitlement for 
associated case CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-HD-SPR, Condition 16 is proposed for the 
implementation of a Neighborhood Transportation Management Project (NTMP) which would 
serve to address potential issues of residential cut-through traffic and off-site parking. 
 
The Appellant also raised concerns that the Project would introduce significantly more volumes 
of traffic on the San Vicente frontage road, limiting access to major adjacent commercial streets 
while diverting traffic to residential neighborhoods. A non-CEQA operational analysis was 
conducted to determine potential impacts on queuing on the San Vicente Boulevard frontage 
road. It concluded that based on review of the vehicle queues at the Project driveways and 
immediate intersections adjacent to the Project Site, the Project would not cause vehicle queues 
to extend into the adjacent street system. (Appendix J of the Draft EIR, page 72).  
 
The Project would also implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) to encourage 
the use of alternate transportation to help reduce traffic amounts in general. In addition, the Project 
could contribute toward neighborhood improvements and traffic calming measures as part of the 
NTMP, and as a condition of approval under the Site Plan Review entitlement. The Transportation 
Analysis also demonstrated that the Project would be consistent with relevant transportation goals 
and policies. The Appellant failed to demonstrate deficiencies in the EIR’s transportation analysis 
or in the tract map approval. Therefore, this appeal point should be denied. 
 
Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 5 
 
The Appellant claims that the location of the site is not physically suitable for the increased density 
proposed because it contains physical hazards which render residential uses inappropriate, 
including being located within a liquefaction zone and a methane zone. In addition, the Project 
site is also unsuitable for high-traffic development such as a medical office high-rise and its 
location on a frontage road restricts access to San Vicente Boulevard and Wilshire, funneling the 
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Project’s substantial traffic onto narrow residential streets where neighborhood intrusion traffic 
would introduce severe land use incompatibilities.  
Staff Response to Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 5 
 
The appellant raises concern about the Project site being located in methane and liquefaction 
zone. As detailed in the Initial Study the Project would be subject to developmental regulations 
pertaining to ventilation and methane gas detection systems that are mandated by the City. 
Development would occur per the provisions of the City’s Building Code, Chapter 71 Methane 
Mitigation Standards Ordinance. This ordinance provides information describing the installation 
procedures, design parameters and test protocols for methane gas mitigation systems. More 
specifically, the Methane Mitigation Standards ordinance defines requirements for site testing, 
methane mitigation systems, and ventilation systems. Per Chapter 71, the Project would be 
subject to the design and permitting requirements established by LADBS as defined in LAMC 
Section 91.7102 for a Project Site located within a Methane Zone.  
 
Compliance with City requirements would ensure that the Project would not result in reasonably 
foreseeable upset or accident conditions involving the release of methane gas into the 
environment, with impacts being less than significant. Therefore, impacts related to methane 
would be less than significant. 
 
In regard to the concern raise about liquefaction, as detailed in Chapter IV, Geology and Soils, of 
the Draft EIR, even though the Project Site is located within a State of California seismic hazard 
liquefaction zone. According to the Geotechnical Investigation, site-specific liquefaction analysis 
indicates that the Project Site is mostly underlain by dense/stiff older alluvial soils that are not 
considered susceptible to liquefaction or lateral spreading. However, a 2.5-foot layer encountered 
at 27.5 feet is considered potentially susceptible (based on LADBS Criteria 1) and a 2.5-foot layer 
encountered at depths of 20 and 27.5 feet is considered to be potentially susceptible to 
liquefaction (based on LADBS Criteria 2). 
 
Application of appropriate engineering controls and compliance with applicable code and 
regulatory requirements for planned excavation and construction activities on site as well as 
foundation design would preclude adverse effects related to liquefaction at the Project Site and 
protect surrounding developments. While complete avoidance of any damage may not be 
feasible, incorporation of seismic design measures in accordance with current building 
requirements would reduce potential impacts related to liquefaction to less than significant levels. 
The Geotechnical Investigation, which would comply with City standards, would require a 
deepened foundation system that consists of drilled friction piles, or equivalent foundation system. 
The deepened foundation system would be embedded a minimum of 10 feet into the bedrock, 
which is located 30 feet below ground surface, in accordance with the City’s building code 
requirements. Under this design of the deepened foundation system, the friction piles would 
extend through the potentially liquefiable soil layers and, as such, would not subject the proposed 
building to liquefaction. Pursuant to LAMC Section 91.7006, the Project would be required to 
provide a final, site-specific geotechnical report that would include the preliminary 
recommendations for the Geotechnical Report as well as the final recommendations from the 
report that would be enforced by the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, 
impacts related to liquefaction would be less than significant.  
 
The appellant also raises concern about the Project generating substantial traffic onto narrow 
residential streets. Please refer to Staff Response to Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association 
Appeal Point 4.  
 
Therefore, this appeal point should be denied. 
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Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 7 
 
The Appellant notes that the Subdivision Map Act mandates denial of a tentative map if the design 
of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to cause substantial environmental 
damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. The Appellant further 
states that the Project will result in significant environmental impacts exceeding CEQA thresholds 
and would result in significant impacts not identified in the EIR, and further contends that in 
addition to the issues previously identified which overlap with General Plan policies, the Project 
would result in significant greenhouse gas emission and shade and shadow impacts.  
Therefore, the tentative tract map must be denied under Government Code Section 66474(e) and 
(f).  
 
Staff Response to Beverly Wilshire Homeowners’ Association Appeal Point 7 
 
The Appellant raises general concerns that the project would result in significant impacts and new 
significant impacts not identified in the EIR and provides more specific statements regarding 
impacts on fish and wildlife, greenhouse gases, and shade and shadow.  
 
Fish and Wildlife: 
 
The Project Site does not contain wetlands or riparian areas, does not have significant value as 
a wildlife habitat, and implementation of the Project would not harm protected species. The Project 
is situated in an established, fully developed mixed-use corridor, adjacent to two large boulevards, 
and a regional employment center. The commercially zoned Project Site is currently developed 
with two existing structures, and associated surface parking. The Project Site does not contain 
any natural open spaces with water courses such as streams or lakes within and adjacent to the 
Project Site, the Project Site and vicinity do not support any riparian or wetland habitat, as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
 
Therefore, as noted above, the Project Site is presently improved with an existing retail building 
and vacant educational building, and does not contain any natural open spaces, act as a wildlife 
corridor, contain riparian habitat, wetland habitat, or migratory corridors. The Project would not 
conflict with any protected tree ordinance or Habitat Conservation Plan, nor possess any areas 
of significant biological resource value. Therefore, the design of the subdivision would not cause 
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their 
habitat. 
 
Greenhouse Gases: 
 
The Appellant states that the GHG analysis is deficient because it does not take into consideration 
rideshare impacts on VMT, claims that the City has performed no studies and published no data 
of its own regarding Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), the income level of patients for the medical 
office use are inversely correlated with transit use, and lowering public transit usage in the area, 
and that no evidence is provided that additional bike parking reduces VMT or GHG. 
Please refer to response to comments No ORG 1-10, 1-11, 1-12, 1-13 of Final EIR, which address 
the Appellant’s comments regarding VMT calculations and response to comments No. ORG 2-8 
and 2-13 regarding GHG methodology. 
As detailed in Section IV.I, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the VMT analysis for the Project was 
conducted using the City’s VMT Calculator Tool and adhering to the methodologies prescribed in 
the City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator Documentation. The VMT Calculator was developed by 
LADOT to estimate project specific daily household VMT per capita and daily work VMT per 
employee for developments within City limits and is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
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15064.3 and the TAG. The VMT Calculator uses a trip-based method, which includes trip length 
information and vehicle trip generation by trip purpose to determine total VMT, household VMT 
and work VMT. The VMT Calculator Tool assumes various modes of transportation for travel.  
The Appellant expresses an opinion regarding car ownership and ride-hailing services. A 
description of the available transit service provided in the area is described beginning on page 
IV.I-13 of Section IV.I, Transportation, of the Draft EIR and is highlighted in Figure IV.I-2. Transit 
infrastructure in proximity to the Project plays a significant part in reducing overall VMT, 
particularly with short trips within the immediate area or along any of the fixed-rail corridors 
throughout the City and adjoining jurisdictions. As detailed in Section 3.2 of the City of Los 
Angeles VMT Calculator Documentation, the trip generation characteristics of multi-use sites, 
including the amount of external traffic generated, is affected by a wide variety of factors, including 
the availability of transit:  

“The availability of transit – the greater the number of jobs within a reasonable travel time 
via transit, the greater the share of travel likely to occur by transit, and the lower the 
vehicular traffic generation. An example of this is someone who lives close to the Metro 
and has access to many jobs via transit versus someone living in an area less well served 
by transit who has limited access to jobs via transit and will be more likely to drive.”  

As detailed in Chapter II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project is located within a TPA 
and within a SCAG-designated HQTA. The Project is located within 0.25-mile walking distance 
from both the Metro Rapid 720 bus stop and within 0.5 mile of the future Metro D (Purple) Line 
Wilshire/La Cienega Station. By developing an employment center with retail and commercial 
uses near available transit facilities, the Project would encourage multi-modal mobility choices. 
The Project would also provide on-site bicycle parking in compliance with the LAMC. The VMT 
analysis for the Project was performed using the City VMT Calculator tool and adhering to the 
methodologies prescribed in the City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator Documentation. The VMT 
Calculator contains seven categories of TDM strategies, including parking, transit, education and 
encouragement, commute trip reductions, shared mobility, bicycle infrastructure, and 
neighborhood enhancement. The effectiveness of the TDM strategies within each category has 
been empirically demonstrated to reduce VMT and is based on research documented in 
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. As part of the bicycle infrastructure category, 
the implementation of bicycle parking and amenities is considered one of several TDM strategies 
that promotes VMT reduction. As such, the Project bicycle parking supply would result in VMT 
reductions, as well as greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reductions. 
 
Further, this comment does not provide credible evidence that the Project would result in new or 
substantially increased GHG emission impacts as the Project’s GHG analyses do not rely on a 
quantitative threshold for impact determinations, but rather rely on a qualitative threshold and the 
Project’s consistency with various regulations and plans to conclude the Project’s GHG impacts 
would be less than significant. The City, as Lead Agency, has determined that the Project’s GHG 
emissions would not be cumulatively considerable and, therefore, would not have a significant 
cumulative effect if the Project is found to be consistent with the applicable regulatory plans and 
policies to reduce GHG emissions, including those found within the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB)’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan (2017 Scoping Plan), SCAG’s 2020-2045 
RTP/SCS, L.A.’s Green New Deal (Sustainable City pLAn 2019), and the Los Angeles Green 
Building Code. Therefore, substantial evidence provided on pages IV.E-44 through IV.E-80 and 
Table IV.E-4, Table IV.E-5, and Table IV.E-6 in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the 
Draft EIR, shows the Project would be consistent with the applicable provisions of these plans 
and properly concludes that the Project’s GHG impacts are less than significant and mitigation 
measures are not required. 
 
Shade and Shadow: 
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This comment expresses concern regarding shade and shadow impacts potentially caused by 
the Project. Please refer to response to comments No ORG 1-14 of Final EIR.  As described on 
page 14 in the Initial Study, provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR, the Project is an employment 
center comprised of a mix of uses including office and retail-commercial uses on a previously 
developed “infill” site located within 0.25 mile of a planned Metro D (Purple) Line Station to the 
west of the Project Site. As such, the Project meets the criteria of SB 743 and ZI File No. 2542. 
As discussed in ZI File No. 2542, aesthetic impacts, including shade and shadow, are not to be 
considered an impact, unless evaluation is required under other land use regulations of the LAMC. 
An evaluation of shade and shadow impacts are not required under the LAMC.  
Therefore, impacts regarding Fish and Wildlife, GHG and Shade and Shadow would be less that 
significant and this appeal point should be denied.  
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APPELLANT NO. 3:  
Michael Yadegari 
YAD LA LAWYER, INC. 
An Appeal of the Entire Decision of the Advisory Agency  
Letter Dated: May 13, 2022  
 
Michael Yadegari Appeal Point 1 
 
The Appellant expresses concern regarding the lack of parking proposed on the Project Site, the 
potential negative impacts of overflow visitor parking from the Project on the neighboring 
community and claims that the applicant has misrepresented and lied about parking requirements.   
 
Staff Response to Michael Yadegari Appeal Point 1 
 
The appellant expresses concern regarding the lack of parking proposed on the Project Site and 
claims that the applicant has miscalculated and lied about parking requirements. As detailed in 
Chapter II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project meets the criteria of Senate Bill (SB) 
743 and Zoning Information (ZI) File No. 2542, pursuant to PRC Section 21099 (d)(1), that states 
a project’s “aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment 
center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant 
impacts on the environment.” As such, parking impacts would not be considered significant under 
CEQA.  
 
LAMC Section 12.21 A.4(c) allows for the replacement of up to 30 percent of required automobile 
parking spaces with bicycle spaces (at a rate of four bicycle parking spaces per one automobile 
parking space). In accordance with the LAMC, the Project is utilizing this by-right reduction. In 
addition, the Applicant is requesting a discretionary action from the City for a further 20 percent 
reduction under the related entitlement requests for CPC Case No. CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-
HD-SPR. The Vesting Tentative Tract Map does not include any conditions related to the number 
of parking or parking calculations. In addition, no parking reductions were considered or granted 
in the Vesting Tentative Tract Map letter of decision. Therefore, parking would be required per 
the LAMC and/or any additional entitlements that grant deviations from the LAMC. 
 
Please refer to the table below for detailed parking calculations.  
 

Use Area 
(sf) 

Parking Ratio 
Required 
(Stalls per 
1,000 sf) 

Stalls 
Required 

Stalls after 
20% 

reduction* 

Stalls after further 
30% reduction** 

Medical 
Office 

140,305 5 702 561 393 

Retail 1,000 4 4 3 2 
Restaurant 4,000 10 40 32 22 

Total 145,305 5.1 746 536 417 
* City's Discretionary Parking Reduction for Commercial Projects 
** Transit Priority Area Reduction (within 1,500 ft of a transit station) 

 
Therefore, the parking calculations are accurate, and this appeal point should be denied.  
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Michael Yadegari Appeal Point 2 
 
The Appellant contends that the Project will create major transportation and parking problems; 
that the tract map approval is deficient because it lacks Department of Transportation review of 
the project driveways, circulation, or parking; and references a comment letter dated February 
24, 2022, by Robert Kahn of RK Engineering Group Inc. a Registered Civil and Traffic Engineer.   
 
Response to Michael Yadegari Appeal Point 2 
 
LADOT reviewed the proposed Tract Map and provided a February 2022 recommendation letter 
with proposed tract map conditions and a second February 2022 recommendation letter with 
proposed haul route conditions. The appellant only cites a portion of the LADOT’s 
recommendation letter and fails to address the rest of the condition language. As stated in the 
Tract Map conditions 12, 13, and 14, driveways and vehicular access to projects shall comply 
with requirements of the Department of Transportation’s traffic assessment report from December 
2021, a 60-foot reservoir space will be reserved between the property line and any security gate 
or entrance, and a parking area and driveway plan be submitted to LADOT prior to building permit.  
 
As referenced in the Tract Map Condition of Approval No. 12, LADOT issued a traffic assessment 
letter in December 2021, which included a review of the Project’s site design, access points, and 
circulation based on the transportation analysis conducted for the Project (Appendix J-1 of the 
Draft EIR), which concluded that the Project would not substantially increase hazards, as well as 
made an initial assessment of project access, safety, and circulation. 
 
Condition 14 then requires LADOT approval of detailed site/driveway plans prior to submittal of 
building permit plans for plan check by the Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, the final 
internal circulation or parking scheme shall be reviewed and approved by LADOT prior to 
obtaining any permits, during the regular course of building permit review when final building 
design plans are submitted. The LADOT traffic assessment letter and two LADOT 
recommendation letters regarding the tract map clearly demonstrate LADOT review of the Project, 
and the Project will be subsequently reviewed by the agency again at the final building plan stage. 
Therefore, the Appellant is incorrect in claiming that the Project was approved without LADOT 
review, and the appeal should be denied.  
 
The Final EIR fully and adequately responded to concerns raised regarding traffic. Please refer 
to the Final EIR, Response to Comment Nos. 1-4, 1-5, 2-6, 2-7, IND 1-2, IND 1-3, and IND 2-4. 
 
In addition, the RK Engineering Group, Inc. (RK), letter dated February 4, 2022, provided 
comments and concerns regarding the transportation and parking analyses prepared for the 
Project. Detailed responses to each of the points raised in the RK letter are provided in Appendix 
F - Gibson Response Letter, dated March 22, 2022. In summary, the RK letter makes arguments 
that the assumptions for trip distribution are incorrect, there would be potential queuing impacts 
with the valet operations, traffic counts were underestimated, that a City of Beverly Hills 
intersection was not analyzed per City of Beverly Hills standards, the TDM program lacks detail, 
the credit for bicycle parking for VMT is excessive, the safety hazard review is inadequate, excess 
parking demand will impact the adjacent neighborhood, trip generation calculations were 
inaccurate, and noted concerns over construction impacts. The Gibson Response Letter provided 
detailed responses to each of the points outlined in the RK letter and demonstrated that the traffic 
study was conducted appropriately according to LADOT’s TAG, and utilized correct assumptions, 
trip distributions, generation rates, trip credits, and analysis of both the construction and 
operational impacts of the project. No errors or omissions were provided in the Project’s traffic 
analysis and assessment and therefore no changes to the transportation impact conclusions are 
necessary. Therefore, this appeal point should be denied.  
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Michael Yadegari Appeal Point 3 
 
The Appellant makes comparisons of the Project to an 11-story medical office building 0.4 miles 
away and states that the Project would have insufficient parking. The design with two driveway 
entrances and the need to use San Vicente and Orange Street will lead to neighborhood intrusion 
and loss of access to any neighboring buildings, which will be further compounded by a similar 
scale development proposed at 6535 Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, the trucks going to and from 
the site will block San Vicente frontage road and any removal of street parking on San Vicente 
frontage road will affect access to neighboring buildings. 
 
Staff Response to Michael Yadegari Appeal Point 3 
 
Please refer to the Staff Response to Beverly Wilshire Home association Appeal Point 4 and Staff 
Response to Michael Yadegari Appeal Point 1 regarding parking and impacts to nearby residential 
streets. While the Appellant additionally claims that there will be a loss of access to neighboring 
buildings due to the Project, this is incorrect, as the Project does not involve any street closures 
and since neighboring properties do not take access from the project site, nor will the development 
prevent access to adjacent lots. In addition, while it is expected that some street parking will be 
impacted by construction traffic, TRAF-PDF-2 for a Construction Traffic Management Plan and 
TRAF-PDF-3 for a Construction Worker Parking Plan, will be implemented as part of the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program, and will serve to address potential construction traffic impacts to surrounding 
streets. The Appellant also cites that a proposed development at 6535 Wilshire Boulevard will 
also have access on Orange Street and compound traffic problems. An incomplete filing for an 
environmental assessment case was filed with the Department of City Planning for a proposed 
project at this location in April 2022, several years after the January 2020 baseline established 
for the environmental analysis in the for the Project and was therefore not included in the analysis 
at that time. As such, the Appellant did not adequately demonstrate that the Advisory Agency 
erred or abused its discretion in approving the Project and the appeal point should be denied. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Upon careful consideration of the appellants’ points, the appellants have not adequately 
demonstrated that the City erred or abused its discretion. In addition, no new substantial evidence 
was presented that the City has erred in its actions relative to the EIR and the associated 
entitlements. The appellants have raised no new information to dispute the Findings of the EIR or 
the Deputy Advisory Agency’s actions on this matter. The Deputy Advisory Agency correctly made 
the findings of approval consistent with the Subdivision Map Act, LAMC Section 17.15, and the 
provisions of CEQA. Therefore, in consideration of all the facts, Planning Staff recommends the 
City Planning Commission deny the appeals and sustain the decision of the Deputy Advisory 
Agency to approve Case No. VTT-74865-1A, and certify the EIR, and adopt conditions and 
modified findings.  
 
Specifically, it is recommended to adopt the modified Mitigation Monitoring Program, dated June 
22, which contains revisions to MM-NOI-1 to add language clarifying sound wall heights and 
locations for construction noise impacts, and to allow for corresponding amendments to the 
related CEQA Findings. 
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Pursuant to LAMC Sections 17.03 and 17.15, the Advisory Agency APPROVES: 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74865, (stamped map, dated December 8, 2021) for the 
merger of seven lots into one ground lot for a .74 net acre (32,290 square-foot) site, and a Haul 
Route for the export of up to 12,222 cubic yards of soil. 

The subdivider is hereby advised that the LAMC may not permit this maximum approved density. 
Therefore, verification should be obtained from the Department of Building and Safety, which will 
legally interpret the Zoning code as it applies to this particular property. For an appointment with 
the Development Services Center call (213) 482-7077, (818) 374-5050, or (310) 231-2901.  

The Advisory Agency’s consideration is subject to the following conditions: 

The final map must record within 36 months of this approval unless a time extension is granted 
before the end of such period. 

NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, subdivider 
should follow the sequence indicated in the condition. For the benefit of the applicant, subdivider 
shall maintain record of all conditions cleared, including all material supporting clearances and be 
prepared to present copies of the clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its 
staff at the time of its review.   

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - SPECIFIC CONDITIONS  

(Additional BOE Improvement Conditions are listed in “Standard Condition” section) 

1. The applicant shall submit building plans, structural plans, necessary mitigation measures
including any other requirements by the Los Angeles Department of Sanitation Clean
Water Conveyance Division, Bureau of Engineering Central District Structure Group and
Clean Water Division-Storm Water Group for review and approval to construct over the
existing public storm drain easement and drainage system within the subdivision.

A letter from each of the above stated department shall be submitted to the City
Engineer clearing this condition prior to the issuance of any building permit and
recordation of the final map. In the event construction over the existing storm drain
easement is not approved, a revised map shall be submitted showing no proposed
structures within or over the existing storm drain easement.

2. That satisfactory arrangements be made with Los Angeles Department of Sanitation Clean
Water Conveyance Division, Bureau of Engineering Central District Structure Group and
Clean Water Division-Storm Water Group to protect, maintain the existing public storm
drain easement and that any additional onsite easement areas, alignment or realignment
be provided to their satisfaction prior to the issuance of any building permit and recordation
of final map.

A letter from each of the above stated department shall be submitted to the City
Engineer clearing this condition. In the event construction over the existing storm
drain easement is not approved, a revised map shall be submitted showing no
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proposed structures within or over the existing storm drain easement. 
 

3. That the Los Angeles Department of Sanitation Clean Water Conveyance Division shall 
review and approve the storm drain easements and additional easements as necessary 
for access and maintenance purposes for the proposed development during final map 
process.   
 
A letter from the Los Angeles Department of Sanitation Clean Water Conveyance 
Division shall be submitted to the City Engineer clearing this condition. 
 

4. That the existing public storm drain easement, including necessary access easements 
and dedication required as stated herein be shown on the final map.   
 

5. That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded advising all future owners and builders that 
prior to the issuance of a building permit a Notice of Acknowledgement of Easement must 
be recorded and an application to do work in any drainage easements and to construct 
over the existing sanitary drainage facilities must be submitted to the City Engineer for 
approval.  
 

6. That a 2.5-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along Orange Street to complete a 30-foot 
half right-of-way in accordance with Local Street standards, including a 15-foot by 15-foot 
property line cut corner or 20-foot radius property line return at the intersection with San 
Vicente Boulevard. 
 

7. That a 3-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along Sweetzer Avenue to complete a 33-
foot half right-of-way in accordance with Collector Street standards, including a 15-foot by 
15-foot property line cut corner or 20-foot radius property line return at the intersection 
with San Vicente Boulevard. 
 

8. That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the Bureau of 
Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area. 
 

9. That all the proposed tract map boundary lines be properly established in accordance with 
Section 17.07.D of the Los Angeles Municipal Code prior to the recordation of the final 
map satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

 
Any questions regarding this report should be directed to Quyen Phan of the Permit Case 
Management Division, located at 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 290, or by calling (213) 808-
8604. 

  
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION   
 
10. That prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, or prior to recordation of the final 

map, the subdivider shall make suitable arrangements to assure compliance, satisfactory 
to the Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division, with all the requirements and 
conditions contained in Inter-Departmental Letter dated February 6, 2020, Log No. 111755 
and attached to the case file for Vesting Tentative Tract No. 74865. 
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DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION  

 
11. Prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety, Zoning 

Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In 
addition, the following items shall be satisfied:  

 
a. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site.  

Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use.  Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 
 

b. Provide a copy of affidavits AFF-7850, AFF-8453, AFF-41608, and AFF-53110.  
Show compliance with all the conditions/requirements of the above affidavit as 
applicable.  Termination of above affidavit may be required after the Map has been 
recorded. Obtain approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to 
recording. 

 
c. The submitted Map does not comply with the allowable Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 

max 1.5:1 requirement for Height District 1.  Revise the Map to show compliance 
with the above requirement or obtain approval from the Department of City 
Planning. 
 

d. Provide a copy of CPC case CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-HD-SPR. Show 
compliance with all the conditions/requirements of the CPC case as applicable. 

 
e. Proposed Zone Change must be effectuated prior to obtaining Zoning clearance. 

Show compliance with any applicable Q or D Conditions in the Zone Change 
ordinance. 

 
f. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 

lot area after all dedication.  “Area” requirements shall be re-checked as per net lot 
area after street dedication.   
 
Notes:  
 

  The existing or proposed building plans have not been checked for and shall 
comply with Building and Zoning Code requirements.  With the exception of revised 
health or safety standards, the subdivider shall have a vested right to proceed with 
the proposed development in substantial compliance with the ordinances, policies, 
and standards in effect at the time the subdivision application was deemed 
complete.  Plan check will be required before any construction, occupancy or 
change of use. 

 
  If the proposed development does not comply with the current Zoning Code, all 

zoning violations shall be indicated on the Map. 
 

  An appointment is required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the 
Department of Building and Safety.  The applicant is asked to contact Laura Duong 
at (213) 482-0434 to schedule an appointment. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
12. Driveways and vehicular access to projects shall comply with requirements of the 

Department of Transportation’s attached assessment report (DOT Case No. CEN20-
49388) dated, December 09, 2021. 
 

13. Project should provide a 60-foot reservoir between property line and any security gate, 
valet stand or ticket as determined to the satisfaction of the Department of Transportation. 
 

14. This determination does not include approval of the project’s driveways and internal 
circulation or parking scheme. Adverse traffic impacts could occur due to access and 
circulation issues. A parking area and driveway plan be submitted to the Department of 
Transportation for approval prior to submittal of building permit plans or plan check by the 
Department of Building and Safety. Final DOT approval should be accomplished by 
submitting detailed site/driveway plans through ladot.onestop@lacityorg. 

 
FIRE DEPARTMENT  
 
15. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall be 

required.  
 
16. 505.1 Address identification: New and existing buildings shall have approved building 

identification placed in a position that is plainly legible and visible from the street or road 
fronting the property.  
 

17. One or more Knox Boxes will be required to be installed for LAFD access to project.  
Location and number to be determined by LAFD Field Inspector.  (Refer to FPB Req # 
75). 
 

18. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet from the 
edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane.  
 

19. Fire Lane Requirements: 
 

a. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet.  When a fire lane must accommodate 
the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where fire hydrants 
are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

 
b. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 

less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 
 

c. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de-
sac or other approved turning area.  No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 

 
d. Submit plot plans indicating access road and turning area for Fire Department 

approval. 
 

e. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued.  
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f. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, “FIRE LANE NO PARKING” 
shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off.  

 
g. Electric Gates approved by the Fire Department shall be tested by the Fire 

Department prior to Building and Safety granting a Certificate of Occupancy.  
 

h. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted “No Parking at Any Time” prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac.  

 
i. No framing shall be allowed until the roadway is installed to the satisfaction of the 

Fire Department. 
 

20. Construction of public or private roadway in the proposed development shall not  
exceed 10 percent in grade. 

 
21. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access requirement 

shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the street, driveway, alley, 
or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual units. 
 

22. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from the edge 
of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

 
23. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings exceed 28 

feet in height. 
 
24. The entrance to a Residential lobby must be within 50 feet of the desired street address  

curb face. 
 
25. The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be 

incorporated into the building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for approval 
by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a final map or the approval of a 
building permit.  The plot plan shall include the following minimum design features:  fire 
lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures must be within 
300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any dwelling unit or guest room 
shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal travel from the edge of the 
roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane. 

 
26. 2014 CITY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE CODE, SECTION 503.1.4 (EXCEPTION) 

 
a. When this exception is applied to a fully fire sprinklered residential building 

equipped with a wet standpipe outlet inside an exit stairway with at least a 2 hour 
rating the distance from the wet standpipe outlet in the stairway to the entry door 
of any dwelling unit or guest room shall not exceed 150 feet of horizontal travel 
AND the distance from the edge of the roadway of an improved street or approved 
fire lane to the door into the same exit stairway directly from outside the building 
shall not exceed 150 feet of horizontal travel. 
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b. It is the intent of this policy that in no case will the maximum travel distance exceed 

150 feet inside the structure and 150 feet outside the structure.  The term 
“horizontal travel” refers to the actual path of travel to be taken by a person 
responding to an emergency in the building. 
 

c. This policy does not apply to single-family dwellings or to non-residential buildings. 
 

27. Site plans shall include all overhead utility lines adjacent to the site. 
 

28. Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Fire Department 
apparatus, overhead clearance shall not be less than 14 feet. 

 
29. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one or two 

family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway of an improved 
street, access road, or designated fire lane. 
 

30. Fire On small lot subdivisions, any lots used for access purposes shall be recorded on the 
final map as a “Fire Lane”. 
 

31. Construction of public or private roadway in the proposed development shall not exceed 
10 percent in grade. 
 

32. Private development shall conform to the standard street dimensions shown on 
Department of Public Works Standard Plan S-470-0. 
 

33. Standard cut-corners will be used on all turns. 
 

34. The Fire Department may require additional roof access via parapet access roof ladders 
where buildings exceed 28 feet in height, and when overhead wires or other obstructions 
block aerial ladder access. 

 
35. The proposed project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 

ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Safety Plan, which is an element of the 
General Plan of the City of Los Angeles. 

 
36. Recently, the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) modified Fire Prevention Bureau  

(FPB) Requirement 10.  Helicopter landing facilities are still required on all High-Rise  
buildings in the City.  However, FPB’s Requirement 10 has been revised to provide two  
new alternatives to a full FAA-approved helicopter landing facilities. 
 

37. Each standpipe in a new high-rise building shall be provided with two remotely located                        
FDC’s for each zone in compliance with  NFPA 14-2013, Section 7.12.2. 
 

38. During demolition, the Fire Department access will remain clear and unobstructed. 
 
39. The Fire Department has no objection to the Airspace Vacation.   
 
40. 5101.1 Emergency responder radio coverage in new buildings.  All new buildings shall 

have approved radio coverage for emergency responders within the building based upon 
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the existing coverage levels of the public safety communication systems of the jurisdiction 
at the exterior of the building.  This section shall not require improvement of the existing 
public safety communication systems.  

 
41. That in order to provide assurance that the proposed common fire lane and fire protection 

facilities, for the project, not maintained by the City, are properly and adequately 
maintained, the sub-divider shall record with the County Recorder, prior to the recordation 
of the final map, a covenant and agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-
6770) to assure the following: 
 

a. The establishment of a property owners association, which shall cause a yearly 
inspection to be, made by a registered civil engineer of all common fire lanes and 
fire protection facilities.  The association will undertake any necessary 
maintenance and corrective measures.  Each future property owner shall 
automatically become a member of the association or organization required above 
and is automatically subject to a proportionate share of the cost. 
 

b. The future owners of affected lots with common fire lanes and fire protection 
facilities shall be informed or their responsibility for the maintenance of the devices 
on their lots.  The future owner and all successors will be presented with a copy of 
the maintenance program for their lot.   Any amendment or modification that would 
defeat the obligation of said association as the Advisory Agency must approve 
required hereinabove in writing after consultation with the Fire Department. 

 
c. In the event that the property owners association fails to maintain the common 

property and easements as required by the CC and R's, the individual property 
owners shall be responsible for their proportional share of the maintenance. 
 

d. Prior to any building permits being issued, the applicant shall improve, to the 
satisfaction of the Fire Department, all common fire lanes and install all private fire 
hydrants to be required. 
 

e. That the Common Fire Lanes and Fire Protection facilities be shown on the Final 
Map. 

 
42. The plot plans shall be approved by the Fire Department showing fire hydrants and access 

for each phase of the project prior to the recording of the final map for that phase.  Each 
phase shall comply independently with code requirements.  
 

43. Any roof elevation changes in excess of 3 feet may require the installation of ships ladders. 
 

44. Provide Fire Department pathway front to rear with access to each roof deck via gate or 
pony wall less than 36 inches.  
 

45. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least one access 
stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater than 150ft horizontal 
travel distance from the edge of the public street, Private Street or Fire Lane. This stairwell 
shall extend onto the roof. 
 

46. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 
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47. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 20ft 

visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department. 
 

48. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 
 

49. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required.  Their number 
and location to be determined after the Fire Department’s review of the plot plan. 
 

50. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted by the 
Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

 
Note: The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact regarding these 
conditions must be with the Hydrant and Access Unit.  This would include clarification, 
verification of condition compliance and plans or building permit applications, etc., and 
shall be accomplished BY APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to assure that you receive 
service with a minimum amount of waiting please call (213) 482-6509.  You should advise 
any consultant representing you of this requirement as well. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 
  
51. Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and 

Power (LADWP) for compliance with LADWP’s Water System Rules and requirements.  
Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, LADWP’s Water Services 
Organization will forward the necessary clearances to the Bureau of Engineering. 

 
This condition shall be deemed cleared at the time of the City Engineer clears Condition 
No. S-1(c) 

 
BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING 

 
52. See Condition S-3(c) for Street Lighting Improvement conditions.  
 
BUREAU OF STREET SERVICES 
 
53. Please see Department of City Planning Condition No. 63 for the approved haul route. 

 
54. Haul Route Required permit fee and bond. Permit fee must be paid before the Department 

of Building and Safety will issue a Grading Permit.  
 
a. Under the provisions of Section 62.201 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 

following permit fee shall be required: 
 

i. A total of 13,962 cubic yards of material moved 0 miles within the hillside at 
a rate of $0.29 per cubic yard per mile would total $0.00. 
 

ii. The Minimum permit fee of $150.00 is required for the (import/export). 
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b. The required permit fee shall be paid at the Street Services Investigation and 

Enforcement Division office, 1149 South Broadway, Suite 350, Los Angeles, CA 
90015, telephone (213) 847-6000. 

 
c. Under the provisions of Section 62.202 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, a cash 

bond or surety bond in the amount of $98,000.00 shall be required from the 
property owner to cover any road damage and/or street cleaning costs resulting 
from the hauling activity. 

 
d. Forms for the bond will be issued by Bond Control, Bureau of Engineering Valley 

District Office, 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251, Van Nuys, CA 91401, 
telephone (818) 374-5090. 

 
 
BUREAU OF SANITATION 
 
55. There are easements contained within the aforementioned properties. Any proposed 

development in close proximity to the easements must secure Department of Public Works 
approval. Note: This Approval is for the Tract Map only and represents the office of LA 
Sanitation/CWCDs. The applicant may be required to obtain other necessary 
Clearances/Permits from LA Sanitation and appropriate District office of the Bureau of 
Engineering. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Rafael Yanez at (323) 342-1563. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS  
 
56. The proposed project has no anticipated recreation and park impacts therefore RAP has 

no recommendations regarding this project. 
 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY 
 
57. To assure that cable television facilities will be installed in the same manner as 

other required improvements, please email ita.cabletvclearance@lacity.org which 
provides an automated response with the instructions on how to obtain the Cable TV 
clearance. The automated response also provides the email address of three people in 
case the applicant/owner has any additional questions. 
 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
 
58. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall submit a tree report and 

landscape plan prepared by a Municipal Code-designated tree expert as designated by 
LAMC Ordinance No. 186,873, for approval by the City Planning Department and the 
Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services. All trees in the public right-of -
way shall be provided per the current Urban Forestry standards.  
 

59. A minimum of one (1) tree (a minimum of 24 inch box in size if available) shall be planted 
for each non-protected tree that is removed, to the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry 
Division of the Bureau of Street Services and the Advisory Agency. 

mailto:ita.cabletvclearance@lacity.org
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60. Prior to the issuance of a building permit or the recordation of the final map, the subdivider 

shall prepare and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General 
Form CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the 
subdivider and all successors to the following:  
 
 

a. Limit the proposed development to one (1) ground lot; 
 
b. That a solar access report shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the Advisory 

Agency prior to obtaining a grading permit; and 
 
c. That the subdivider considers the use of natural gas and/or solar energy and 

consults with the Department of Water and Power and Southern California Gas 
Company regarding feasible energy conservation measures. 

 
61. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a copy of 

CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-HD-SPR shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the Advisory 
Agency.  In the event CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-HD-SPR is not approved, the subdivider 
shall submit a tract modification.  
 

62. Haul Route Staging: No staging on San Vicente Boulevard. All trucks must be staged on 
jobsite. Flag control is required at the Project Site during hauling operations.  

 
63. Haul Route Conditions. 
 

a. The approved haul routes are as follows: 
 
Route: 
 

i. Loaded: From the Project Site, north on San Vicente Boulevard (service 
roadway), right (north) on San Vicente Boulevard, right (east) on 6th 
Street, right (south) on Fairfax Avenue, left (east) on Washington 
Boulevard, right (east) to enter onto the I-10 E, east on I-10 E, continue 
east on to CA-60 E, and continue to the export site outside of City 
Limits. 
 

ii. Unloaded: From the export site outside of City Limits, west on CA-60 
E, continue west on I-10 W, right to take exist 8 for La Brea Avenue, 
right (north) onto La Brea Avenue, left (west) onto San Vicente 
Boulevard, right (north onto San Vicente Boulevard (service roadway) 
and continue to the Project Site. 

 
a. The hauling operations are restricted to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:30 

p.m. on Mondays through Fridays, and Saturdays from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
No hauling shall be performed on Sundays, and Holidays. 

b. The vehicles used for hauling shall be Dump trucks. 

c. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the export site to prevent spilling. 
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The contractor shall remove any material spilled onto the public street. 

d. All trucks are to be watered at the export site to prevent excessive blowing of 
dirt. 

e. The applicant shall comply with the State of California, Department of 
Transportation policy regarding movement of reducible loads. 

f. Total amount of dirt to be hauled shall not exceed 13,962 cubic yards. 

g. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit 
in each direction. 

h. Flagpersons shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the project area. Flagpersons and warning signs shall be in compliance with 
Part II of the latest Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." Flagger 
control shall be provided during the hauling operations to assist with ingress 
and egress of truck traffic on San Vicente Boulevard (service roadway). 

 
i. The permittee shall comply with all regulations set forth by the State of 

California, Department of Motor Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of 
earth. 
 

ii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
(213) 485-2298, shall be notified at least four business days prior to 
beginning operations in order to have temporary "No Parking" signs 
posted along along San Vicente Boulevard (service roadway), adjacent 
to jobsite for hauling if needed. 
 

iii. A copy of the approval letter from the City, the approved haul route and 
the approved grading plans shall be available on the job site at all times. 
 

iv. Any change to the prescribed routes, staging and/or hours of operation 
must be approved by the concerned governmental agencies. Contact 
the Street Services Investigation and Enforcement Division at (213) 
847-6000 prior to effecting any change. 

 
v. The permittee shall notify the Street Services Investigation and 

Enforcement Division at (213) 847-6000 at least 72 hours prior to the 
beginning of hauling operations and shall notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations.  

 
vi. The application shall expire eighteen months after the date of the Board 

of Building and Safety Commission and/or the Department of City 
Planning approval. The permit fee shall be paid to the Street Services 
Investigation and Enforcement Division prior to the commencement of 
hauling operations. 

 
64. Tribal Cultural Resource Inadvertent Discovery. In the event that objects or artifacts 

that may be tribal cultural resources are encountered during the course of any ground 
disturbance activities (excavating, digging, trenching, plowing, drilling, tunneling, 



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74865                                                            Page 13 
 
 

quarrying, grading, leveling, removing peat, clearing, driving posts, auguring, backfilling, 
blasting, stripping topsoil or a similar activity), all such activities shall temporarily cease on 
the project site until the potential tribal cultural resources are properly assessed and 
addressed pursuant to the process set forth below: 
 

• Upon a discovery of a potential tribal cultural resource, the Applicant shall immediately 
stop all ground disturbance activities and contact the following: (1) all California Native 
American tribes that have informed the City they are traditionally and culturally affiliated 
with the geographic area of the proposed project; (2) and the Department of City Planning 
at (213) 847-3629. 
 

• If the City determines, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21074 (a)(2), that the 
object or artifact appears to be tribal cultural resource, the City shall provide any effected 
tribe a reasonable period of time, not less than 30 days, to conduct a site visit and make 
recommendations to the Applicant and the City regarding the monitoring of future ground 
disturbance activities, as well as the treatment and disposition of any discovered tribal 
cultural resources. 

 
• The Applicant shall implement the tribe’s recommendations if a qualified archeologist and 

by a culturally affiliated tribal monitor, both retained by the City and paid for by the 
Applicant, reasonably concludes that the tribe’s recommendations are reasonable and 
feasible. 
 

• The Applicant shall submit a tribal cultural resource monitoring plan to the City that 
includes all recommendations from the City and any effected tribes that have been 
reviewed and determined by the qualified archeologist and by a culturally affiliated tribal 
monitor to be reasonable and feasible. The Applicant shall not be allowed to recommence 
ground disturbance activities until this plan is approved by the City.  
 

• If the Applicant does not accept a particular recommendation determined to be reasonable 
and feasible by the qualified archeologist or by a culturally affiliated tribal monitor, the 
Applicant may request mediation by a mediator agreed to by the Applicant and the City 
who has the requisite professional qualifications and experience to mediate such a 
dispute. The Applicant shall pay any costs associated with the mediation.  

 
• The Applicant may recommence ground disturbance activities outside of a specified radius 

of the discovery site, so long as this radius has been reviewed by the qualified archeologist 
and by a culturally affiliated tribal monitor and determined to be reasonable and 
appropriate.  

• Copies of any subsequent prehistoric archeological study, tribal cultural resources study 
or report, detailing the nature of any significant tribal cultural resources, remedial actions 
taken, and disposition of any significant tribal cultural resources shall be submitted to the 
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, 
Fullerton. 

65. Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs. Applicant shall do all of the 
following: 
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a. Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against the 
City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and 
approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, 
challenge, set aside, void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the 
entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of 
subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including from 
inverse condemnation or any other constitutional claim. 

 
b. Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related to 

or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of the 
entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney’s 
fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City (including an award of 
attorney’s fees), damages, and/or settlement costs. 

 
c. Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ 

notice of the City tendering defense to the applicant and requesting a deposit. The 
initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole 
discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial 
deposit be less than $50,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does 
not relieve the applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the 
requirement in paragraph b 

 
d. Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits may 

be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found necessary by 
the City to protect the City’s interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the 
deposit does not relieve the applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City 
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph ii. 

 
e. If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an 

indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with 
the requirements of this condition. 

 
f. The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt 

of any action and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify 
the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City 
fails to reasonably cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be 
responsible to defend, indemnify or hold harmless the City. 

 
g. The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City 

Attorney’s office or outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate 
at its own expense in the defense of any action, but such participation shall not 
relieve the applicant of any obligation imposed by this condition. In the event the 
applicant fails to comply with this condition, in whole or in part, the City may 
withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the entitlement, or take any 
other action. The City retains the right to make all decisions with respect to its 
representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon or 
settle litigation. 
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For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply: 
 
“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, commissions, 
committees, employees, and volunteers. 

 
“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes actions, 
as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local law. 

 
Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the 
City or the obligations of the applicant otherwise created by this condition. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES. 
 
66. Implementation. The Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP), that is part of the case file and 

attached as Exhibit B, shall be enforced throughout all phases of the Project. The 
Applicant shall be responsible for implementing each Mitigation Measure (MM) and shall 
be obligated to provide certification, as identified below, to the appropriate monitoring and 
enforcement agencies that each MM has been implemented. The Applicant shall maintain 
records demonstrating compliance with each MM.  Such records shall be made available 
to the City upon request.   

 
67. Construction Monitor. During the construction phase and prior to the issuance of building 

permits, the Applicant shall retain an independent Construction Monitor (either via the City 
or through a third-party consultant), approved by the Department of City Planning, who 
shall be responsible for monitoring implementation of MMs during construction activities 
consistent with the monitoring phase and frequency set forth in this MMP.   
 
The Construction Monitor shall also prepare documentation of the Applicant’s compliance 
with the MM during construction every 90 days in a form satisfactory to the Department of 
City Planning. The documentation must be signed by the Applicant and Construction 
Monitor and be included as part of the Applicant’s Compliance Report. The Construction 
Monitor shall be obligated to immediately report to the Enforcement Agency any non-
compliance with the MMs within two businesses days if the Applicant does not correct the 
non-compliance within a reasonable time of notification to the Applicant by the monitor or 
if the non-compliance is repeated. Such non-compliance shall be appropriately addressed 
by the Enforcement Agency. 
 

68. Substantial Conformance and Modification. After review and approval of the final MMP by 
the Lead Agency, minor changes and modifications to the MMP are permitted, but can 
only be made subject to City approval. The Lead Agency, in conjunction with any 
appropriate agencies or departments, will determine the adequacy of any proposed 
change or modification. This flexibility is necessary in light of the nature of the MMP and 
the need to protect the environment.  No changes will be permitted unless the MMP 
continues to satisfy the requirements of CEQA, as determined by the Lead Agency. 
 
The Project shall be in substantial conformance with the MMs contained in the MMP. The 
enforcing departments or agencies may determine substantial conformance with MMs in 
the MMP in their reasonable discretion. If the department or agency cannot find substantial 
conformance, a MM may be modified or deleted as follows: the enforcing department or 
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agency, or the decision maker for a subsequent discretionary project related approval 
finds that the modification or deletion complies with CEQA, including CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15162 and 15164, which could include the preparation of an addendum or 
subsequent environmental clearance, if necessary, to analyze the impacts from the 
modifications to or deletion of the MMs. Any addendum or subsequent CEQA clearance 
shall explain why the MM is no longer needed, not feasible, or the other basis for modifying 
or deleting the MM, and that the modification will not result in a new significant impact 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Under this process, the modification or deletion 
of a MM shall not, in and of itself, require a modification to any Project discretionary 
approval unless the Director of Planning also finds that the change to the MM results in a 
substantial change to the Project or the non-environmental conditions of approval. 

 
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS 
 
S-1.  

a. That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of the final 
map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of the LAMC. 

 
b. That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a manner 

satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California Coordinate 
System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative measure approved by 
the City Engineer would require prior submission of complete field notes in support 
of the boundary survey. 

 
c. That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System and the 

Power System of the Department of Water and Power with respect to water mains, 
fire hydrants, service connections and public utility easements. 

 
d. That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting easements be 

dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site easements by separate 
instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of-Way and Land shall verify that such 
easements have been obtained. The above requirements do not apply to 
easements of off-site sewers to be provided by the City. 

 
e. That drainage matters be taken care of satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

 
f. That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as required, 

together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary topography of 
adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer. 

 
g. That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map. 

 
h. That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements of the 

Zoning Ordinance. 
 

i. That 1-foot future streets and/or alleys be shown along the outside of incomplete 
public dedications and across the termini of all dedications abutting unsubdivided 
property. The 1-foot dedications on the map shall include a restriction against their 
use of access purposes until such time as they are accepted for public use. 
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j. That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated for public 
use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be transmitted to the 
City Council with the final map. 

 
k. That no public street grade exceeds 15 percent. 

 
l. That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply with the 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 2010. 
 
S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity with the improvements 

constructed herein: 
 

a. Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be furnished, or such work 
shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the setting of boundary monuments 
requires that other procedures be followed. 

 
b. Make satisfactory arrangements with the Department of Transportation with 

respect to street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs. 
 

c. All grading done on private property outside the tract boundaries in connection with 
public improvements shall be performed within dedicated slope easements or by 
grants of satisfactory rights of entry by the affected property owners. 

 
d. All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and easements shall 

be constructed under permit in conformity with plans and specifications approved 
by the Bureau of Engineering. 

 
e. Any required bonded sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the final map. 

 
S-3. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the final 

map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed: 
 

a. Construct on-site sewers to serve the tract as determined by the City.  
 
b. Construct any necessary drainage facilities. 

 
c. No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 

conditions. Otherwise relocate and upgrade street lights; one (1) on Sweetzer Ave. 
and two (2) on San Vicente Blvd. 

 
Notes: The quantity of street lights identified may be modified lightly during the 
plan check process based on illumination calculations and equipment selection.  
 
Conditions set: 1) compliance with a Specific Plan; 2) by LADOT; or 3) by other 
legal instruments excluding the Bureau of Engineering conditions, requiring an 
improvement of the conditions that will change the geometrics of the public 
roadway or driveway apron may require additional or the reconstruction of street 
lighting improvements as part of the condition.  
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d. Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets or 
proposed dedicated streets as required by the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of 
Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be brought up to current 
standards. When the City has previously been paid for tree planting, the subdivider 
or contractor shall notify the Urban Forestry Division (213) 485-5675 upon 
completion of construction to expedite tree planting. 

 
e. Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk satisfactory to 

the City Engineer. 
 

f. Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City Engineer. 
 

g. Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
 

h. Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 2010.  

 
i. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the 

final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed: 
 

a) Improve San Vicente Boulevard adjoining the subdivision with the 
construction of the following:  

 
i. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter and a full-width concrete 

sidewalk with tree wells. 
 

ii. Suitable resurfacing of roadway pavement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer. 

 
iii. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 

improvements including curb ramps per BOE standards and 
Special Order 01-1020 satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

 
b) Improve Orange Street being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision by 

the construction of the following: 
 

i. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, and a 12-foot wide concrete 
sidewalk with tree wells.  

 
ii. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete an 

18-foot half roadway. 
 

iii. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of existing 
improvements including reconstruction of curb ramp at the 
intersection with San Vicente Boulevard per BOE standards and 
Special Order 01-1020.   

 
iv. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvements all 

satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
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c) Improve Sweetzer Avenue being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision 
with the construction of a full-width concrete sidewalk with tree wells. 
Repair and or replace any broken, damaged or off-grade concrete curb, 
gutter and roadway pavement including any necessary removal and 
reconstruction of existing improvements satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

 
d) Repair and or replace any broken, damaged or off-grade alley pavement 

and longitudinal concrete gutter. Reconstruct the alley intersections at 
Orange Street and Sweetzer Avenue including any necessary removal and 
reconstruction of existing improvements satisfactory to the City Engineer.  

 
e) That Board of Public Works approval be obtained, prior to the recordation 

of the final map, for the removal of any tree in the existing or proposed 
right-of-way area.  The Bureau of Street Services, Urban Forestry Division, 
is the lead agency for obtaining Board of Public Works approval for removal 
of such trees. 

 
Notes:  
 
Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or 
adjustment of power facilities due to this development.  The subdivider must make 
arrangements for the underground installation of all new utility lines in conformance 
with LAMC Section 17.05 N. 
 
The final map must record within 36 months of this approval, unless a time 
extension is granted before the end of such period. 
 
The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water 
Code, as required by the Subdivision Map Act. 
 
The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain 
energy saving design features which can be incorporated into the final building 
plans for the subject development. As part of the Total Energy Management 
Program of the Department of Water and Power, this no-cost consultation service 
will be provided to the subdivider upon his request. 

  
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS 
 
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 656 South San Vicente Medical Office 
Project (Project), located at 650–676 South San Vicente Boulevard (Project Site). The Project 
would include up to 145,305 square feet of floor area, comprised of 140,305 square feet of medical 
office space and 5,000 square feet of ground floor retail-commercial space, of which up to 4,000 
square feet may be a restaurant and 1,000 square feet may be other commercial uses, such as 
a pharmacy. The proposed building would include 12 stories and would measure approximately 
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218 feet in height (230 feet to the top of the mechanical penthouse). The Project would include 
seven floors of medical office uses over four floors of above-grade parking, and a ground floor 
containing a lobby for the medical office, and commercial uses. 

The City of Los Angeles (City), as Lead Agency, has evaluated the environmental impacts of 
implementation of the Project by preparing an EIR (Case Number ENV-2017-468-EIR/State 
Clearinghouse No. 2020010172). The EIR was prepared in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21000 et seq. 
and the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 15, Chapter 6 (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 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: 

1) 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. 

2) 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. 

3) 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 Project 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: 
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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].) 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS  

Notice of Preparation. Pursuant to the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the City 
then circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to State, regional and local agencies, and members 
of the public for a 30-day period commencing on January 14, 2020 and ending February 13, 2020. 
The NOP also provided notice of a Public Scoping Meeting held on January 28, 2020, from 6:00 
p.m. to 8:00 p.m. at the Council of Jewish Women located at 543 North Fairfax Avenue, Los 
Angeles, CA 90048. The purpose of the NOP and the 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 four alternatives to the Project, including a “No Project” 
alternative.  The Draft EIR for the Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2020010172), incorporated 
herein by reference in full, was prepared pursuant to CEQA and State, Agency, and the City of 
Los Angeles guidelines.  The Draft EIR was circulated for a 46-day public comment period 
beginning on June 17, 2021, and ending on August 2, 2021. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was 
distributed on June 17, 2021 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 
provide a comment. The Draft EIR was available to the public at the City of Los Angeles, 
Department of City Planning. A copy of the document was also posted online at 
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https://planning.lacity.org. Notices were filed with the County Clerk on June 17, 2021. 
 
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 June 
17, 2021, and notice was provided in newspapers of general and/or regional circulation. 
 
Final EIR. The City published a Final EIR for the Project on January 7, 2022, which is incorporated 
herein by reference in full.  The Final EIR is intended to serve as an informational document for 
public agency decision-makers and the general public regarding objectives and components of 
the Project.  The Final EIR addresses the environmental effects associated with implementation 
of the Project, identifies feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that may be adopted to 
reduce or eliminate these impacts, and includes written responses to all comments received on 
the Draft EIR during the public review period.  The Final EIR also incorporates the Draft EIR by 
reference.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, 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. On January 7, 2022, 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 
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.  
 
Erratum.  An Erratum was completed in February 2022 to reflect minor additions to the Final EIR.  
The Erratum addressed the addition to the Response to Comments section of the Final EIR of 
three (3) responses to comments that were inadvertently omitted. The Erratum states that this 
information does not represent significant new information that would affect the analysis or 
conclusions presented in the Final EIR.  The Erratum was made available on the City’s website.  

Public Hearing. A duly noticed joint public hearing for the Project was held by the Deputy 
Advisory Agency and Hearing Officer on behalf of the City Planning Commission on March 16, 
2022. 
 

III. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS  

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the Project includes, 
but is not limited to, the following documents and other materials that constitute the administrative 
record upon which the City approved the Project.  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; 

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

• The Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) prepared for the Project; 

• The City of Los Angeles General Plan and related EIR; 
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• The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)’s 2020-2045 Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and related EIR (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2019011061)); 

• Municipal Code of the City of Los Angeles, 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; 

• 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 PRC 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 are located in and may be obtained from the Department of City Planning, as the 
custodian of such documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings, 
located at the City of Los Angeles, Figueroa Plaza, 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 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 http://planning.lacity.org (to locate the documents search for either the 
environmental case number or project title in the search box).  

Copies were also available for in person review by appointment only at the Planning Department.  
Due to the Mayor’s Safer At Home Order, issued March 19, 2020, copies were not made available 
at local libraries. 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 

The Project would demolish a 5,738 square-foot vacant educational building and an 8,225 square-
foot Big 5 Sporting Goods store and associated surface parking on the Project Site to develop a 
12-story medical office/retail-commercial building with up to 145,305 square feet of floor area. The 
Project would result in a 4.5:1 floor area ratio (FAR), comprised of up to 140,305 square feet of 
medical office uses and 5,000 square feet of ground floor retail-commercial uses. The proposed 
building would be approximately 218 feet in height (230 feet to the top of the mechanical 
penthouse), with seven floors of medical office uses over four levels of above-grade parking, and 
a ground floor containing a lobby for the medical office and retail-commercial uses for a total of 
12 stories.  
 
The Project’s ground level (Floor 1) would contain 5,000 square feet of retail-commercial uses 
that may be demised into one or more separate retail-commercial spaces. As designed, the larger 
retail-commercial space, of which up to 4,000 square feet may be used for restaurant uses with 
up to 815 square feet of associated outdoor dining, would front the corners of South Sweetzer 
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Avenue, Wilshire Boulevard, and South San Vicente Boulevard. The second retail-commercial 
space would front South San Vicente Boulevard.  
 
The Project would provide 418 valet-parking spaces within four, screened above-ground levels 
(Floors 2 through 5). The parking levels are designed to blend with the building's architecture to 
minimize views of the Project’s parking uses from the street front. The parking garage would serve 
as a full-valet garage. The Project would also include 716 bicycle parking spaces for short- and 
long-term use. Floors 6 through 12 would include medical office spaces totaling up to 140,305 
square feet of floor area. Floors 6 through 10 would also include small terraced landscaped areas 
overlooking South San Vicente Boulevard. 
 
Project Site Zoning 
 
The Project Site is within the planning boundary of the Wilshire Community Plan area and has a 
General Plan land use designation of Limited Commercial. The Project Site is zoned C1-1VL-O, 
which permits commercial and retail uses. There is a concurrent request to amend the land use 
designation to Regional Commercial with a corresponding zone of C2-2D-O. In addition, the 
Project Site is located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA), which is defined by Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Section 21099 as an area within 0.5 miles of an existing or planned major transit 
stop.  
 
V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT OR LESS THAN 

SIGNIFICANT WITHOUT MITIGATION IN THE INITIAL STUDY 

The City Planning Department prepared an Initial Study dated January 14, 2020, which is located 
in the Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The Initial Study found the following environmental impacts 
not to be significant or less than significant without mitigation:  

I. Aesthetics 
a. Scenic Vista 
b. Scenic Resources 
c. Visual Character 
d. Light & Glare 

II. Agriculture and Forestry Resources  
a. Farmland 
b. Existing Zoning for Agriculture Use 
c. Forest Land or Timberland Zoning 
d. Loss or Conversion of Forest Land 
e. Other Changes in the Existing Environment 

III. Air Quality  
d. Objectionable Odors 

IV. Biological Resources 
a. Special Status Species 
b. Riparian Habitat and Wetlands 
c. Wetlands 
d. Local Preservation Policies 
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e. Habitat Conservation Plans 
V. Cultural Resources  

d. Human Remains 
VI. Geologic Resources 

a(i). Rupture of a Known Earthquake Fault 
a(ii). Strong Seismic Ground Shaking  
a(iv). Landslides  
c. Soil Erosion  
e. Septic Tanks 

VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials  
a. Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials 
b. Release of Hazardous Materials 
c. Emit Hazardous Materials Within One-quarter Mile of School 
d. Location on Hazardous Materials Site  
e. Airport Land Use Plan 
f. Emergency Response Plan 
g. Wildland Fires 

VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality  
a. Surface of Ground Water Quality  
b. Groundwater Supplies  
c(i). Erosion  
c(ii). Flooding 
c(iii). Runoff 
c(iv). Flood Flows 
d. Flood Hazards, Tsunami, or Seiche Zones 
e. Water Quality Control Plan or Sustainable Groundwater Management 
Plan 

IX. Land Use 
a. Divide an Established Community  

X. Mineral Resources 
a. Loss of Known Mineral Resources 
b. Loss of a Mineral Resource Recovery Site  

XI. Noise 
c. Private Airstrips  

XII. Population and Housing 
a. Population Growth  
b. Displace People or Housing  

XIII. Public Services 
c. Schools 
d. Parks 
e. Other Public Facilities 

XIV. Recreation 
a. Parks 
b. Recreational Facilities  
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XV. Transportation  
a. Geometric Design Feature 
b. Emergency Access  

XVI. Utilities and Service Systems 
a. Water, Wastewater Treatment, Electric Power, Natural Gas, or 

Telecommunications 
b. Water Supplies 
c. Wastewater Treatment Capacity  
d. Solid Waste 
e. Solid Waste Regulations  

XVII. Wildfire  
a. Emergency Response or Evacuation Plan 
b. Exacerbate Wildfire Risks  
c. Installation of Infrastructure  
d. Post-fire Slope Instability or Drainage Changes  

 
The City has reviewed the record and agrees with the conclusion that the following environmental 
issues would not be significantly affected by the Project, and therefore, no additional findings are 
needed. The City ratifies, adopts, and incorporates herein the analysis, explanation, findings, 
responses to comments, and conclusions of the EIR.  
 
VI. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT OR LESS THAN 

SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION 

Impacts of the Project that were determined to have no impact or be less than significant in the 
EIR (including having a less than significant impact as a result of implementation of project design 
features and regulatory compliance measures) and that require no mitigation are identified below.  
The City has reviewed the record and agrees with the conclusion that the following environmental 
issues would not be significantly affected by the Project and, therefore, no additional findings are 
needed.  The following information does not repeat the full discussions of environmental impacts 
contained in the EIR.  The City ratifies, adopts, and incorporates the analysis, explanation, 
findings, responses to comments, and conclusions of the EIR. 

1. Air Quality  

(A) Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Management Plan 

(1) Southern California Air Quality Management District’s Air Quality 
Management Plan 

As detailed in Section IV.A, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project’s short-term construction jobs, 
which are not expected to bring new construction workers or their families to the region, would 
not conflict with the long-term employment or population projections upon which the 2016 AQMP 
is based and would not exceed the long-term employment projections utilized in preparing the 
AQMP. During Operation, the Project’s growth would be consistent with the growth projections 
contained in the 2016–2040 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)’s Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The Project would result in a 
net increase in the number of employees on the Project Site of approximately 566 employees, 
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which would provide a small contribution to anticipated growth for the period between 2019 and 
2023 for the City as a whole. The Project is consistent with the growth projections and control 
strategies used in the development of the 2016 AQMP, and the Project growth would occur in a 
High Quality Transit Area (HQTA), resulting in highly transportation-efficient growth, which would 
support reductions in transportation-related emissions as compared to the air basin average 
based on the default CalEEMod assumptions. Therefore, the Project’s growth would not conflict 
with the long-term employment or population projections upon which the 2016 AQMP is based 
and would not exceed long-term employment projections utilized in preparing the AQMP. 

During its construction phase, the Project would comply with CARB’s requirements to minimize 
short-term emissions from on-road and off-road diesel equipment, and with SCAQMD’s 
regulations such as Rule 403 for controlling fugitive dust and Rule 1113 for controlling volatile 
organic compounds (VOC) emissions from architectural coatings. During operation, the Project 
proposes higher density, consistent with compact growth, on a parcel of infill urban land 
accessible to and well served by public transit, and therefore would be consistent with the 2016 
AQMP’s goal of reducing mobile source emissions as a source of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and fine 
particulate matter (PM2.5). Additionally, the Project’s mobile source emissions were calculated 
based on the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) generated by the Project that estimate on-road mobile 
source GHG emissions, which take into account the Project Site’s location within the City, 
incorporates VMT reductions from the land use characteristics, and Project-specific transportation 
demand management features. Therefore, Project construction and operation would be 
consistent with and meets or exceeds the AQMP requirements for control strategies intended to 
reduce emissions from construction equipment and activities utilized in preparing the AQMP. 
Impacts would be less than significant.   

(2) City of Los Angeles Policies 

The Project would achieve several goals, policies and objectives of the City’s Air Quality Element 
by locating its development in an urban infill area and by establishing a land use pattern that 
promotes sustainability. The Project would support and encourage pedestrian activity in the 
Wilshire Community Plan area. At the same time, the Project would reduce vehicle trips and air 
pollutant emissions generated by the proposed development by locating medical office and 
commercial/restaurant uses within an identified HQTA that has multiple public transit options (with 
access to existing regional bus and future rail service), and existing off-site residential, office, 
retail, and restaurant uses, all within walking distance. As such, the Project would provide 
opportunities for the use of alternative modes of transportation, including convenient access to 
public transit and opportunities for walking and biking, thereby facilitating a reduction in VMT. 
Impacts would be less than significant.  
 

(B) Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants 

With compliance of applicable dust control measures required to be implemented during each 
phase of construction by SCAQMD Rule 403 (Control of Fugitive Dust), and fugitive VOC control 
measures required to be implemented by architectural coating emission factors based on 
SCAQMD Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings), the Project’s construction-related daily emissions 
would not exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds. In addition, with compliance of 2019 Title 
24-standards and SCAQMD Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings), which limits the VOC content of 
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architectural coatings, operational-related daily emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds. 

(C) Construction Emissions 

(i) Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) 

Given the temporary and short-term construction schedule (approximately 34 months), the Project 
would not result in a long-term (i.e., lifetime or 70-year) exposure of TACs as a result of Project 
construction. In addition, these effects would be further reduced with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AIR-MM-1. 
 

(D) Operational Emissions 

(i) Localized Emissions 

Regarding localized operation air quality analysis, the Project’s maximum localized operational 
emissions would not exceed the localized thresholds for NOx, Carbon Monoxide (CO), fine 
particulate matter (PM10), or PM2.5. Because the localized emissions would not exceed 
thresholds of significance. 
 

(ii) Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 

With regard to CO Hotspots, CO concentrations from the Project’s maximum traffic volume at the 
intersection of La Cienega Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard plus the measured background level 
in the Project Site area are expected to be approximately 5.0 parts per million (ppm) (one-hour 
average) and 3.2 ppm (eight-hour average), which would not exceed the numerical thresholds of 
significance. 

(iii) Toxic Air Contaminants 

Regarding TACs during operation of the Project, based on the uses expected on the Project Site, 
potential long-term operational impacts associated with the release of TACs would be minimal, 
regulated, and controlled, and would not be expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance 
threshold. 
 
2. Cultural Resources – Historic Resources 

As detailed in Section IV.B, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project Site is currently 
developed with a 5,738-square-foot vacant building located at 650-658 South San Vicente 
Boulevard (Building 1) and an 8,225-square-foot Big 5 Sporting Goods store located at 6601 
Wilshire Boulevard (Building 2). Building 2 was constructed in 1977 and does not meet the 45-
year age threshold for evaluation as a historical resource as defined by the Office of Historic 
Preservation (OHP). Building 1 exceeds the 45-year age threshold.  Based on a review of review 
of the National Register, the California Register, the California Historical Resources Information 
System (CHRIS), and the City of Los Angeles’s inventory of historic properties (SurveyLA) 
Building 1 is not considered a historical resource pursuant to CEQA. In addition, the Project Site 
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is not situated in a designated or previously evaluated historic district.  
 
While the Project would not directly impact historic resources, an indirect impact analysis was 
conducted. Of the 11 historical resources identified nearby, nine of them would have a direct view 
of the Project Site. The closest historic resource is a two-story American Colonial Revival building 
across South Sweetzer Avenue to the east of the Project Site at 6535 West Wilshire Boulevard. 
While the setting of 6535 West Wilshire Boulevard has been altered, 6536 West Wilshire 
Boulevard would still retain its eligibility and would still be visible within the streetscape and urban 
context; therefore, indirect impacts would not be significant. Other resources are far enough away 
from the Project and would therefore not be adversely affected with regard to visibility and 
integrity. Even though construction of the Project would alter the low-rise setting of the Project 
Site, the Project setting has already been substantially altered by large-scale infill construction 
and redevelopment (contemporary multi-story and high-rise, non-historic built resources).  
 
Additionally, the Project is situated at enough of a distance from the historical resources, as 
summarized above, so as not to cause any material impairment or substantial visual impact. After 
Project completion, historical resources in the Project vicinity would retain their existing eligibility 
and visibility within the urban environment. Impacts would be less than significant.  
 
3. Energy Use 

As demonstrated in the Energy Section of the Draft EIR, Section IV.C, the Project would not result 
in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy during construction or operation and consistent with the energy 
conservation policies and plans relevant to the Project, which include the California Title 24 
energy standards, the 2019 CALGreen building code, and the City of Los Angeles Green Building 
Code.  Therefore, Project impacts related to energy use would be less than significant during 
construction and operation.  In addition, based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section IV.C, the 
Project’s impacts would not be cumulatively considerable and cumulative energy use impacts are 
concluded to be less than significant. 

4. Geology and Soils 

As demonstrated in Section IV-D, Geology and Soils, with adherence to applicable regulations 
and any site-specific recommendations set forth in a site-specific geotechnical evaluation, the 
Project would not result in significant impacts related to geological and soil conditions including 
from surface ground rupture, strong seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, and/or unstable soil.  

5. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As detailed in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the Project would 
generate incrementally increased GHG emissions over existing conditions. However, even a very 
large individual project would not generate enough GHG emissions on its own to significantly 
influence global climate change. Moreover, the Project would be consistent with the 2017 Scoping 
Plan, 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, the City’s Green New Deal, and Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
The Project’s consistency with these applicable regulatory plans and policies to reduce GHG 
emissions, along with implementation of transportation related project design features. 
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6. Land Use and Planning 

(A) Consistency with Local Plans and Applicable Policies 

Based on the analysis of Project consistency with applicable goals and policies (detailed in 
Section IV.F, Land Use, of the Draft EIR), including of SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS; the City’s 
General Plan, including the City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element, Conservation 
Element, Plan for Healthy Los Angeles, and Wilshire Community Plan; Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC); and Citywide Design Guidelines, the Project would not conflict with the relevant 
land use policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating a significant environmental 
effect. Approval of the Project’s requested entitlements, including the General Plan Amendment, 
Vesting Zone Change, Height District Change, Site Plan Review and related findings and 
conditions to ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses would bring the Project into 
consistency with the Framework Element, Wilshire Community Plan, and LAMC. 
 
7. Noise 

(A) Construction  

(i) On-site Vibration (Building Damage) 

As detailed in Section IV.G, Noise, of the Draft EIR, construction activities at the Project Site have 
the potential to generate relatively low levels of groundborne vibration from the operation of heavy 
equipment (e.g., backhoe, dozer, excavators, drill rig, loader, scraper, and haul trucks), which 
generates vibrations that propagate through the ground and diminish in intensity with distance 
from the source. As identified in Table IV.G-16 on page IV.G-53 of the Draft EIR, the estimated 
vibration velocity levels from construction equipment would not exceed the significance threshold 
of 0.2 in/sec PPV at vibration-sensitive uses V1 through V4 (multi-family residential and 
commercial buildings) or the significance threshold of 0.5 in/sec peak particle velocity (PPV) at 
V5 (commercial building). Therefore, structural damage vibration impacts from on-site 
construction activities would be less than significant. 
 

(ii) Off-Site Vibration (Building Damage) 

As described above, on-road rubber-tired construction trucks would travel to and from the Project 
Site along the local roadway network. According to the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment, on-road rubber-tired haul trucks traveling on roadways rarely create vibration levels 
that exceed 70 VdB, which would be equivalent to 0.012 in/sec PPV, would not exceed the 
significance thresholds for structural damage of 0.02 in/sec PPV and 0.50 in/sec PPV. Therefore, 
on-road rubber-tired construction trucks would not exceed thresholds of 0.20 in/sec PPV, or 0.50 
in/sec PPV. Therefore, the potential vibration impacts for structural damage due to off-site haul 
trucks would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be required. 
 

(iii)   Off-Site Construction Noise 
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As detailed in Section IV.G, Noise, of the Draft EIR, construction truck trips would occur 
throughout the construction period and would be associated with hauling material and excavated 
soil from the Project Site and delivering building materials, supplies, and concrete to the Project 
Site. As discussed in the Project’s Transportation Assessment (refer to Appendix J of the Draft 
EIR), Project haul trucks (e.g., trucks hauling dirt) would be required to use City-approved haul 
truck routes, which could include Wilshire Boulevard westbound from the Project Site, southbound 
on South La Cienega Boulevard, to the I-10 eastbound or westbound on-ramps. The inbound haul 
route would use the I-10 northbound or southbound off-ramps, northbound on South La Cienega 
Boulevard, and eastbound on Wilshire Boulevard to the Project Site. Another inbound and/or 
outbound haul route would be northbound South San Vicente Boulevard, westbound on North 
Santa Monica Boulevard, and northbound or southbound on the I-405 freeway on-ramps. 
Concrete trucks and worker vehicles would not be subject to the City-approved haul route and 
would come from a variety of locations. As shown in Table IV.G-12 on page IV.G-42 of the Draft 
EIR, the Project’s construction trips by themselves would not increase traffic noise levels 
exceeding thresholds. Therefore, off-site construction traffic noise impacts would be less than 
significant. 

(B) Operations 

(i) On-Site Stationary Noise Sources 

As detailed in Section IV.G, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the on-site composite noise levels would 
include all operational sources including fixed mechanical equipment, outdoor spaces, parking 
facility, loading dock and refuse collection, and emergency generator at each sensitive receptor. 
Given the enclosure of these sources or limited activity of noise level (outdoor spaces), 
operational noise would be below the threshold of five A-weighted decibels (dBA) over ambient 
levels at all off-site sensitive receptors. 

(ii) Off-Site Mobile Noise Sources 

As detailed in Section IV.G, Noise, of the Draft EIR, off-site traffic noise during Existing Plus 
Project Condition and Future (2023) Plus Project Condition would not exceed the significance 
threshold of three dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) increase to or within the 
“normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable” categories or the significance threshold of any 
five dBA CNEL or greater noise increase. Impacts would be less than significant. Composite 
Noise Level Impacts from Project Operations 

As set forth in Draft EIR Section IV.I, Noise, pages IV.I-46 through IV.I-47 and the Table contained 
therein, potential noise impacts from the combination of noise sources (e.g., mechanical 
equipment, outdoor areas, parking facilities, loading dock and trash compactor, and off-site traffic) 
at analyzed sensitive receptor locations would not result in the exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.   

(iii) On-Site and Off-Site Vibration 

As detailed in Section IV.G, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the Project’s day-to-day operations would 
include typical commercial-grade stationary mechanical and electrical equipment, such as air 
handling units, condenser units, and exhaust fans, which would produce vibration at low levels 
that would not cause structural damage or human annoyance impacts to the Project buildings or 
on-site occupants and would not cause vibration impacts to the off-site environment. In addition, 
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the primary sources of transient vibration would include passenger vehicle circulation within the 
proposed parking area. According to America Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE), pumps or compressor would generate groundborne vibration 
levels of 0.5 in/sec PPV at one foot.  It is anticipated that Project mechanical equipment, including 
air handling units, condenser units, and exhaust fans, would be located on building rooftops. 
Therefore, groundborne vibration from the operation of such mechanical equipment would not 
impact any of the off-site sensitive receptors. Therefore, structural damage and human 
annoyance vibration impacts from the Project operation would be less than significant. 
 
8. Public Services 

Consistent with City of Hayward v. Trustees of California State University (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 
833, significant impacts under CEQA consist of adverse changes in any of the physical conditions 
within the area of a project, and potential impacts on public safety services are not an 
environmental impact that CEQA requires a project applicant to mitigate: “[T]he obligation to 
provide adequate fire and emergency medical services is the responsibility of the city.  (Cal. 
Const., art.  XIII, § 35, subd. (a)(2) [“The protection of the public safety is the first responsibility 
of local government and local officials have an obligation to give priority to the provision of 
adequate public safety services.”]).  The need for additional fire protection services is not an 
environmental impact that CEQA requires a project proponent to mitigate.”  Although that case 
specifically addressed fire services, its holding also applies to other public services.  

(A) Public Services – Fire Protection 

As detailed in Section IV.H.1, Public Services – Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR, Project 
construction activities could potentially affect emergency response times and emergency access 
to the Project Site and the vicinity due to Project construction traffic and temporary street closures.  
The Project would be required to implement Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-2, a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan, to minimize disruptions to traffic flow and maintain emergency vehicle 
access to the Project Site and neighboring land uses. Additionally, as part of Project Design 
Feature TRAF-PDF-3, Construction Worker Parking Plan, alternate parking location(s) and the 
method of transportation to and from the Project Site would be identified to reduce parking on or 
near the Project Site and emergency access to the Project Site would be maintained throughout 
construction. As the Project is anticipated to maintain emergency access during construction, 
which is temporary in nature, and emergency vehicles have options for avoiding traffic, Project 
construction would not result in substantial adverse impacts to emergency response times and 
emergency access, which would consequently not affect service ratios, response times, other 
performance objectives for fire protection. As detailed in Section IV.H.1, Public Services – Fire 
Protection, of the Draft EIR, the Project would increase intensity of the Project Site and increase 
the Project’s Site’s demand for fire protection services compared to existing conditions. The 
Project would comply with the applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administrations 
(OSHA), Building Code, Fire Code, other Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), and LAFD 
requirements. The Project would comply with Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD)’s preliminary 
recommendations contained in correspondence provided in Appendix I-1 of this Draft EIR. 
Additionally, both Fire Station 61, the first-due fire station to respond to an emergency on the 
Project Site, and Fire Station 58, which would provide back-up response to the Project Site, do 
not meet either distance standards for an Engine Company or Truck Company; therefore, the 
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installation of automatic fire sprinklers would be required. Compliance with applicable regulatory 
requirements and recommendations, including LAFD’s fire/life safety and LAFD’s fire/life safety 
inspection for new construction projects, would ensure that adequate fire prevention features 
would be provided that would reduce the demand on LAFD facilities and equipment without 
creating the need for new or expanded fire facilities.   
 

(i) Fire Protection – Project Design Features 

The City finds that Project Design Features TRAF-PDF-2 and TRAF-PDF-3, incorporated into the 
Project, reduces the potential fire protection impacts of the Project.  The Project Design Features 
were considered in the analysis of potential impacts. 

(B) Public Services – Police Protection 

As detailed in Section IV.H.2, Public Services – Police Protection, of the Draft EIR, equipment, 
building materials, vehicles, and temporary offices, would be temporarily located on the Project 
Site, which could be subject to theft or vandalism during construction or operation. Therefore, 
when not properly secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement 
from more pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand 
for police protection services. During construction, fencing and other security features, such as 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and security guards (as necessary), would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, thereby reducing the potential need for Los Angeles Police Department 
(LAPD) services (Project Design Feature POL-PDF-1). 

As detailed in Section IV.H.2, Public Services – Police Protection, of the Draft EIR, the Project 
would only contribute to increasing the number of non-resident site populations (visitors and 
employees). These non-resident site populations would increase the demand for police protection 
from LAPD. The Project Site is served by the Wilshire Community Police Station, which has 
approximately 267 sworn personnel. This station currently serves a population of approximately 
249,200 people and reported 6,367 total crimes in 2019. This represents an officer-to-population 
ratio of approximately 1:933 and an annual crime rate of 0.026 crimes per capita. The Project 
does not propose any residential uses and would therefore not directly generate any new 
residential population in the Wilshire Community Area. With the addition of the Project, the 
Wilshire Community Area would continue to serve a population of 249,200 residents with 267 
officers; thus, maintaining the officer to resident population ratio of 1:933. The Project’s 
operational demand for police protection services would be offset as the result of the security 
services, which would help patrol the Project Site and surrounding area; and the proposed 
security features set forth in Project Design Feature POL-PDF-2. As provided in Project Design 
Feature POL-PDF-2, the Project would control access to the parking structure and entry areas 
into the building would be well illuminated. Implementation of these security features would help 
reduce the potential for on-site crimes, including loitering, theft, and burglaries, and would reduce 
demand for LAPD services. 

(i) Police Protection – Project Design Features 

The City finds that Project Design Features POL-PDF-1 and POL-PDF-2, incorporated into the 
Project, reduces the potential police protection impacts of the Project.  The Project Design 
Features were considered in the analysis of potential impacts. 
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9. Transportation 

(A) Program, Plans, Ordinance or Policy 

As detailed in Section IV.I, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not conflict with a 
program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including Mobility Plan 
2035, the LAMC, Wilshire Community Plan, Vision Zero, Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) Manual of Policies and Procedures, Citywide Design Guidelines, Mobility 
and Hubs Reader’s Guide. In particular, the Project would implement various Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) strategies to encourage reduced single-occupancy vehicle trips and 
support ways to reduce vehicle miles travelled (VMT) per capita (refer to Project Design Feature 
TRAF-PDF-1). The Project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  
 
The City finds that Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-1, incorporated into this Project, reduces 
the potential transportation impacts of the Project. The Project Design Features were considered 
in the analysis of potential impacts. 

(B) Consistency with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b) 

As detailed in Section IV.I, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would generate 7.5 work 
VMT per employee, which is below the threshold of significance for the Central APC of 7.6 work 
VMT per employee. The VMT Calculator outputs and additional details regarding the analysis are 
provided in Appendix J-1 of this Draft EIR. The Project is exempt from evaluation of the retail 
VMT, because the retail component is less than 50,000 square feet and considered local-serving. 
Thus, no further analysis is necessary. The Project would generate VMT below the work VMT per 
employee significance threshold. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant 

10. Tribal Cultural Resources 

The California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) South Central Coastal 
Information Center (SCCIC) records search results indicate that no archaeological resources 
have been recorded within the Project Site or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. In 
addition, the results of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) search conducted by the California Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) indicate that Native American cultural resources are not 
known to be located within the Project Site. Furthermore, no tribal cultural resources have been 
identified as a result of the research conducted for the Project. While no tribal cultural resources 
are anticipated to be affected by the Project, in the unlikely event that tribal cultural resources are 
inadvertently encountered during Project construction, the Project Applicant would be required to 
comply with the City’s standard Condition of Approval for the treatment of inadvertent tribal 
cultural resource discoveries. This City’s standard Condition requires the immediate halt of 
construction activities in the vicinity of the discovery, coordination with appropriate Native 
American tribes and the City, and development and implementation of appropriate actions for 
treating the discovery. As such, the Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, as defined in PRC Section 21074. Therefore, impacts to 
unknown tribal cultural resources would be less than significant. 

VII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT AFTER 
MITIGATION 
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The EIR determined that the Project has potentially significant environmental impacts in the areas 
discussed below. The EIR 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, the Project would not have any significant 
environmental impacts in these areas, as long as all identified feasible mitigation measures are 
incorporated into the Project. The City again ratifies, adopts, and incorporates the full analysis, 
explanation, findings, responses to comments, and conclusions of the EIR. Pursuant to PRC 
Section 21081, the City finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 
into, the Project which mitigate or avoid each of the following significant effects on the 
environment. 

1. Air Quality  

AQ-3 (construction – localized emissions): Would the project expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations?  
 
 (A) Impact Summary 

The localized construction air quality analysis was conducted using the methodology prescribed 
in SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology including using the screening 
criteria to determine localized construction emissions thresholds for the Project. The Project’s 
maximum localized construction emissions would be below the localized screening thresholds for 
all analyzed criteria pollutants except fine particulate matter (PM2.5). As the Project’s maximum 
localized construction emissions would exceed the localized thresholds for PM2.5, construction 
emissions impacts to sensitive receptors would be potentially significant. 
 

(B) Project Design Features 

No specific project design features are proposed with regard to air quality. 

(C) Mitigation Measures 

Without mitigation, construction impacts could result in significant impacts related to localized 
construction emissions of PM2.5. The following mitigation measure would reduce these impact(s) 
to a less than significant level.  
 

• AIR-MM-1: The Applicant will implement the following construction equipment features for 
equipment operating at the Project Site. These features will be included in applicable bid 
documents, and successful contractor(s) must demonstrate the ability to supply such 
equipment. Construction features will include the following: 

• For off-road diesel-powered construction equipment rated greater than 
50 horsepower: the equipment shall meet or exceed the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) and United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
Tier 4 off-road emissions standards or greater during Project construction or shall 
be fitted with an emissions control device that achieves diesel emissions 
reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by an EPA Tier 4 Final 
engine. 
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• The Project Applicant shall implement the use of alternatively fueled equipment to 
the extent feasible for equipment greater than 50 horsepower. Equipment less than 
50 horsepower shall be electric plug-in, solar-powered, or alternative fueled (i.e., 
non-diesel). Pole power shall be made available for use of electric tools, 
equipment, lighting, etc. These requirements shall be included in applicable bid 
documents and successful contractor(s) must demonstrate the ability to supply 
such equipment. 
 

• Alternative-fueled generators will be used when commercial models that have the 
power supply requirements to meet the construction needs of the Project are 
commercially available from local suppliers/vendors, and on-site electrical power is 
not available. The determination of the commercial availability of such equipment will 
be made by the City prior to the issuance of grading or building permits based on 
Applicant-provided evidence of the availability or unavailability of alternative-fueled 
generators and/or evidence obtained by the City from expert sources such as 
construction contractors in the region. 

 
• 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. 
Equipment shall be properly serviced and maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s recommendations. Construction contractors shall also ensure that 
all nonessential idling of construction equipment is restricted to five minutes or 
less in compliance with California Air Resources Board’s Rule 2449. 

(D) Finding 

Pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects 
on the environment as identified in the EIR. 
 

(E) Rationale for Finding  

Pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been 
required in or incorporated into the Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects 
on the environment as identified in the EIR. Prior to mitigation, PM2.5 levels would be above 
identified SCAQMD thresholds. After mitigation, these levels would be reduced to below threshold 
levels.  
 

(F) Reference  

EIR Section IV.A, Air Quality, pages IV.A-56 – IV.A-57, IV.A-62 – IV.A-64 
 
2. Cultural Resources – Archeological Resources 

CUL-2: Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 
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(A) Impact Summary 
 
While no known archaeological resources have been identified within or immediately adjacent to 
the Project Site, this does not preclude the possibility that subsurface archaeological deposits 
underlie the Project Site. The history of development of the Project Site indicates that subsurface 
archaeological materials related to early development may remain beneath the existing buildings 
and parking lot. Moreover, the Project Site is located in the immediate vicinity of several historical-
period thoroughfares and transportation corridors, both during the historic and prehistoric periods. 
Additionally, a former tributary that once crossed the Project Site likely attracted prehistoric and 
historic period inhabitants to the area. The alluvial deposition associated with the tributary has the 
potential for burying and preserving archaeological sites.  
 
Given the potential for archaeological resources to be preserved under the current foundations 
for the buildings and the surface parking lots, the Project Site is considered to have a moderate 
sensitivity for buried archaeological resources. Therefore, the Project has the potential to cause 
a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that qualifies as a 
historical resource or unique archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5, which may result in potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources. 
 

(B) Project Design Features 

No specific project design features are proposed with regard to cultural resources. 
 

(C) Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures would reduce potentially significant impacts on archaeological 
resources: 

• CUL-MM-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 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 the Project. The frequency of monitoring shall 
be based on the rate of excavation and grading activities, the materials being excavated 
(younger sediments vs. older sediments), the depth of excavation, and, if found, the 
abundance and type of archaeological resources encountered. Monitoring may be reduced to 
part-time inspections, or ceased entirely, if determined adequate by the qualified 
Archaeologist. At a minimum, the need for monitoring will be reassessed at depths of 
excavation greater than five feet below surface. Prior to commencement of excavation 
activities, an Archaeological Sensitivity Training shall be given for construction personnel. The 
training session, to 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 if such resources are encountered. 

 

• CUL-MM-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, 
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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 archaeological resource” pursuant to PRC 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 PRC 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. 

 

• CUL-MM-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 for each resource 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 Applicant to the City of Los Angeles, the South Central Coastal 
Information Center, and representatives of other appropriate or concerned agencies to signify 
the satisfactory completion of the Project and required mitigation measures. 

 
(D)   Finding 

Pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects 
on the environment as identified in the EIR. 
 

(E) Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-1 requires that a qualified archaeologist is retained to conduct 
archaeological sensitivity trainings and to oversee all construction excavations. Mitigation 
Measure CUL-MM-2 requires that if historic or prehistoric archaeological resources are found, 
ground-disturbing activities should be halted, a buffer established, and additional measures taken 
to ensure evaluation and treatment, as necessary. Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-3 requires 
preparation of a California Department of Parks and Recreation Site Forms for each resource at 
the conclusion of archaeological monitoring. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-1 
through CUL-MM-3 would ensure that potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources 
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are reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
 

(F) Reference 

EIR Section IV.B, Cultural Resources, pages IV.B-35 – IV.B-37 
 
3. Geology and Soils – Paleontological Resources 

GEO-6: Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic feature? 
 

(A) Impact Summary 

Background research was conducted for the Project Site. Although the records search resulted in 
no known localities within the Project Site, two fossil localities from older Quaternary deposits 
(LACM 7669 and 7670) are located within very close proximity to the Project Site and have yielded 
fossil specimens of ground sloth, elephantoid, and bison at unspecified depths. Additionally, other 
fossil localities (LACM 1238, 3176, 3329, 7671 and 7672) located approximately 0.30 to 0.65 
miles from the Project Site have also produced fossils specimens of mastodon, deer, elephantoid 
and horse at unspecified depths and depths from 13 to 30 feet below surface. Construction 
activities for the Project would include excavation of 30 feet below ground surface to the bedrock 
and 10 additional feet into the bedrock. As a result, Project construction would have the potential 
to directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource not identified in the analysis 
conducted for the Project Site and, as such, could result in a potentially significant impact and 
mitigation measures are required. 
 

(B) Project Design Features 

No specific project design features are proposed with regard to geology and soils. 

(C) Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are proposed to address the potential significant impacts on 
paleontological resources that could occur during Project construction:  

• GEO-MM-1: A qualified paleontologist meeting the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
(SVP) Standards (Qualified Paleontologist) shall be retained prior to the approval of grading 
permits. The Qualified Paleontologist shall provide technical and compliance oversight of all 
work as it relates to paleontological resources, shall attend the Project kick-off meeting and 
Project progress meetings on a regular basis, and shall report to the Project Site in the event 
potential paleontological resources are encountered. 
• GEO-MM-2: The Qualified Paleontologist shall conduct construction worker 
paleontological resources sensitivity training at the Project kick-off meeting prior to the start 
of ground disturbing activities (including vegetation removal, pavement removal, etc.). In the 
event construction crews are phased, additional training shall be conducted for new 
construction personnel. The training session shall focus on the recognition of the types of 
paleontological resources that could be encountered within the Project Site and the 
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procedures to be followed if they are found. Documentation shall be retained by the Qualified 
Paleontologist demonstrating that the appropriate construction personnel attended the 
training. 
• GEO-MM-3: Paleontological resources monitoring shall be performed by a qualified 
paleontological monitor (meeting the standards of the SVP 2010) under the direction of the 
Qualified Paleontologist. Paleontological resources monitoring shall be conducted for all 
ground disturbing activities in previously undisturbed sediments which have high sensitivity 
for encountering paleontological resources. Depending on the conditions encountered, full-
time monitoring can be reduced to part-time inspections or ceased entirely if determined 
adequate by the Qualified Paleontologist. The Qualified Paleontologist shall spot check the 
excavation on an intermittent basis and recommend whether the depth of required monitoring 
needs to be revised based on his/her observations. Monitors shall have the authority to 
temporarily halt or divert work away from exposed fossils or potential fossils. Monitors shall 
prepare daily logs detailing the types of activities and soils observed and any discoveries. 

 
If construction or other Project personnel discover any potential fossils during construction, 
regardless of the depth of work or location, work at the discovery location shall cease in a 50-
foot radius of the discovery until the Qualified Paleontologist has assessed the discovery, 
conferred with the City, and made recommendations as to the appropriate treatment. Any 
significant fossils collected during Project-related excavations shall be prepared to the point 
of identification and curated into an accredited repository with retrievable storage, such as the 
Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County. The Qualified Paleontologist shall prepare a 
final monitoring and mitigation report for submittal to the City in order to document the results 
of the monitoring effort and any discoveries. If there are significant discoveries, fossil locality 
information and final disposition shall be included with the final report, which shall be 
submitted to the appropriate repository and the City. 

(D)   Finding 

Pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects 
on the environment as identified in the EIR. 
 

(E)   Rationale for Finding 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-MM-1 through GEO-MM-3 would require retention 
of a qualified paleontologist meeting the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) Standards in 
order to provide technical and compliance oversight, construction worker paleontological 
resources sensitivity training, and paleontological resources monitoring. Impacts related to 
paleontological resources during Project construction would be reduced to less than significant 
with implementation of the above mitigation measures. 
 

(F)   Reference 

EIR Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, pages IV.D-29 – IV.D-31 
 
VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT EVEN AFTER 

MITIGATION 
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The Final EIR determined that the environmental impacts set forth below are significant and 
unavoidable. In order to approve the Project with significant unmitigated impacts, the City is 
required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which is set forth in Section XIII 
below. No additional environmental impacts other than those identified below will have a 
significant effect or result in a substantial or potentially substantial adverse effect on the 
environment as a result of the construction or operation of the Project. The City finds and 
determines that: 

a. All significant environmental impacts that can be feasibly avoided have been eliminated, 
or substantially lessened through implementation of the project design features and/or 
mitigation measures; and 

b. Based on the Final 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 the project, all remaining unavoidable significant impacts, as set forth in these 
findings, are overridden by the benefits of the project as described in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations for the construction and operation of the project and 
implementing actions. 

1. Noise 

(A) Impact Summary 

(i) Project-Level On-Site Construction Noise 

Noise impacts from Project construction activities would be a function of the noise generated by 
construction equipment, the location of the equipment, the timing and duration of the noise-
generating construction activities, and the relative distance to noise-sensitive receptors. 
Construction activities of the Project would generally include site demolition, site preparation, 
grading/excavation, drainage/utilities/trenching, building construction, foundation concrete 
pouring, architectural coating, and paving. To present a conservative impact analysis, the 
estimated noise levels were calculated with all pieces of construction equipment assumed to 
operate simultaneously and located at construction areas nearest to the affected receptors. In 
addition, the analysis accounts for overlapping construction phases that would occur on the 
Project Site. The estimated noise levels due to overlapping construction activities would exceed 
the significance threshold at receptors, and, therefore, construction noise impacts would be 
potentially significant. 

(ii) Cumulative On-Site and Off-Site Construction Noise 

Noise from on-site construction activities are localized and would normally affect the areas within 
500 feet of the individual construction sites. Of these projects, only the 6401-6419 Wilshire 
Boulevard and the Metro Purple Line Extension related projects could contribute to cumulative 
noise effects because they could impact common noise receptors within 500 feet of the proposed 
Project and the related projects. However, the 6401-6419 Wilshire Boulevard related project is in 
the latter half of its construction phase (vertical building construction) and, thus, would likely be 
completed or substantially completed by the time the Project would begin if the Project were 
approved. The Metro Purple Line Extension related project is expected to be completed in 2023. 
Thus, given that the nearby noise-sensitive receptor locations are located within 500 feet of the 
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Metro Purple Line Extension and that the Metro Purple Line Extension related project would still 
be under construction if the proposed Project were to be approved and begin construction, 
cumulative noise impacts may occur from simultaneous on-site construction. Therefore, the 
Project’s contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts on sensitive receptors would be 
cumulatively considerable and would represent a significant cumulative impact. 

The Project would result in less than significant off-site construction noise impacts. However, if 
construction of related projects would overlap with Project construction and construction trucks 
would utilize the same roadway network as the Project, cumulative off-site construction noise level 
increases could occur in the Project area. The 6401-6419 Wilshire Boulevard related project is in 
the latter half of its construction phase (vertical building construction) and, thus, would likely be 
completed or substantially completed by the time the proposed Project would begin construction 
if the proposed Project were approved. Thus, it would be unlikely to generate substantial 
construction truck trips at the same time as the proposed Project. The Metro Purple Line 
Extension Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report determined that 
adverse construction noise effects would remain after mitigation, inclusive of construction traffic 
mitigation.  Further, the expected haul route could overlap with the proposed Project along 
Wilshire Boulevard, San Vicente Boulevard, or La Cienega Boulevard during construction of the 
Wilshire/La Cienega Station. Thus, cumulative noise impacts may occur from simultaneous 
construction truck activities. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to construction noise would be 
cumulatively considerable and would represent a significant cumulative impact along common 
travel routes. 

(iii) Project-Level Off-Site Construction Vibration (Human Annoyance) 

With respect to human annoyance, the significance criteria for human annoyance is 72 decibel 
notation (VdB) for sensitive uses, including residential uses, assuming a minimum of 70 vibration 
events occurring during a typical construction day. As analyzed in the Draft EIR, the estimated 
vibration levels due to construction equipment would exceed the vibration significance threshold 
for human annoyance at vibration-sensitive receptors V1 through V3 (multi-family residential 
buildings). Therefore, the on-site vibration impacts pursuant to the significance criteria for human 
annoyance during construction of the Project would be potentially significant. 
 

(B) Project Design Features 

No specific project design features are proposed with regard to noise. 

(C) Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1: The Project shall provide temporary ground-level 
construction noise barriers, with a minimum height of eight feet and up to 
a height of 15 feet along the alleyway along the northeast property line, 
equipped with noise blankets or equivalent noise reduction materials 
rated to achieve sound level reductions of at least 10 dBA between the 
Project Site and ground-level sensitive receptor locations. These 
temporary noise barriers shall be used to block the line-of-sight between 
the construction equipment and the noise-sensitive receptor(s) during the 
duration of construction activities. Prior to obtaining any permits, 
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documentation prepared by a noise consultant verifying compliance with 
this measure shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-2: Noise- and vibration-generating construction 
equipment whose specific location on the Project Site may be flexible 
(e.g., compressors and generators) shall be located away from the 
nearest off-site sensitive land uses (at least 100 feet away), or natural 
and/or manmade barriers (e.g., intervening construction trailers) shall be 
used to screen propagation of noise from such equipment towards these 
land uses.  

Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-3: The Project contractor shall use power construction 
equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. 
Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling 
apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers when in use that shall achieve 
a sound level reduction of at least 10 dBA between the Project Site and 
ground-level sensitive receptor locations.  

Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-4: A construction liaison shall be provided to inform the 
nearby receptors when peak noise and vibration activities are scheduled 
to occur. Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the 
Project Site, notification shall be provided to properties identified as 
sensitive receptors that discloses the construction schedule, including 
the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

(D) Finding 

(i) Project-Level On-Site Construction Noise 

Pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
effects on the environment as identified in the EIR. However, these effects have not been reduced 
to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Thus, pursuant to PRC, Section 21081(a)(3), based on the evidence described below in Section 
XII, 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 EIR. 
 

(ii) Cumulative On-Site and Off-Site Construction Noise 

Pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
effects on the environment as identified in the EIR. . However, these effects have not been 
reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Thus, pursuant to PRC, Section 21081(a)(3), based on the evidence described below in Section 
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XII, 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 EIR. 
 

(iii) Project-Level Off-Site Vibration (Human Annoyance) 

Pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(1), the City finds that changes, 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. . However, these effects have not been reduced to a less-than-
significant level.  
 
Thus, pursuant to PRC, Section 21081(a)(3), based on the evidence described below in Section 
XII, 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 EIR. 
 

(E) Rationale for Finding 

(i) Project-Level On-Site Construction Noise 

Implementation of the Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through NOI-MM-4 would reduce the 
Project’s on-site construction noise impacts at the off-site noise sensitive receptors, to the extent 
technically feasible. However, with implementation of technically feasible mitigation, construction 
noise impacts at noise-sensitive receptors would still exceed the significance threshold at noise 
receptors L1, L2, L3, L4, and L7. Therefore, construction noise impacts associated with on-site 
noise sources would remain temporarily significant and unavoidable. While construction noise 
impacts would be temporarily significant and unavoidable, construction noise levels fluctuate 
throughout a given workday as construction equipment move from one location to another within 
a project site. When construction equipment would be in use further away from a sensitive 
receptor location, construction noise levels would be lower than the calculated values provided 
herein, which assumes construction equipment would be in use nearest to a sensitive receptor 
location.  

(ii) Cumulative On-Site and Off-Site Construction Noise 
 

Implementation of the Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through NOI-MM-4 would reduce the 
Project’s on-site construction noise impacts at the off-site noise sensitive receptors at the 
cumulative level, to the extent technically feasible. However, with implementation of technically 
feasible mitigation, construction noise impacts at noise-sensitive receptors would still exceed the 
significance threshold at noise receptors L1, L2, L3, L4, and L7. Therefore, construction noise 
impacts associated with on-site noise sources would remain temporarily significant and 
unavoidable at the cumulative level. While construction noise impacts would be temporarily 
significant and unavoidable, construction noise levels fluctuate throughout a given workday as 
construction equipment move from one location to another within a project site. When construction 
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equipment would be in use further away from a sensitive receptor location, construction noise 
levels would be lower than the calculated values provided herein, which assumes construction 
equipment would be in use nearest to a sensitive receptor location.  
 
The Project would result in less than significant off-site construction noise impacts. However, the 
Metro Purple Line Extension related project was determined to result in significant and 
unavoidable noise impacts after implementation of mitigation, inclusive of construction traffic 
mitigation. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to cumulative off-site construction noise would be 
cumulatively considerable and would represent a significant and unavoidable impact. 
 

(iii) Project-Level Off-Site Vibration (Human Annoyance) 

Vibration impacts regarding human annoyance at the nearby noise sensitive receptors would 
exceed the significance threshold (72 VdB at residential uses). Potential mitigation measures to 
reduce vibration impacts from on-site construction activities with respect to human annoyance 
include the installation of a wave barrier, which is typically a trench or a thin wall made of sheet 
piles installed in the ground (essentially a subterranean sound barrier to reduce noise). However, 
wave barriers must be very deep and long to be effective and are not considered feasible for 
temporary applications, such as the Project construction.  Per the Caltrans Transportation and 
Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, the wave barrier would need to be at least two-thirds of 
the seismic wavelength and the length of the barrier must be at least one wavelength (typical 
wavelength can be up to 500 feet). In addition, constructing a wave barrier to reduce the Project’s 
construction-related vibration impacts would, in and of itself, generate groundborne vibration from 
the excavation equipment. Furthermore, it would not be feasible to construct the proposed Project 
by reducing the types and number of equipment analyzed herein without impacting the ability to 
build the proposed Project within a reasonable schedule and the ability to safely and adequately 
construct the proposed Project buildings and facilities without access to the full range of the 
needed equipment. Thus, there are no feasible mitigation measures that could be implemented 
to reduce the temporary vibration impacts from on-site construction associated with human 
annoyance at the vibration-sensitive receptors V1 though V5. Therefore, Project-level vibration 
impacts from on-site construction activities with respect to human annoyance would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

(F) Reference 

EIR Section IV.G, Noise, pages IV.G-36 – IV.G-40, IV.G-49 – IV.G-51, IV.G-54 - IV.G-57, and 
IV.G-58 – IV.G-59, and IV.G-63.  
 
IX. 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. 
Therefore, the alternatives analysis included in the Draft EIR identified a reasonable range of four 



VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 74865                                                            Page 46 
 
 
alternatives to the Project, focused on avoiding or substantially reducing the project’s significant 
impacts. The alternatives analyzed are as follows:  

• Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative 

• Alternative 2: Development under Existing Zoning Alternative 

• Alternative 3: Reduced Square Footage Alternative 

• Alternative 4: Residential Mixed-Use Alternative 

1. Summary of Findings 

Based upon the following analysis, the City finds, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15096(g)(2), that no feasible alternative or mitigation measure will substantially lessen any 
significant effect of the project, reduce the significant unavoidable impacts of the project to a level 
that is less than significant, or avoid any significant effect the project would have on the 
environment. 
 
2. Project Objectives 

The underlying purpose of the Project is to redevelop the Project Site, which contains low-rise 
commercial buildings, with a mixed-use development that provides medical office and retail-
commercial uses. As set forth in the CEQA Guidelines, the Project’s base and fundamental 
objectives are: 

1) Encourage economic growth in the community through the creation of construction 
jobs and full-time, on-site jobs. 
 

2) Redevelop the Project Site with a mixed-use project that primarily provides a medical 
office facility that would be compatible with surrounding medical facilities to serve the 
local community and regional area near a key regional medical center. 
 

3) Incorporate sustainable and green building design and construction that exceed 
building code and Title 24 requirements in areas related to landscape design (green 
roofs/balconies) to incorporate ecofriendly building materials, systems and features, 
solar efficiency (solar ready roofs), efficient and low flow water management non-VOC 
paints and adhesives, high performance building envelope and energy efficient 
building systems. 
 

4) Develop the site with a well-designed commercial and medical office project within a 
transit priority area which would maximize the benefit of nearby Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) bus lines, an Antelope Valley Transit 
Authority (AVTA) bus route, and the future Wilshire Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard 
Metro D (Purple) Line Station (expected to open in 2023) and, thus, would support 
smart growth with the intent of reducing air quality emissions and VMT generation. 
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5) Construct a medical office building at an intensity consistent with the zoning for 
commercial buildings on Wilshire Boulevard which include similar mid-rise office 
buildings in proximity of transit and along corridors. 
 

6) Enhance the urban built environment by fostering pedestrian activity through ground 
level restaurant or retail uses, street trees and landscaping, and signage and lighting 
compatible with the surrounding area. 

3. Project Alternatives Analyzed 

(A) Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the No Project/No Build Alternative (Alternative 1) for 
a development project on an identifiable property consists of the circumstance under which the 
project does not proceed. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) states that, “in certain 
instances, Alternative 1 means ‘no build’ wherein the existing environmental setting is 
maintained.” Accordingly, for purposes of this analysis, Alternative 1 assumes that no new 
development would occur within the Project Site. The vacant educational building on the Project 
Site is assumed to continue to be vacant under this scenario and the Big 5 Sporting Goods store 
located on the Project Site would continue to operate as under existing conditions. 

(i) Impact Summary 

Alternative 1 assumes that no new development would occur on the Project Site. Alternative 1 
would not result in any impacts for all environmental topics. Alternative 1 would not involve any 
construction activities and, therefore, it would have no construction noise impacts, no construction 
vibration impacts related to the threshold for human annoyance, and no cumulative construction 
noise impacts from on-site and off-site noise sources. Accordingly, Alternative 1 would eliminate 
the corresponding significant and unavoidable noise and vibration impacts of the Project.   
 

(ii) Finding 

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. 
 

(iii) Rationale for Findings 

Alternative 1 assumes that no new development would occur on the Project Site and would 
therefore avoid the Project’s significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. Alternative 1 
would also avoid all of the less than significant and less than significant impacts with mitigation 
measures, since no changes would occur to the existing site. The on-site uses would continue to 
operate similar to existing conditions. As Alternative 1 would not include a development program, 
it would not contribute to growth and development within the Wilshire Community Plan area, and, 
therefore, it would not meet the Project’s underlying purpose, or achieve any of the Project 
objectives. 
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(iv) Reference 

EIR Chapter V, Alternatives, pages V-9 - V-14 
 

(B) Alternative 2 – Zoning Compliant Alternative 

With Development under the Existing Zoning Alternative (Alternative 2), the Project Site would be 
developed in accordance with the existing C1-1VL-O (Limited Commercial, Height District 1VL, 
Oil Drilling District) zoning. The C1 Zone generally permits commercial and retail uses. Similar to 
the Project, this alternative would include medical office uses and commercial uses. Alternative 2 
would develop a total of 48,435 square feet of floor area on the Project Site compared to the 
Project’s proposed 145,305 square feet, for a 67 percent reduction in floor area. Consistent with 
the 1VL Height District, the proposed building under Alternative 2 would be three stories (45 feet 
in height), a reduction from the 12 stories (218 feet in height) as proposed under the Project.  
 
As with the Project, Alternative 2 would require the demolition of the existing vacant educational 
building, the Big 5 Sporting Goods store, and associated paved surface parking areas. With 
reduced density and square footage, the overall length and intensity of construction would be less 
than that of the Project. However, construction of Alternative 2 would require more excavation as 
subterranean parking would be required to accommodate a portion of the vehicle parking spaces 
provided under this alternative, and the existing subterranean groundwater channel must be 
relocated. 
 

(i) Impact Summary 

Alternative 2 would result in a 67 percent reduction in floor area, but would require more 
excavation as subterranean parking would be required to accommodate a portion of the vehicle 
parking spaces provided under this alternative. Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts as 
compared to the Project with regard to consistency with air quality management plans, historical 
resources, conflicting with plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency, liquefaction, unstable 
geologic units, expansive soils, and transportation. Alternative 2 would also result in greater 
impacts as it relates to archaeological resources, paleontological resources, and tribal cultural 
resources. All other impacts would be less under Alternative 2 as compared to the impacts of the 
Project.  

(ii) Finding 

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. 
 

(iii) Rationale for Finding 

While Alternative 2 would provide similar uses as the Project, it would provide these uses within 
a reduced building size. As such, it would not meet three of the six objectives. While Alternative 
2 would not eliminate the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts to noise and vibration, 
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impacts to construction noise and vibration would be reduced because the length and intensity of 
development would be reduced under Alternative 2. In addition, Alternative 2 would result in 
greater impacts as it relates to archaeological resources, paleontological resources, and tribal 
cultural resources.  

(iv) Reference

EIR Chapter V, Alternatives, pages V-15 - V-34. 

(C) Alternative 3: Reduced Square Footage Alternative

Under the Reduced Square Footage Alternative (Alternative 3), the Project would see a 25 
percent reduction in density and square feet. With this reduction, Alternative 3 would include 
105,229 square feet of medical office uses and 3,750 square feet of ground floor retail-commercial 
uses (750 square feet of retail and 3,000 square feet of restaurant uses), for a total of 108,979 
square feet compared to the Project’s proposed 145,305 square feet.  

As with the Project, Alternative 3 would require the demolition of the existing vacant educational 
building, the Big 5 Sporting Goods store, and associated paved surface parking areas. With 
reduced density and square footage, the overall length and intensity of construction would be less 
than that of the Project. 

(i) Impact Summary

Alternative 3 would see a 25 percent reduction in density and square feet. Alternative 3 would 
result in similar impacts as compared to the Project with regard to consistency with air quality 
management plans, historical resources, archaeological resources, conflicting with plans for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency, liquefaction, unstable geologic units, expansive soils, 
paleontological resources, transportation, and tribal cultural resources. All other impacts would 
be less under Alternative 3 as compared to the impacts of the Project.  

(ii) Finding

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. 

(iii) Rationale for Findings

While Alternative 3 would provide similar uses as the Project, it would provide these uses within 
a reduced building size. As such, it would only partially meet three of the six objectives. While 
Alternative 3 would not eliminate the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts to noise 
and vibration, impacts to construction noise and vibration would be reduced because the 
length and intensity of development would be reduced under Alternative 3. 
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(iv) Reference

Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. 

(D) Alternative 4:  Residential Mixed Use Alternative

The Residential Mixed-Use Alternative (Alternative 4) is an alternative use scheme that would 
include a building with a mix of commercial and residential uses. No medical office uses would be 
included under this alternative. Similar to the Project, Alternative 4 would include 5,000 square 
feet of ground-floor commercial retail and restaurant uses (1,000 square feet of retail and 4,000 
square feet of restaurant uses). In addition, up to 80 residential dwelling units, encompassing 
140,305 square feet, would be developed. Similar to the Project, the proposed building under this 
alternative would total 145,305 square feet for a total FAR of 4.5:1. The proposed building under 
Alternative 4 would have a similar number of stories and slightly reduced height as proposed 
under the Project (i.e., 12 stories and 191 feet in height).  

As with the Project, Alternative 4 would require the demolition of the existing vacant educational 
building, the Big 5 Sporting Goods store, and associated paved surface parking areas. However, 
as the density and square footage proposed under this alternative would be similar to that of the 
Project, the overall length and intensity of construction would be similar to the Project. 

(i) Impact Summary

Alternative 4 would include a similar sized building, but with a mix of commercial and residential 
uses. No medical office uses would be proposed. Alternative 4 would result in less impacts as 
compared to the Project with regard to cumulative increase in criteria pollutants during operation, 
localized emissions, carbon monoxide hotspots, efficient energy consumption, GHG emissions, 
and consistency with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3. Alternative 4 would also result in greater 
impacts as it relates to police protection. All other impacts would be similar under Alternative 4 as 
compared to the impacts of the Project.  

(ii) Finding

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. 

(iii) Rationale for Findings

While Alternative 4 does not propose medical office uses, Alternative 4 is a mixed-use project 
within a Transit Priority Area (TPA). As such, Alternative 4 would only partially meet one of the 
six objectives. In addition, as Alternative 4 would not include medical office uses, Alternative 4 
would not meet two of the six objectives. Alternative 4 would not eliminate or reduce the Project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts to noise and vibration.  
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(iv) Reference

EIR Chapter V, Alternatives, pages V-52 - V-71 

4. Project Alternatives Considered and Rejected

As set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), an EIR should identify any alternatives that 
were considered for analysis, but 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: 

(A) Alternative Project Site

The factors that may be considered when addressing the feasibility of an alternative site are 
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, and whether 
the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site. 

Objectives of the Project include encouraging economic growth in the community; redeveloping 
the Project Site with a mixed-use project that primarily provides a medical office facility that would 
be compatible with surrounding medical facilities; incorporating sustainable and green building 
design and construction that exceed building code and Title 24 requirements; developing the 
Project Site with a well-designed commercial and medical office project within a TPA; construction 
of a medical office building at an intensity consistent with the zoning for commercial buildings on 
Wilshire Boulevard; and enhancing the urban built environment by fostering pedestrian activity 
through ground level restaurant or retail uses, street trees and landscaping, and signage and 
lighting compatible with the surrounding area. Considering these objectives, the Applicant does 
not own such a property and it is not anticipated that the Applicant would be able to find an 
equivalent-sized building site with similar proximity to the future Wilshire Boulevard/La Cienega 
Boulevard Metro D (Purple) Line Station. 

With regard to the Project’s significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts 
at nearby residential uses (noise and vibration sensitive receptors), the proximity of residential 
uses, to the northwest and southeast, would also be expected at alternative locations within a 
TPA suitable for the Project’s scale and density. As such, it is expected that the Project’s 
construction noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors would be similar to those of the 
Project at alternative sites. 

Therefore, because of the improbability of finding an equivalent site that could meet the Project’s 
objectives, it is expected that the acquisition of an equivalent off-site location would be infeasible. 
Also, because of the objective to develop commercial and medical office uses within a TPA to 
maximize the benefit of nearby Metro bus lines, AVTA bus route, and the future Wilshire 
Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard Metro D (Purple) Line Station, it is expected that an alternative 
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location that meets this objective would also be near other sensitive receptors, thus, result in 
similar significant construction noise and vibration impacts as under the Project. It is not expected 
that an alternative location would avoid or reduce these construction noise and vibration impacts 
to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the development of the Project at an off-site location 
would not be feasible based on CEQA criteria and is not considered further in this chapter as a 
Project alternative. 

(B) Alternative To Eliminate Significant Noise and Vibration Impacts During
Construction

The Project would result in short-term significant and unavoidable construction-related noise and 
vibration (human annoyance) impacts. Specifically, Project construction activities would result in 
significant and unavoidable construction-related noise impacts related to Project-level on-site 
construction activities and cumulative on-site and off-site construction activities, and significant 
and unavoidable vibration (human annoyance) impacts related to Project-level on-site 
construction activities. Alternatives, including those that would reduce construction duration or 
Project scale/intensity, were considered to substantially reduce or avoid these significant and 
unavoidable impacts. Based on the thresholds upon which the construction noise and vibration 
analysis is based, a substantial reduction in the intensity of construction activities would be 
necessary to reduce construction-related impacts to a less-than-significant level. In addition, 
significant construction noise and vibration impacts within the Project Site would be expected to 
occur with most reduced development scenarios because construction activities, and the need to 
grade the Project Site, are inherently disturbing. Thus, reducing temporary construction noise and 
vibration impacts below a level of significance at adjacent uses would not be possible while still 
achieving the Project’s objectives. Furthermore, any reduction in the intensity of construction 
activities would instead increase the overall duration of the construction period. Therefore, 
alternatives to eliminate the Project’s short-term noise and vibration impacts during construction 
were rejected as infeasible based on the inability to avoid significant environmental impacts under 
a reasonable construction schedule. 

5. Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) indicates 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 Environmentally Superior 
Alternative among the remaining alternatives.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), 
the analysis below addresses the ability of the alternatives to “avoid or substantially lessen one 
or more of the significant effects” of the Project. 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR, Alternative 1, No Project/No Build Alternative would 
be considered the environmentally superior because it would avoid the Project’s significant and 
unavoidable impacts to construction noise and vibration.  

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines requirement to identify an Environmentally Superior 
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Alternative other than the No Project Alternative, Alternative 3 would also reduce many of the 
Project’s less-than-significant impacts. No impacts under this alternative would be greater than 
the Project. While significant and unavoidable noise and vibration impacts under Alternative 3 
would not be reduced to less-than-significant levels, Alternative 3 would reduce the overall scale 
of development and the range of impacts associated with construction duration compared to the 
Project. Alternative 3 would fully meet three of the Project’s objectives and only partially meet the 
remaining three objectives. Because Alternative 3 would reduce many of the Project’s less-than-
significant impacts, would not have any impacts greater than the Project, and would either fully or 
partially meet all of the Project’s objectives, Alternative 3 is considered to be the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative. 

X. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) indicates that an EIR should evaluate any significant 
irreversible environmental changes that would occur should the proposed project be 
implemented. The types and level of development associated with the project would consume 
limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during 
construction of the project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. The 
development of the Project would require a commitment of resources that would include: (1) 
building materials and associated solid waste disposal effects on landfills; (2) water; and (3) 
energy resources (e.g., fossil fuels) for electricity, natural gas, and transportation. The Project Site 
contains no energy resources that would be precluded from future use through Project 
implementation.  For the reasons set forth in Chapter VI, Other CEQA Considerations, of the Draft 
EIR, the project’s irreversible changes to the environment related to the consumption of 
nonrenewable resources would not be significant, and the limited use of nonrenewable resources 
is justified. 

Project construction would require the consumption of resources that are non-replenishable or 
may renew so slowly as to be considered non-renewable. These resources would 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 would also be consumed in the use of 
construction vehicles and equipment. Project operation would continue to expend nonrenewable 
resources that are currently consumed within the City (i.e., electricity and natural gas, petroleum-
based fuels required for vehicle-trips, fossil fuels, and water). Fossil fuels would represent the 
primary energy source associated with both construction and ongoing operation of the Project, 
and the existing, finite supplies of these natural resources would be incrementally reduced. 

The analysis of Project impacts on energy impacts in Section IV.C, Energy, of the Draft EIR, 
provide a discussion of State efforts to reduce emissions and energy consumption, which also 
requires concurrent reductions in the consumption of non-renewable resources. As analyzed 
therein, the Project would result in a less-than-significant energy impacts due to wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy resources during construction or operation. 
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The Project’s energy requirements would not significantly affect local and regional supplies or 
capacity. The Project’s electricity and natural gas usage would be consistent with future usage 
projections for the region. Electricity generation capacity and supplies of natural gas as well as 
transportation fuels would be sufficient to meet the needs of the Project construction and 
operational activities. Construction of the Project would utilize fuel-efficient trucks and equipment 
consistent with federal and State regulations, such as fuel efficiency regulations in accordance 
with CARB’s Pavley Phase I and II standards (at a minimum through the model year 2020 
standards depending on the outcome of the Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient (SAFE) Vehicles Rule 
court challenge), the anti-idling regulation in accordance with CCR, Title 13, Section 2485, and 
fuel requirements in accordance with CCR, Title 17, Section 93115, as well as the In-Use Off-
Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets regulation. During operation, the Project would comply with 2019 Title 
24 standards and applicable 2019 CALGreen requirements. 

In addition, the Project would be consistent with the State’s Assembly Bill (AB) 32 GHG reduction 
target and would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to consistency with applicable 
plans, policies, or regulations to reduce GHG emissions. The Project would achieve several 
objectives of the City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element, the SCAG’s RTP/SCS, 
and SCAQMD AQMP for establishing a regional land use pattern that promotes sustainability. 

Continued use of such non-renewable resources would be on a relatively small scale and 
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, the Project would not affect 
access to existing resources, nor interfere with the production or delivery of such resources. The 
Project Site contains no energy resources that would be precluded from future use through Project 
implementation. The Project’s irreversible changes to the environment related to the consumption 
of nonrenewable resources would not be significant. 

(1) Growth-Inducing Impacts

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(e) requires a discussion of the ways in which a proposed 
project could induce growth. This includes ways in which a project would foster economic or 
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to 
population growth, or increases in the population which may tax existing community service 
facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. 
Additionally, consideration must be given to characteristics of some projects which may 
encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either 
individually or cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily 
beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. 

As discussed in Chapter II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project would include up to 
145,305 square feet of floor area, comprised of 140,305 square feet of medical office space and 
5,000 square feet of ground floor retail-commercial space, of which up to 4,000 square feet may 
be a restaurant and 1,000 square feet may be other commercial uses, such as a pharmacy. The 
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Project would not include any new residential development, and, thus, would not generate a direct 
increase in residential population. However, the Project would have the potential to generate 
indirect population growth in the Project vicinity as a result of the new employees generated by 
the Project. 

During construction, the number of employees is estimated to vary on a day-to-day basis over the 
course of Project construction. However, the work requirements of most construction projects are 
highly specialized such that construction workers remain at a job site for the time in which their 
specific skills are needed to complete a particular phase of the construction process. Thus, 
Project-related construction workers would not be anticipated to relocate their household’s place 
of residence as a consequence of working on the Project. Therefore, given the availability of 
construction workers, the Project would not be considered growth inducing from a short-term 
employment perspective, but rather, the Project would provide a public benefit by providing new 
employment opportunities during the construction period. 

As described in the Initial Study, development of the Project would generate a net increase of 566 
employees. However, the Project would not have indirect effects on growth through such 
mechanisms as the extension of roads and infrastructure, because the Project would utilize the 
existing transportation and utility infrastructure to serve the Project. The Project would include a 
mix of uses that would be compatible with adjacent uses and would not increase or induce 
residential density growth on the Project Site. The Project’s only off-site infrastructure 
improvements would consist of tie-ins to the existing utility main-lines already serving the Project 
area. The Project would not require the construction of off-site infrastructure that would provide 
additional infrastructure capacity for other future development. It would not open inaccessible 
sites to new development other than existing opportunities for development that are already 
available. 

Therefore, the Project would not spur additional growth other than that already anticipated and 
would not eliminate impediments to growth. Consequently, the Project would not foster growth 
inducing impacts. 

(2) Energy Conservation

Energy saving and sustainable design features would be incorporated into the Project as the 
proposed building would comply with Title 24 CCR and the City of Los Angeles Green Building 
Code and exceed some of these regulatory requirements to the greatest extent feasible. Design 
features would include energy conservation, water conservation, and pedestrian- and bicycle-
friendly site design. As it relates to energy conservation, the Project would include ENERGY 
STAR-rated appliances and install energy efficient heaters and air conditioning systems. The 
Project would also provide solar ready wiring on the highest roof level. The terraced landscaped 
areas on Floors 6 through 10 would serve as partial green roofs that would serve to help cool the 
building, and would include sustainable paving materials that would minimize heat. All glass used 
in the building would have minimal reflectivity to reduce glare to surrounding neighbors. As it 
relates to water conservation, the project would incorporate efficient water management and 
sustainable landscaping. The proposed building would also include a pedestrian friendly design 
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with ground floor commercial uses and an outdoor dining area to activate the street. Bicycle 
parking would also be included on the ground floor near the entrance of the lobby, which would 
serve to promote bicycle usage. In addition, the vehicle parking spaces proposed on the Project 
Site would be capable of supporting future EVSE, as well as equipped with electric vehicle (EV) 
charging stations, which would serve to reduce use of transportation fuel.  

XI. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

The EIR identifies unavoidable significant impacts that would result from implementation of the 
project. PRC Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) provide that when a decision 
of a public agency allows the occurrence of significant impacts that are identified in the EIR but 
are not at least substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must 
state in writing the reasons to support its action based on the EIR and/or other information in the 
record. The CEQA Guidelines require, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), that the 
decision-maker adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a 
project if it finds that significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR that 
cannot be substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on substantial evidence in the documents and 
materials that constitute the record of proceedings, including, but not limited to, the Final EIR and 
all technical appendices attached thereto.  

Based on the analysis provided in Chapter IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR, 
implementation of the Project would result in significant impacts that cannot be feasibly mitigated 
with respect to: construction-related noise impacts related to Project-level on-site construction 
activities and cumulative on-site and off-site construction activities and significant and 
unavoidable vibration (human annoyance) impacts related to Project-level on-site construction 
activities.  

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts would result from implementation of the 
project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible the 
alternatives to the project discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the project against the project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts, the City hereby finds that each of the project’s benefits, as listed below, outweigh and 
override the significant unavoidable impacts relating to construction-related noise and vibration 
(human annoyance) impacts. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the detailed rationale for the benefits of the Project. These overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic, and environmental benefits for the Project justify adoption of the 
Project and certification of the completed EIR. Each of the listed project benefits set forth in this 
Statement of Overriding Considerations provides a separate and independent ground for the 
City's decision to approve the Project despite the Project's identified significant and unavoidable 
environmental impacts. Each of the following overriding consideration separately and 
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independently (i) outweighs the adverse environmental impacts of the Project, and (ii) justifies 
adoption of the Project and certification of the completed EIR. In particular, achieving the 
underlying purpose for the Project would be sufficient to override the significant environmental 
impacts of the Project.  

• Compatibility and Support for the Wilshire and San Vicente Commercial Corridor.
The Project would achieve objectives related to development of a medical office building
at an intensity consistent with the pattern of development for commercial buildings on
Wilshire Boulevard and the San Vicente corridor which include similar mid-rise office
buildings in proximity of transit and along corridors.

• The Project would support smart growth and reduce air quality emissions. The
Project Site would be developed with a well-designed commercial and medical office
project within a City-designated TPA and SCAG-designated High Quality Transit Area
(HQTA) which would maximize the benefit of nearby Metro bus lines, an AVTA bus route,
and the future Wilshire Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard Metro D (Purple) Line Station
(expected to open in 2023). New employment opportunities and medical services would
be located in close proximity to existing housing. Thus, the project would support smart
growth with the intent of reducing air quality emissions and VMT generation.

• The Project will provide walkable, pedestrian-friendly access to amenities. Given its
location at the corner of Wilshire Boulevard and South San Vicente, the Project would
support pedestrian access and promote walkability to medical office and retail-commercial
uses along both corridors. The addition of new retail and restaurant uses would provide
amenities for nearby residents.

• Site redevelopment. The Project would redevelop an existing lot by removing a vacant
building with surface parking, and a one-story retail structure with surface parking.  The
Project would significantly enhance the visual quality of the site by creating an attractive,
well-designed medical office project with high quality details and design articulation,
landscaping, outside seating areas and streetscaping.

• Tax revenue. The Project, as designed, will provide a stable source of tax revenue for the
City, including property tax and sales tax from the retail, restaurant, parking and medical
office uses.

• Greater access to healthcare. The Project would provide greater access to healthcare
for the public and maximize travel efficiency by providing medical office uses close to the
future Wilshire Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard Metro D (Purple) Line Station and Metro
bus lines, and nearby Cedar-Sinai medical center and other key medical office buildings
used by multiple medical institutions.

• Environmentally sustainable development. The Project would maintain an
environmentally sustainable development by incorporating green building design and
construction that exceed building code and Title 24 requirements in areas related to
landscape design (green roofs/balconies) to include ecofriendly building materials,
systems and features, solar efficiency (solar ready roofs), efficient and low flow water
management non-VOC paints and adhesives, high performance building envelope and
energy efficient building systems.
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• Economic growth. The Project would encourage economic growth in the community
through the creation of construction jobs for demolition and construction of the Project and
full-time, on-site jobs within the medical office, parking, retail and restaurant uses.

• Temporary significant impacts. The Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts
caused by construction noise and vibration would be temporary and consistent with most
construction activity in the Project vicinity. The associated mitigation measures and project
design features would reduce construction impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

XII. GENERAL FINDINGS.

1) The City, acting through the Department of City Planning, is the “Lead Agency” for the
Project evaluated in 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 the project, that the Draft EIR which was circulated
for public review reflected its independent judgment and that the Final EIR reflects the
independent judgment of the City.

2) The EIR evaluated the following potential project and cumulative environmental
impacts: air quality, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions,
land use and planning, noise, public services (fire protection and police protection),
transportation, tribal cultural resources, alternatives, and other CEQA considerations.
Additionally, the EIR considered, in separate sections, Significant Irreversible
Environmental Changes and Growth Inducing Impacts. The significant environmental
impacts of the project and the alternatives were identified in the EIR.

3) 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 the
project. The public review periods 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 periods and responds to
comments made during the public review periods.

4) 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 responses 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.
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5) The Final EIR documents changes to the Draft EIR. Having reviewed the information 
contained in the Draft EIR, the Final EIR, and the administrative record, as well as the 
requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines regarding recirculation of Draft EIRs, 
the City finds that there is no new significant impact, substantial increase in the severity 
of a previously disclosed impact, significant new information in the record of 
proceedings or other criteria under CEQA that would require additional recirculation of 
the Draft EIR, or that would require preparation of a supplemental or subsequent EIR. 
Specifically, the City finds that: 

o The Responses to Comments contained in the Final EIR fully considered and 
responded 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 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 it relates to the project 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 The mitigation measures identified for the Project were included in the Draft EIR 
and Final EIR. The final mitigation measures for the project 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. 

6) CEQA requires the Lead Agency approving a project to adopt a MMP or the changes 
to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with the mitigation measures during project implementation. The 
mitigation measures included in the EIR as certified by the City and revised in the MMP 
as adopted by the City serve that function. The MMP includes all of the mitigation 
measures and project design features adopted by the City in connection with the 
approval of the project and has been designed to ensure compliance with such 
measures during implementation of the project. In accordance with CEQA, the MMP 
provides the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In 
accordance with the requirements of PRC Section 21081.6, the City hereby adopts 
the MMP. 
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7) In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the
City hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as
conditions of approval for the Project.

8) The custodian of the documents or other materials which constitute the record of
proceedings upon which the City’s decision is based is the City of Los Angeles,
Department of City Planning, 221 North Figueroa Street, Room 1350, Los Angeles,
CA 90012.

9) 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.

10) 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.

11) 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 the other regulatory jurisdictions.

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT) 

In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74865, 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: 

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

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 LAMC. The LAMC implements
the goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan through zoning regulations,
including Specific Plans. The zoning regulations contained within the LAMC regulate, but
are not limited to, the maximum permitted density, height, parking, and the subdivision of
land.

Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.05 C, tract maps are to be designed in conformance with
the tract map regulations to ensure compliance with the various elements of the General
Plan, including the Zoning Code.  Additionally, the maps are to be designed in
conformance with the Street Standards established pursuant to LAMC Section 17.05 B.
The Project Site is located within the Wilshire Community Plan, which designates the
Project Site for Limited land uses, with a corresponding zone of C1.

The Project Applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment to the Wilshire Community
Plan to change the land use designation from Limited Commercial to Regional Center
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Commercial, as well as a corresponding Zone and Height District Change from C1-1VL-
O to (T)(Q)C2-2D-O and up to a 20% reduction in vehicle parking.  

 
The C2 Zone generally allows for commercial uses, including medical office and retail. 
Height District 2 permits a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1, but “D” limitations could 
control the maximum FAR to 4.5:!. In conjunction with the proposed street dedications 
associated with the proposed VTTM for the Project, the net lot area of the Project Site is 
32,290 square feet which permits a maximum floor area of 193,740 square feet. As 
previously mentioned, the Project Applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment and 
Zone and Height District Change to allow for the development of 145,305 square feet of 
floor area. Contingent upon the approval of the Project’s requested entitlements, the 
Project would be permitted a maximum 4.5:1 FAR. Therefore, the proposed merger of the 
Project Site into one (1) ground lot for a mixed-use medical office development would be 
consistent with these regulations, the VTTM would be consistent with the use and floor 
area permitted by the Zone. 
 
Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.06 B, a VTTM must be prepared by or under the direction 
of a licensed land surveyor or registered civil engineer. It is required to contain information 
regarding the boundaries of the Project Site, as well as the abutting public rights-of-ways, 
hillside contours for hillside properties, location of existing buildings, existing and 
proposed dedication, and improvements of the tract map. The VTTM indicates the map 
number, notes, legal description, contact information for the owner, applicant, and 
engineer, as well as other pertinent information as required by LAMC Section 17.06 B. 
Additionally, LAMC Section 17.15 B requires that vesting tentative tract maps provide the 
proposed building envelope, height, size, and number of units, as well as the approximate 
location of buildings, driveways, and proposed exterior garden walls.  The VTTM provides 
the building envelope, height,  and approximate location of the building and driveways 
among other required map elements. Therefore, the proposed map demonstrates 
compliance with LAMC Sections 17.05 C, 17.06 B, 17.15 B and would be consistent with 
the applicable General Plan. 

 
(b)  THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE 

CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 
 
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.”   
 
LAMC Section 17.05 enumerates design standards for a tract map and requires that each 
map be designed in conformance with the Street Design Standards and in conformance 
with the General Plan.  LAMC Section 17.05 C, third paragraph, further establishes that 
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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 design and layout of the VTTM is consistent with the design standards established by 
the Subdivision Map Act and LAMC regulations. 

As indicated in Finding (a), LAMC Section 17.05 C requires that the tract map be designed 
in conformance with the zoning regulations of the Project Site. The Project Site is zoned 
C1-1VL.  

The Project Applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment to the Wilshire Community 
Plan to change the land use designation from Limited Commercial to Regional Center 
Commercial, as well as a corresponding Zone and Height District Change from C1-1VL-
O to (T)(Q)C2-2D-O and up to a 20% reduction in vehicle parking.  

The C2 Zone generally allows for commercial uses, including the proposed medical office 
and retail use. Height District 2 permits a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1, with a 
“D” limitation that could limit the site to a 4.5:1 FAR. In conjunction with the proposed street 
dedications associated with the proposed VTTM for the Project, the net lot area of the 
Project Site is 32,290 square feet which permits a maximum floor area of 193,740 square 
feet. As previously mentioned, the Project Applicant is requesting a General Plan 
Amendment and Zone and Height District Change to allow for the development of 145,305 
square feet of floor area. Contingent upon the approval of the Project’s requested 
entitlements, the Project would be permitted a maximum 4.5:1 FAR. Therefore, the 
proposed merger of the Project Site into one (1) ground lot for a mixed-use medical office 
development would be consistent with these regulations, the VTTM would be consistent 
with the use and floor area permitted by the Zone. 

The design and layout of the map is also consistent with the design standards established 
by the Subdivision Map Act and Division of Land Regulations of the LAMC. The VTTM 
was distributed to and reviewed by the various City agencies of the Subdivision 
Committee, including, but not limited to, the Bureau of Engineering, Department of 
Building and Safety, Grading Division and Zoning Division, Bureau of Street Lighting, 
Department of Recreation and Parks, that have the authority to make dedication, and/or 
improvement recommendations. Several public agencies found the subdivision design 
satisfactory, with imposed improvement requirements and/or conditions of approval.  

Specifically, the Bureau of Engineering reviewed the VTTM for compliance with the Street 
Design Standards and has recommended improvements to the public rights-of-ways of 
San Vicente Boulevard, Orange Street, and Sweetzer in accordance with conditions 
provided and the Street Standards of the Mobility Plan 2035. In addition, the Bureau of 
Sanitation has reviewed the sewer/storm drain lines serving the subject tract and found 
potential problems to structures or maintenance and therefore, a have required that 
proposed development in close proximity to the easements must secure Department of 
Public Works approval in addition to standard conditions.The Department of Building and 
Safety – Grading Division reviewed the site grading and deemed it appropriate provided 
the conditions included in the Geology and Soils Approval Letter dated February 6, 2020 
are complied with. The Bureau of Street Lighting determined that if BOE requires street 
widening improvements, street lighting improvements shall include the construction of two 
(2) new streetlights on South San Vicente Boulevard and one (1) new street light on
Sweetzer Avenue. All Conditions of Approval for the design and improvement of the
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subdivision are required to be performed prior to the recordation of the tentative map, 
building permit, grading permit, or certificate of occupancy. 

Therefore, as conditioned and upon approval of the entitlement requests, the design and 
improvements of the proposed subdivision would be consistent with the applicable 
General Plan. 

(c) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF
DEVELOPMENT.

The Project Site is currently improved with two buildings and associated surface parking
lots, comprised of a 5,738 square-foot, vacant educational building, and an 8,225 square
foot Big 5 Sporting Goods store, combined totaling approximately 13,963 square feet of
floor area. The request before the Deputy Advisory Agency is a VTTM for a Project that
includes the demolition of the two existing buildings and surface parking, and construction
of a mixed-use medical office building with up to 145,305 square feet of new floor area on
a .74 net acre site. The Project proposes 140,305 square feet of medical office space,
4,000 square feet of restaurant/retail space, and 1,000 square feet for other commercial
uses, such as a pharmacy. The proposed uses would be built   within      a single, 12-story
building that includes ground floor lobby and commercial space, four levels of podium
parking, and seven levels of medical office uses.

There are currently seven (7) trees within the Project Site and zero (0) off-site street trees.
The seven on-site trees are proposed to be removed to accommodate the development
of the Project. On-site replacement trees would be provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio for the
seven Non-Protected trees. As there are currently no street trees, the Project would not
be subject to the street tree replacement requirements of the City’s Urban Forestry
Division,. However, the Project would provide a total of 16 street trees along Orange St.,
South San Vicente Boulevard, and Sweetzer Avenue.

The Project Site is located within an urbanized area. The Project Site is not located in a
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, Alquist Priolo Zone, Fault Rupture Study Area,
Flood Zone, Landslide, or Tsunami Inundation Zone. The Project Site is located within a
Liquefaction Zone and Methane Zone. The topography of the Project Site is relatively flat
throughout the entirety of the site.

As noted in the Conditions of Approval, the Los Angeles Department of Building and
Safety, Grading Division, has reviewed the geology/soils reports prepared for the Project
and issued a Geology and Soils Report Approval Letter dated February 6, 2020, which
included analysis regarding the Liquefaction Zone. The Approval Letter includes specific
design and engineering conditions that will ensure the Project can be built safely and that
the site will be suitable for the proposed development.

The property is in a Methane Zone and would be subject to the City Methane
Requirements in Division 71 Section 91.7103 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Based
on the Phase I ESA, no further investigation of subsurface methane accumulations was
recommended or warranted in the environmental analysis and related impacts were
concluded to be less than significant.

Phase I ESAs, revealed no evidence of RECs, historical RECs, or controlled RECs in
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connection with the Project, and the removal of potential asbestos and lead-paint materials 
during demolition could be addressed through existing regulations. 

Therefore, the EIR’s Hazards and Hazardous Materials analysis determined that 
development of the Project Site would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accidental conditions involving 
the release of hazardous materials into the environment. 

The environmental analysis also identifies no potential adverse impacts on fish or wildlife 
resources. The Project Site, as well as the surrounding area are presently developed with 
residential, office, and commercial structures and do not provide a natural habitat for either 
fish or wildlife. The Project Site is previously developed and does not contain any natural 
open spaces, act as a wildlife corridor, contain riparian habitat, wetland habitat, migratory 
corridors, conflict with any protected tree ordinance, conflict with a Habitat Conservation 
Plan, nor possess any areas of significant biological resource value.  

Finally, prior to the issuance of any permits, the Project would be required to be reviewed 
and approved by the Department of Building and Safety and the Fire Department to ensure 
compliance with building, fire, and safety codes. Therefore, based on the above and as 
conditioned, the Project Site would be physically suitable for the proposed type of 
development.  

(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF
DEVELOPMENT.

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 adopted
Wilshire Community Plan designates the Project Site for Limited Commercial land uses.
The Project Site is zoned C1-1VL-O.

The Project Applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment to the Wilshire Community
Plan to change the land use designation from Limited Commercial to Regional Center
Commercial, as well as a corresponding Zone and Height District Change from C1-1VL-
O to (T)(Q)C2-2D-O and up to a 20% reduction in vehicle parking,.

The C2 Zone generally allows for commercial uses, including medical office and retail
uses. Height District 2 permits a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1, and a “D” limitation
can reduce the allowable FAR to 4.5:1. In conjunction with the proposed street dedications
associated with the proposed VTTM for the Project, the net lot area of the Project Site is
32,290 square feet which permits a maximum floor area of 193,740 square feet. As
previously mentioned, the Project Applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment and
Zone and Height District Change to allow for the development of 145,305 square feet of
floor area. Contingent upon the approval of the Project’s requested entitlements, the
Project would be permitted a maximum 4.5:1 FAR. Therefore, the proposed merger of the
Project Site into one (1) ground lot for a mixed-use medical office development would be
consistent with these regulations, the VTTM would be consistent with the density of
development permitted by the proposed zoning.
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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. The Project vicinity is characterized by a concentration of both medium- to 
high-density commercial and office uses, and low-density residential uses in the form of 
one to two-story structures. To the northwest of the Project Site across Orange Street are 
multi-story office buildings and are designated for Limited Commercial land uses and are 
entirely within the CR-1L-O Zone. To the northeast and north of the Project Site across 
Orange Street and the alleyway are two-story multifamily residential uses. These 
properties are designated for both Low Medium I and Medium Residential land uses and 
are within the R3-1-O and R2-1-O Zones. To the east, south and southeast of the Project 
Site across Wilshire Boulevard and Sweetzer Avenue are multi-story commercial and 
office uses. These properties are designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses 
within the C4-2D-O and C2-2D-O Zones. To the west of the Project Site across South San 
Vicente Boulevard are multi-story office uses and one-story commercial uses with surface 
parking, located entirely within the City of Beverly Hills.  

 
The Project’s floor area, density, and massing are appropriately scaled and situated given 
these uses in the surrounding area. The site is a relatively flat infill lot in a developed urban 
area with adequate infrastructure. The area is easily accessible via improved streets and 
highways. Therefore, the Project Site is physically suitable for the proposed density of 
development. 
 

(e)  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. 

 
The Project Site does not contain wetlands or riparian areas, does not have significant 
value as a wildlife habitat, and implementation of the Project would not harm protected 
species. The Project is situated in an established, fully developed mixed-use corridor, 
adjacent to two large boulevards, and a regional employment center. The commercially 
zoned Project Site is currently developed with two existing structures, and associated 
surface parking. The Project Site does not contain any natural open spaces with water 
courses such as streams or lakes within and adjacent to the Project Site, the Project Site 
and vicinity do not support any riparian or wetland habitat, as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act.  
 
Furthermore, the Project Site is not located in or adjacent to a Biological Resource Area 
as defined by the City. Moreover, the Project Site and immediately surrounding area are 
not within or near a designated Significant Ecological Area. The Project Site does not 
contain any natural open spaces, act as a wildlife corridor, migratory corridors, conflict 
with a Habitat Conservation Plan, nor possess any areas of significant biological resource 
value.  
 
With regard to trees, as discussed in the associated Tree Report, the Project Site has 
been operating as an urban use for decades. There are currently seven (7) Non-Protected 
trees within the Project Site and zero (0) off-site street trees. The seven Non-Protected 
trees are proposed to be removed to accommodate the development of the Project. On-
site replacement trees would be provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio for the Non-Protected 
trees. As there are zero street trees, the Project would not be subject to the street tree 
replacement requirements of the City’s Urban Forestry Division. However, the Project 
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would provide a total of 16 new street trees along Orange St., South San Vicente 
Boulevard, and Sweetzer Avenue. In addition, the Project vicinity is highly urbanized and 
does not support habitat for candidate, sensitive, or special status plant species. 
Therefore, no impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special status plant species would occur. 

Therefore, as noted above, the Project Site is presently improved with an existing retail 
building and vacant educational building, and does not contain any natural open spaces, 
act as a wildlife corridor, contain riparian habitat, wetland habitat, or migratory corridors. 
The Project would not conflict with any protected tree ordinance or Habitat Conservation 
Plan, nor possess any areas of significant biological resource value. Therefore, the design 
of the subdivision would not cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and 
avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. 

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

The proposed subdivision and subsequent improvements are subject to the provisions of
the LAMC (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. Phase I ESAs, revealed no evidence of RECs,
historical RECs, or controlled RECs in connection with the Project, and the removal of
potential asbestos and lead-paint materials during demolition could be addressed through
existing regulations.

Therefore, the EIR’s Hazards and Hazardous Materials analysis determined that
development of the Project Site would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accidental conditions involving
the release of hazardous materials into the environment.

Regarding seismic safety and the site’s location within a Liquefaction Zone, with
adherence to State and City building requirements, along with the recommendations from
the LADBS Geology and Soils Report Approval Letter dated February 6, 2020, the
subdivision and proposed improvements would not result in serious public health problems
related to seismic safety or liquefaction. The property is in a Methane Zone and would be
subject to the City Methane Requirements in Division 71 Section 91.7103 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code. Based on the Phase I ESA, no further investigation of subsurface
methane accumulations was recommended or warranted in the environmental analysis
and related impacts were concluded to be less than significant. Furthermore, the Project
Site is not located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, Alquist Priolo Zone, Fault
Rupture Study Area, Flood Zone, Landslide, or Tsunami Inundation Zone

Further, the Project can be adequately served by existing utilities, and the Project
Applicant has paid, or committed to pay, all applicable in lieu fees. 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 meets Statewide ocean discharge
standards. The subdivision will be connected to the public sewer system and will have
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only a minor incremental increase on the effluent treated by the Hyperion Treatment Plant, 
which has adequate capacity to serve the project.  Moreover, as required by LAMC Section 
64.15, further detailed gauging and evaluation will be conducted as part of the required 
building permit process for the project, including the requirement to obtain final approval 
of an updated Sewer Capacity Availability Report demonstrating adequate capacity. In 
addition, Project-related sanitary sewer connections and on-site water and wastewater 
infrastructure will be designed and constructed in accordance with applicable LASAN and 
California Plumbing Code standards. 

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. 

(g) 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.

There are no recorded instruments identifying easements encumbering the Project Site
for the purpose of providing public access. The site is surrounded by public streets and
private properties that adjoin improved public streets designed and improved for the
specific purpose of providing public access throughout the area. The Project Site does not
adjoin or provide access to a public resource, natural habitat, public park, or any officially
recognized public recreation area. No streams or rivers cross the Project Site. Needed
public access for roads and utilities will be acquired by the City prior to recordation of the
proposed tract. 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.

(h) 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)

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the
proposed subdivision design, the Project 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.

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.
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These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for VTTM No. 74865. 

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Advisory Agency 

William Lamborn 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

Note: If you wish to file an appeal, it must be filed within 10 calendar days from the decision 
date as noted in this letter. 

COVID-19 INTERIM APPEAL FILING PROCEDURES: Consistent with Mayor Eric 
Garcetti’s “Safer At Home” directives to help slow the spread of COVID-19, the 
Department of City Planning is implementing new procedures for the filing of 
appeals that eliminate or minimize in-person interaction. There are two options for 
filing appeals, which are effective immediately and described in the Interim Appeal 
Filing Procedures attached to this Letter of Determination. 

For reference, the Department’s Development Services Centers are located at: 

Figueroa Plaza (DTLA) 
201 North Figueroa Street, 
4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077

Marvin Braude  (Valley) 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, 
Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5050

West Los Angeles 
1828 Sawtelle 
Boulevard,  2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
(310) 231-2598

Forms are also available on-line at http://planning.lacity.org/. 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be 
filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City's decision became final 

http://planning.lacity.org/
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pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other time 
limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

If you have any questions, please call Development Services Center staff at (213) 482-
7077, (818) 374-5050, or (310) 231-2598. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

1. Introduction
This Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) has been prepared pursuant to Public 
Resources Code (PRC) Section 21081.6, which requires a Lead Agency to adopt a 
“reporting or monitoring program for changes to the project or conditions of project 
approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” In 
addition, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15097(a) 
requires that a public agency adopt a program for monitoring or reporting mitigation 
measures and project revisions, which it has required to mitigate or avoid significant 
environmental effects. This MMP has been prepared in compliance with the requirements 
of CEQA, PRC Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15097. 

The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the Project and, therefore, is responsible 
for administering and implementing the MMP. A public agency may delegate reporting or 
monitoring responsibilities to another public agency or to a private entity that accepts the 
delegation; however, until mitigation measures have been completed, the Lead Agency 
remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures occurs 
in accordance with the program. 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to address the potential 
environmental impacts of the Project. The evaluation of the Project’s impacts takes into 
consideration the project design features (PDF) and identifies mitigation measures (MM) 
needed to avoid or reduce potentially significant environmental impacts. This MMP is 
designed to monitor implementation of the PDFs and MMs identified for the Project. 

2. Purpose
The intent of this MMP is to: 

1. Verify compliance with the project design features and mitigation measures identified
in the EIR;

2. Provide a framework to document implementation of identified project design features
and mitigation measures;

3. Provide a record of mitigation requirements;
4. Identify monitoring and enforcement agencies;
5. Establish and clarify administrative procedures for the clearance of project design

features and mitigation measures;
6. Establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and
7. Utilize the existing agency review processes wherever feasible.

EXHIBIT  B
Modified Mitigation Monitoring Program 
VTT-74865-1A
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3. Organization
As shown on the following pages, each identified project design feature and mitigation 
measure for the Project is listed and categorized by environmental impact area, with 
accompanying identification of the following: 

o Enforcement Agency:  the agency with the power to enforce the PDF or MM.
o Monitoring Agency:  the agency to which reports involving feasibility, compliance,

implementation, and development are made.
o Monitoring Phase:  the phase of the Project during which the PDF or MM shall be

monitored.
o Monitoring Frequency:  the frequency at which the PDF or MM shall be monitored.
o Action Indicating Compliance:  the action by which the Enforcement or Monitoring

Agency indicates that compliance with the identified PDF or required MM has been
implemented.

4. Administrative Procedures and Enforcement
This MMP shall be enforced throughout all phases of the Project. The Applicant shall be 
responsible for implementing each PDF and MM and shall be obligated to provide 
certification, as identified below, to the appropriate monitoring and enforcement agencies 
that each PDF and MM has been implemented. The Applicant shall maintain records 
demonstrating compliance with each PDF and MM.  Such records shall be made available 
to the City upon request.   

During the construction phase and prior to the issuance of building permits, the Applicant 
shall retain an independent Construction Monitor (either via the City or through a third-
party consultant), approved by the Department of City Planning, who shall be responsible 
for monitoring implementation of PDFs and MMs during construction activities consistent 
with the monitoring phase and frequency set forth in this MMP.   

The Construction Monitor shall also prepare documentation of the Applicant’s compliance 
with the PDFs and MMs during construction every 90 days in a form satisfactory to the 
Department of City Planning. The documentation must be signed by the Applicant and 
Construction Monitor and be included as part of the Applicant’s Compliance Report. The 
Construction Monitor shall be obligated to immediately report to the Enforcement Agency 
any non-compliance with the MMs and PDFs within two businesses days if the Applicant 
does not correct the non-compliance within a reasonable time of notification to the 
Applicant by the monitor or if the non-compliance is repeated. Such non-compliance shall 
be appropriately addressed by the Enforcement Agency. 

5. Program Modification
After review and approval of the final MMP by the Lead Agency, minor changes and 
modifications to the MMP are permitted, but can only be made subject to City approval. 
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The Lead Agency, in conjunction with any appropriate agencies or departments, will 
determine the adequacy of any proposed change or modification. This flexibility is 
necessary in light of the nature of the MMP and the need to protect the environment.  No 
changes will be permitted unless the MMP continues to satisfy the requirements of CEQA, 
as determined by the Lead Agency. 

The Project shall be in substantial conformance with the PDFs and MMs contained in this 
MMP.  The enforcing departments or agencies may determine substantial conformance 
with PDFs and MMs in the MMP in their reasonable discretion. If the department or 
agency cannot find substantial conformance, a PDF or MM may be modified or deleted 
as follows: the enforcing department or agency, or the decision maker for a subsequent 
discretionary Project-related approval finds that the modification or deletion complies with 
CEQA, including CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15164, which could include the 
preparation of an addendum or subsequent environmental clearance, if necessary, to 
analyze the impacts from the modifications to or deletion of the PDFs or MMs. Any 
addendum or subsequent CEQA clearance shall explain why the PDF or MM is no longer 
needed, not feasible, or the other basis for modifying or deleting the PDF or MM, and that 
the modification will not result in a new significant impact consistent with the requirements 
of CEQA. Under this process, the modification or deletion of a PDF or MM shall not, in 
and of itself, require a modification to any Project discretionary approval unless the 
Director of Planning also finds that the change to the PDF or MM results in a substantial 
change to the Project or the non-environmental conditions of approval. 

6. Mitigation Monitoring Program 
a) Air Quality 

(1) Project Design Features 
No project design features are identified in the EIR for this environmental issue. 

(2) Mitigation Measures 
AIR-MM-1: The Applicant will implement the following construction equipment features 
for equipment operating at the Project Site. These features will be included in applicable 
bid documents, and successful contractor(s) must demonstrate the ability to supply such 
equipment. Construction features will include the following: 

• For off-road diesel-powered construction equipment rated greater than 50 horse 
power: the equipment shall meet or exceed the CARB and USEPA Tier 4 off-road 
emissions standards or greater during Project construction or shall be fitted with 
an emissions control device that achieves diesel emissions reductions that are no 
less than what could be achieved by an EPA Tier 4 Final engine. 

• The Project Applicant shall implement the use of alternatively fueled equipment to 
the extent feasible for equipment greater than 50 horsepower. Equipment less than 
50 horsepower shall be electric plug-in, solar-powered, or alternative fueled (i.e., 
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non-diesel). Pole power shall be made available for use of electric tools, 
equipment, lighting, etc. These requirements shall be included in applicable bid 
documents and successful contractor(s) must demonstrate the ability to supply 
such equipment. 

• Alternative-fueled generators will be used when commercial models that have the 
power supply requirements to meet the construction needs of the Project are 
commercially available from local suppliers/vendors, and on-site electrical power 
is not available. The determination of the commercial availability of such equipment 
will be made by the City prior to the issuance of grading or building permits based 
on Applicant-provided evidence of the availability or unavailability of alternative-
fueled generators and/or evidence obtained by the City from expert sources such 
as construction contractors in the region. 

• 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. Equipment shall 
be properly serviced and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
recommendations. Construction contractors shall also ensure that all nonessential 
idling of construction equipment is restricted to five minutes or less in compliance 
with California Air Resources Board’s Rule 2449. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety; City of 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
o Monitoring Phase:  Pre-construction; Construction  
o Monitoring Frequency: Once during Project plan check; Continuous field inspections 

during construction, with quarterly reporting 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Issuance of applicable building permit; Field 

inspection sign-off 

b) Cultural Resources 
(1)  Project Design Features 

No project design features are identified in the EIR for this environmental issue. 

(2)  Mitigation Measures 
CUL-MM-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 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 the Project. The 
frequency of monitoring shall be based on the rate of excavation and grading activities, 
the materials being excavated (younger sediments vs. older sediments), the depth of 
excavation, and, if found, the abundance and type of archaeological resources 
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encountered. Monitoring may be reduced to part-time inspections, or ceased entirely, if 
determined adequate by the qualified Archaeologist. At a minimum, the need for 
monitoring will be reassessed at depths of excavation greater than five feet below surface. 
Prior to commencement of excavation activities, an Archaeological Sensitivity Training 
shall be given for construction personnel. The training session, to 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 if such 
resources are encountered. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

o Monitoring Phase:  Pre-construction 
o Monitoring Frequency:  Prior to issuance of demolition permit 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Issuance of demolition permit 

CUL-MM-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 archaeological resource” pursuant to 
PRC 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 PRC 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. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety  
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o Monitoring Phase:  Construction 
o Monitoring Frequency:  At time of resource discovery, should it occur 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Compliance report by Qualified Archaeologist 

CUL-MM-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 for each resource 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 Applicant to the City of Los Angeles, the South 
Central Coastal Information Center, and representatives of other appropriate or 
concerned agencies to signify the satisfactory completion of the Project and required 
mitigation measures. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety  

o Monitoring Phase:  Construction 
o Monitoring Frequency:  Once after completion of grading/excavation activities 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Compliance report by Qualified Archaeologist 

c) Geology and Soils 
(1)  Project Design Features 

No project design features are identified in the EIR for this environmental issue. 

(2)  Mitigation Measures 
GEO-MM-1: A Qualified Paleontologist meeting the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology 
(SVP) Standards (Qualified Paleontologist) shall be retained prior to the approval of 
demolition or grading permits. The Qualified Paleontologist shall provide technical and 
compliance oversight of all work as it relates to paleontological resources, shall attend the 
Project kick-off meeting and Project progress meetings on a regular basis, and shall report 
to the Project Site in the event potential paleontological resources are encountered. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety  

o Monitoring Phase:  Pre-construction; Construction 
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o Monitoring Frequency:  Prior to issuance of demolition or grading permit; Periodic 
during construction activities 

o Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of demolition or grading permit; 
Compliance report by Qualified Paleontologist 

GEO-MM-2: The Qualified Paleontologist shall conduct construction worker 
paleontological resources sensitivity training at the Project kick-off meeting prior to the 
start of ground disturbing activities (including vegetation removal, pavement removal, 
etc.). In the event construction crews are phased, additional training shall be conducted 
for new construction personnel. The training session shall focus on the recognition of the 
types of paleontological resources that could be encountered within the Project Site and 
the procedures to be followed if they are found. Documentation shall be retained by the 
Qualified Paleontologist demonstrating that the appropriate construction personnel 
attended the training. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

o Monitoring Phase:  Pre-construction  
o Monitoring Frequency:  Prior to issuance of demolition or grading permit 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Issuance of demolition or grading permit 

GEO-MM-3: Paleontological resources monitoring shall be performed by a qualified 
paleontological monitor (meeting the standards of the SVP, 2010) under the direction of 
the Qualified Paleontologist. Paleontological resources monitoring shall be conducted 
for all ground disturbing activities in previously undisturbed sediments which have high 
sensitivity for encountering paleontological resources. Depending on the conditions 
encountered, full-time monitoring can be reduced to part-time inspections or ceased 
entirely if determined adequate by the Qualified Paleontologist. The Qualified 
Paleontologist shall spot check the excavation on an intermittent basis and recommend 
whether the depth of required monitoring needs to be revised based on his/her 
observations. Monitors shall have the authority to temporarily halt or divert work away 
from exposed fossils or potential fossils. Monitors shall prepare daily logs detailing the 
types of activities and soils observed and any discoveries.  

If construction or other Project personnel discover any potential fossils during 
construction, regardless of the depth of work or location, work at the discovery location 
shall cease in a 50-foot radius of the discovery until the Qualified Paleontologist has 
assessed the discovery, conferred with the City, and made recommendations as to the 
appropriate treatment. Any significant fossils collected during Project-related 
excavations shall be prepared to the point of identification and curated into an 
accredited repository with retrievable storage, such as the Natural History Museum of 
Los Angeles County. The Qualified Paleontologist shall prepare a final monitoring and 
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mitigation report for submittal to the City in order to document the results of the 
monitoring effort and any discoveries. If there are significant discoveries, fossil locality 
information and final disposition shall be included with the final report, which shall be 
submitted to the appropriate repository and the City. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

o Monitoring Phase:  Construction 
o Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Compliance report by Qualified Paleontologist  

d) Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
(1)  Project Design Features 

See TRAF-PDF-1 (Transportation Demand Management Program) below. 

(2)  Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are identified in the EIR for this environmental issue. 

e) Land Use and Planning  
(1)  Project Design Features 

See Project Design Feature POL-PDF-2 (Security Features During Operation), TRAF-
PDF-1 (Transportation Demand Management Program), and TRAF-PDF-2 (Construction 
Traffic Management Plan), below. 

(2)  Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are identified in the EIR for this environmental issue. 

f) Noise 
(1)  Project Design Features 

NOI-PDF-1: Impact Pile Driving and Blasting Prohibitions. The Project will not use or allow 
impact pile drivers and will not require or allow blasting during construction activities. 
Augured or drilled piles are allowed. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Phase:  Construction  
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o Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Field inspection sign-off 

(2)  Mitigation Measures 
NOI-MM-1: The Project shall provide temporary ground-level construction noise barriers, 
with a minimum height of eight feet along Orange Street to the north, South San Vicente 
to the west, South Sweetzer Avenue to the south, and a minimum height of 15 feet along 
the alleyway to the northeast/east, equipped with noise blankets or equivalent noise 
reduction materials rated to achieve sound level reductions of at least 10 dBA between 
the Project Site and ground-level sensitive receptor locations. These temporary noise 
barriers shall be used to block the line-of-sight between the construction equipment and 
the noise-sensitive receptor(s) during the duration of construction activities. Prior to 
obtaining any permits, documentation prepared by a noise consultant verifying 
compliance with this measure shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Phase:  Construction  
o Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Field inspection sign-off 

NOI-MM-2: Noise- and vibration-generating construction equipment whose specific 
location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., compressors and generators) shall be 
located away from the nearest off-site sensitive land uses (at least 100 feet away), or 
natural and/or manmade barriers (e.g., intervening construction trailers) shall be used to 
screen propagation of noise from such equipment towards these land uses. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Phase:  Construction  
o Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Field inspection sign-off 

NOI-MM-3: The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-
the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. Flexible sound control curtains shall be 
placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers when in use that shall 
achieve a sound level reduction of at least 10 dBA between the Project Site and ground-
level sensitive receptor locations. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Phase:  During construction 
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o Monitoring Frequency:  Ongoing during Project operation 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Field inspection signoff 

NOI MM-4: A construction liaison shall be provided to inform the nearby receptors when 
peak noise and vibration activities are scheduled to occur. Two weeks prior to the 
commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification shall be provided to 
properties identified as sensitive receptors that discloses the construction schedule, 
including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring throughout 
the duration of the construction period. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Phase:  Pre-construction; Construction 
o Monitoring Frequency:  Once at Project plan check prior to building permit; Periodic 

field inspections 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Plan approval and issuance of applicable building 

permit; Field inspection signoff 

g) Fire Protection  
(1)  Project Design Features 

See Project Design Features TRAF-PDF-2 (Construction Traffic Management Plan) and 
TRAF-PDF-3 (Construction Worker Parking Plan), below. 

(2)  Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are identified in the EIR for this environmental issue. 

h) Police Protection  
(1)  Project Design Features 

See Project Design Features TRAF-PDF-2 (Construction Traffic Management Plan) and 
TRAF-PDF-3 (Construction Worker Parking Plan), below. 

POL-PDF-1: Security Features During Construction. During construction, the Project 
Site shall be fenced and gated with surveillance cameras to monitor the site during off 
hours. Security lighting shall also be provided in and around the construction site. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
o Monitoring Phase:  Construction  
o Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections 
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o Action Indicating Compliance:  Field inspection sign-offs 

POL-PDF-2: Security Features During Operation. During operation of the Project, 
access to the parking structure shall be controlled through gated entries, and the entry 
areas shall be well illuminated. Project Site security shall include controlled keycard 
access to medical office spaces, security lighting within common areas and entryways, 
and closed circuit TV monitoring (CCTV). 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

o Monitoring Phase:  Pre-construction; Construction  
o Monitoring Frequency: Once at Project plan check; Once prior to issuance of 

Certificate of Occupancy 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Plan approval and issuance of applicable building 

permit; Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy 

(2)  Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are identified in the EIR for this environmental issue. 

i) Transportation  
(1)  Project Design Features 

TRAF-PDF-1: Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program. The Applicant 
will implement a TDM Program aimed at discouraging single-occupancy vehicle trips and 
encouraging alternative modes of transportation, such as carpooling, taking transit, 
walking, and biking. The TDM Program will be subject to review and approval by the Los 
Angeles Department of City Planning and LADOT. The exact measures to be 
implemented will be determined when the Program is prepared, prior to issuance of a 
final certificate of occupancy for the Project. The strategies will include, at a minimum, 
the following: 

• Bicycle facilities including short-term and long-term parking, and onsite lockers and 
showers in accordance with Planning Code requirements; and  

• Marketing and promotions, including a transportation information center, kiosks 
and/or other on-site measures, such as providing a Tenant Welcome Package (i.e., 
all new commercial tenants receive information on available alternative modes and 
ways to access destinations). 
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o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation 

o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning; City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation 

o Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction; Construction; Operation 
o Monitoring Frequency:  Once prior to issuance of building permit; Once prior to 

issuance of Certificate of Occupancy; Periodic field inspections during operation 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Approval of TDM Program from the City of Los 

Angeles Department of City Planning and Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
prior to issuance of building permit; Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy; Field 
inspection sign-offs 

TRAF-PDF-2: Construction Traffic Management Plan. Prior to the issuance of a 
building permit for the Project, a detailed Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP), 
including street closure information, a detour plan, haul routes, and a staging plan, will be 
prepared and submitted to the City for review and approval. The CTMP will formalize how 
construction will be carried out and identify specific actions that will be required to reduce 
effects on the surrounding community. The CTMP will be based on the nature and timing 
of the specific construction activities and other projects in the vicinity of the Project Site. 
Construction management meetings with City staff and other surrounding construction-
related project representatives (i.e., construction contractors), whose projects will 
potentially be under construction at around the same time as the Project, will be conducted 
bimonthly, or as otherwise determined appropriate by City staff. This coordination will 
ensure construction activities of the concurrent related projects and associated hauling 
activities are managed in collaboration with one another and the Project. The CTMP will 
include, but not be limited to, the following elements as appropriate: 

• Advance notification of adjacent property owners and occupants, as well as 
nearby schools, of upcoming construction activities, including durations and daily 
hours of construction. 

• As parking lane and/or travel lane closures are anticipated, worksite traffic control 
plan(s), approved by the City of Los Angeles, should be implemented to route 
vehicular traffic, bicyclists, and pedestrians around any such closures. 

• Safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists through such measures as 
alternate routing and protection barriers, as appropriate. 

• Schedule deliveries and pick-ups of construction materials during non-peak travel 
periods to the extent possible and coordinate to reduce the potential of trucks 
waiting to load or unload for protracted periods.  

• Provide off-site truck staging in a legal area furnished by the construction truck 
contractor. Anticipated truck access to the Project Site will be off of the South San 
Vicente Boulevard frontage road. 



4. Mitigation Monitoring Program 

656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project  City of Los Angeles 
Final Environmental Impact Report June 2022 

Exhibit B-13 

• Scheduling of construction activities to reduce the effect on traffic flow on 
surrounding arterial streets. 

• Advanced notification of temporary on-street parking removals and duration of 
removals along the South San Vicente Boulevard frontage road and Orange Street. 

• Coordinate with the City and emergency service providers to ensure adequate 
access, including emergency access, is maintained to the Project Site and 
neighboring businesses and residences. Emergency access points will be 
marked accordingly in consultation with the Los Angeles Fire Department 
(LAFD), as necessary. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
o Monitoring Phase:  Pre-construction; Construction 
o Monitoring Frequency:  Once prior to issuance of building permit; Periodic field 

inspections 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Approval of Construction Traffic Management Plan 

from the Los Angeles Department of Transportation prior to issuance of building 
permit; Field inspection sign-offs 

TRAF-PDF-3: Construction Worker Parking Plan. The Applicant will prepare a 
Construction Worker Parking Plan prior to commencement of construction to identify and 
enforce parking location requirements for construction workers. The Construction Worker 
Parking Plan will include, but not be limited to, the following elements as appropriate: 

• During construction activities when construction worker parking cannot be 
accommodated on the Project Site, the plan will identify alternate parking 
location(s) for construction workers and the method of transportation to and from 
the Project Site (if beyond walking distance) for approval by the City 30 days prior 
to commencement of construction. 

• Construction workers will not be permitted to park on street. 

• All construction contractors will be provided with written information on where their 
workers and their subcontractors are permitted to park and provide clear 
consequences to violators for failure to follow these regulations. 

o Enforcement Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
o Monitoring Agency:  City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
o Monitoring Phase:  Pre-construction; Construction 
o Monitoring Frequency:  Once prior to issuance of building permit; Periodic field 

inspections 
o Action Indicating Compliance:  Approval of Construction Worker Parking Plan from 

the Los Angeles Department of Transportation prior to issuance of building permit; 
Field inspection signoffs 
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(2)  Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are identified in the EIR for this environmental issue. 
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Related Code Section:  Refer to the City Planning case determination to identify the Zone Code section for the entitlement 
and the appeal procedure. 

Purpose: This application is for the appeal of Department of City Planning determinations authorized by the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC). 

A. APPELLATE  BODY/CASE  INFORMATION

1. APPELLATE  BODY

 Area Planning Commission  City Planning Commission  City Council  Director of Planning
 Zoning Administrator

Regarding Case Number: 

Project Address:    

Final Date to Appeal:   

2. APPELLANT

Appellant Identity: 
(check all that apply) 

 Representative
 Applicant

 Property Owner
 Operator of the Use/Site

 Person, other than the Applicant, Owner or Operator claiming to be aggrieved
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 Person affected by the determination made by the Department of Building and Safety
 Representative
 Applicant

 Owner
 Operator

 Aggrieved Party

3. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant’s Name:   

Company/Organization:  

Mailing Address:    

City:     State:    Zip: 

Telephone:   E-mail:

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

 Self  Other:

b. Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?  Yes  No

APPEAL  APPLICATION

Instructions and Checklist 

EXHIBIT  C
SAFER Appeal Application
VTT-74865-1A



CP-7769  Appeal Application Form  (1/30/2020) Page 2 of 4 

4. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): 

Company:   

Mailing Address:    

City:    State:  .  Zip: 

Telephone:   E-mail:

5. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

a. Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?  Entire  Part

b. Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?  Yes  No

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

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

 The reason for the appeal  How you are aggrieved by the decision

 Specifically the points at issue  Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

6. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT
I certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true: 

Appellant Signature: Date:  

GENERAL APPEAL FILING REQUIREMENTS 

B. ALL CASES REQUIRE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS    -    SEE THE ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR SPECIFIC CASE TYPES

1. Appeal Documents

a. Three (3) sets - The following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 2 duplicates)
Each case being appealed is required to provide three (3) sets of the listed documents.

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

b. Electronic Copy
 Provide an electronic copy of your appeal documents on a flash drive (planning staff will upload materials

during filing and return the flash drive to you) or a CD (which will remain in the file).  The following items must
be saved as individual PDFs and labeled accordingly (e.g. “Appeal Form.pdf”, “Justification/Reason
Statement.pdf”, or “Original Determination Letter.pdf” etc.).  No file should exceed 9.8 MB in size.

c. Appeal Fee
 Original Applicant - A fee equal to 85% of the original application fee, provide a copy of the original application

receipt(s) to calculate the fee per LAMC Section 19.01B 1.
 Aggrieved Party - The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01B 1.

d. Notice Requirement
 Mailing List - All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s).  Original Applicants must provide

noticing per the LAMC
 Mailing Fee - The appeal notice mailing fee is paid by the project applicant, payment is made to the City

Planning's mailing contractor (BTC), a copy of the receipt must be submitted as proof of payment.

May 9, 2022
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SPECIFIC CASE TYPES - APPEAL FILING INFORMATION 
 

 
C.   DENSITY BONUS / TRANSIT ORIENTED COMMUNITES (TOC) 

 
1. Density Bonus/TOC 

Appeal procedures for Density Bonus/TOC per LAMC Section 12.22.A 25 (g) f. 
 
NOTE: 
-  Density Bonus/TOC cases, only the on menu or additional incentives items can be appealed. 
 
-  Appeals of Density Bonus/TOC cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation), 

and always only appealable to the Citywide Planning Commission. 
 
 Provide documentation to confirm adjacent owner or tenant status, i.e., a lease agreement, rent receipt, utility 

bill, property tax bill, ZIMAS, drivers license, bill statement etc. 
 

D.   WAIVER OF DEDICATION AND OR IMPROVEMENT 
Appeal procedure for Waiver of Dedication or Improvement per LAMC Section 12.37 I. 
 
NOTE: 
-  Waivers for By-Right Projects, can only be appealed by the owner. 
 
-  When a Waiver is on appeal and is part of a master land use application request or subdivider’s statement for a 

project, the applicant may appeal pursuant to the procedures that governs the entitlement. 
 

E.   TENTATIVE TRACT/VESTING 
 

1.  Tentative Tract/Vesting  -  Appeal procedure for Tentative Tract / Vesting application per LAMC Section 17.54 A. 
 
NOTE: Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City  
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said Commission. 

 
 Provide a copy of the written determination letter from Commission. 

 
F.   BUILDING AND SAFETY DETERMINATION 

 
   1. Appeal of the Department of Building and Safety determination, per LAMC 12.26 K 1, an appellant is considered the 

Original Applicant and must provide noticing and pay mailing fees. 
 
a.  Appeal Fee 
  Original Applicant - The fee charged shall be in accordance with LAMC Section 19.01B 2, as stated in the 

Building and Safety determination letter, plus all surcharges.  (the fee specified in Table 4-A, Section 98.0403.2 of the 
City of Los Angeles Building Code) 

 
b.  Notice Requirement 
  Mailing Fee - The applicant must pay mailing fees to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a 

copy of receipt as proof of payment. 
 

   2. Appeal of the Director of City Planning determination per LAMC Section 12.26 K 6, an applicant or any other aggrieved 
person may file an appeal, and is appealable to the Area Planning Commission or Citywide Planning Commission as 
noted in the determination. 

 
a.  Appeal Fee 
  Original Applicant - The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B 1 a. 
 

b.  Notice Requirement 
  Mailing List - The appeal notification requirements per LAMC Section 12.26 K 7 apply. 
  Mailing Fees - The appeal notice mailing fee is made to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC), a copy of 

receipt must be submitted as proof of payment. 
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G.   NUISANCE ABATEMENT 
 
1. Nuisance Abatement - Appeal procedure for Nuisance Abatement per LAMC Section 12.27.1 C 4 
 
NOTE: 
-  Nuisance Abatement is only appealable to the City Council. 
 

a.  Appeal Fee 
  Aggrieved Party the fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B 1. 

 
2. Plan Approval/Compliance Review 

Appeal procedure for Nuisance Abatement Plan Approval/Compliance Review per LAMC Section 12.27.1 C 4. 
 

a.  Appeal Fee 
  Compliance Review  -  The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B. 
  Modification  -  The fee shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B. 

 
 
 
 

NOTES 
 
 
A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the CNC 
may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only file as an 
individual on behalf of self. 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that the appellate body must act on your appeal within a time period specified in the Section(s) of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) pertaining to the type of appeal being filed. The Department of City Planning 
will make its best efforts to have appeals scheduled prior to the appellate body's last day to act in order to provide 
due process to the appellant. If the appellate body is unable to come to a consensus or is unable to hear and consider 
the appeal prior to the last day to act, the appeal is automatically deemed denied, and the original decision will stand. 
The last day to act as defined in the LAMC may only be extended if formally agreed upon by the applicant.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only 
Base Fee: 
 

Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): 
 
 

Date: 
 

Receipt No: 
 
 

Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): 
 

Date: 
 

  Determination authority notified   Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)  
 



Justification/Reason for Appeal 

656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project 

CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-HD-SPR; ENV-2017-468-EIR; VTT-74865 

I. REASON FOR THE APPEAL 

The Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) prepared for the 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project 
(CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-HD-SPR; ENV-2017-468-EIR; VTT-74865) (“Project”) fails to comply with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). Furthermore, the approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map (VTT-74865) was in error because (1) the City of Los Angeles (“City”) must fully comply with CEQA 
prior to any approvals in furtherance of the Project and (2) the findings are not supported by substantial 
evidence. Therefore, the City of Los Angeles (“City”) must set aside the entitlements and circulate a 
revised EIR prior to considering approvals for the Project. 

II. SPECIFICALLY THE POINTS AT ISSUE 
 

The specific points at issue are set forth in the attached comment letter dated February 1, 2022. A 
revised EIR must be prepared to remedy these issues. Furthermore, proper CEQA review must be 
complete before the City approves the Project’s entitlements. (Orinda Ass’n. v. Bd. of Supervisors (1986) 
182 Cal.App.3d 1145, 1171 [“No agency may approve a project subject to CEQA until the entire CEQA 
process is completed and the overall project is lawfully approved.”].) The VTT approval was therefore 
premature and otherwise unsupported by substantial evidence. 
 

III. HOW YOU ARE AGGRIEVED BY THE DECISION 

Members of appellant Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (“SAFER”) live and/or work 
in the vicinity of the proposed Project. They breathe the air, suffer traffic congestion, and will suffer 
other environmental impacts of the Project unless it is properly mitigated. 

IV. WHY YOU BELIEVE THE DECISION-MAKER ERRED OR ABUSED THEIR DISCRETION 

The Advisory Agency certified the EIR and approved Vesting Tentative Tract No. 74865 for the Project 
despite substantial evidence in the record that the EIR fails to adequately analyze the Project’s 
environmental impacts and fails to impose all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s 
impacts. The Department of City Planning should therefore have prepared a revised EIR and recirculated 
the revised document prior to consideration of approvals for the Project. The City is not permitted to 
approve the Project’s entitlements until the EIR’s deficiencies are remedied.  
 

 



 
February 1, 2022 

 
VIA EMAIL 
Paul Caporaso, Planning Assistant 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
paul.caporaso@lacity.org 
 

Re: Comment on Final Environmental Impact Report, 656 South San Vicente 
Medical Office Project (ENV-2017-468-EIR; SCH 2020010172) 

 
Dear Mr. Caporaso, 
 

I am writing on behalf of Supporters Alliance For Environmental Responsibility 
(“SAFER”) regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) prepared for the Project 
known as 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project (ENV-2017-468-EIR; SCH 
2020010172), including all actions related or referring to the proposed development of a 12-story 
medical office and retail-commercial building with four above-ground parking levels, located at 
650 – 675 South San Vicente Boulevard in Los Angeles (“Project”). 

 
After reviewing the EIR, we conclude that it there are a number of significant omissions 

and flaws in the EIR’s analysis of the Projects environmental impacts, and significant impacts 
remain unmitigated. In addition, the FEIR fails to respond to public comment suggesting 
additional feasible mitigation to further reduce the Project’s significant and unavoidable noise 
impact.  A revised EIR should be prepared prior to Project approval to analyze all impacts and 
require implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, as described more fully below. 
 
I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 The Project is the construction and operation of a 12-story building (230 feet in height) 
that would include seven floors of medical office uses over four floors of above-grade parking, 
and a ground floor containing a lobby for the medical office, and commercial uses.  The building 
includes up to 145,305 square feet of floor area, comprised of 140,305 square feet of medical 
office space and 5,000 square feet of ground floor retail-commercial space, of which up to 4,000 
square feet may be a restraint and 1,000 square feet may be other commercial uses, such as a 
pharmacy. (EIR at II-1.) The Project would provide full-valet services for 418 parking spaces, 
including 393 vehicle parking spaces for medical office uses and 25 vehicle parking spaces for 
retail-commercial uses. The Project would also provide full-valet service for bicycle parking and 
would include 716 bicycle parking spaces for short- and long-term use. 

mailto:paul.caporaso@lacity.org
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The Project site is currently occupied by a 5,738 square-foot, vacant educational building, 
and an 8,225 square foot Big 5 Sporting Goods store and associated surface parking. Directly 
northeast of the Project Site across the alley are two, two-story apartment buildings. Further to 
the north and east, along Orange Street and South Sweetzer Avenue, are low-rise multi-family 
and single-family residential uses. Low-rise single-family and multi-family residential uses are 
also located to the south, across from Wilshire Boulevard.  
 
II. LEGAL BACKGROUND 

CEQA requires that an agency analyze the potential environmental impacts of its 
proposed actions in an EIR (except in certain limited circumstances). (See, e.g., Pub. Resources 
Code, § 21100.)  The EIR is the very heart of CEQA. (Dunn-Edwards v. BAAQMD (1992) 9 
Cal.App.4th 644, 652.) “The ‘foremost principle’ in interpreting CEQA is that the Legislature 
intended the act to be read so as to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment 
within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” (Communities for a Better Environment 
v. Cal. Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 109 (“CBE v. CRA”).)   

CEQA has two primary purposes. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision makers and 
the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of a project. (14 Cal. Code Regs. 
(“CEQA Guidelines”) § 15002(a)(1).) “Its purpose is to inform the public and its responsible 
officials of the environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus, the 
EIR ‘protects not only the environment but also informed self-government.’” (Citizens of Goleta 
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564.) The EIR has been described as “an 
environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public and its responsible officials to 
environmental changes before they have reached ecological points of no return.” (Berkeley Keep 
Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1354 (“Berkeley Jets”); 
County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810.)  

Second, CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage when 
“feasible” by requiring “environmentally superior” alternatives and all feasible mitigation 
measures. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15002(a)(2) and (3); See also Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 
1354; Citizens of Goleta Valley, 52 Cal.3d at 564.)  The EIR serves to provide agencies and the 
public with information about the environmental impacts of a proposed project and to “identify 
ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.” (CEQA Guidelines, 
§15002(a)(2).)  If the project will have a significant effect on the environment, the agency may 
approve the project only if it finds that it has “eliminated or substantially lessened all significant 
effects on the environment where feasible” and that any unavoidable significant effects on the 
environment are “acceptable due to overriding concerns.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081; 
CEQA Guidelines, § 15092(b)(2)(A) & (B).)  

While the courts review an EIR using an “abuse of discretion” standard, “the reviewing 
court is not to ‘uncritically rely on every study or analysis presented by a project proponent in 
support of its position. A ‘clearly inadequate or unsupported study is entitled to no judicial 
deference.’” (Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1355 (emphasis added), quoting, Laurel Heights 
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Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 391 409, n. 12.)  
As the court stated in Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1355: 

A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs “if the failure to include relevant 
information precludes informed decisionmaking and informed public 
participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process.” (San 
Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 
Cal.App.4th 713, 722; Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1117; County of Amador v. El 
Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal. App. 4th 931, 946.) 

More recently, the California Supreme Court has emphasized that:  
 

When reviewing whether a discussion is sufficient to satisfy CEQA, a court must 
be satisfied that the EIR (1) includes sufficient detail to enable those who did not 
participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues 
the proposed project raises [citation omitted].... 

 
(Sierra Club v. Cty. of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 510 (2018), citing Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 405.) The Court 
in Sierra Club v. Cty. of Fresno also emphasized at another primary consideration of sufficiency 
is whether the EIR “makes a reasonable effort to substantively connect a project’s air quality 
impacts to likely health consequences.” (6 Cal.5th at 510.) “Whether or not the alleged 
inadequacy is the complete omission of a required discussion or a patently inadequate one-
paragraph discussion devoid of analysis, the reviewing court must decide whether the EIR serves 
its purpose as an informational document.” (Id. at 516.) Although an agency has discretion to 
decide the manner of discussing potentially significant effects in an EIR, “a reviewing court must 
determine whether the discussion of a potentially significant effect is sufficient or insufficient, 
i.e., whether the EIR comports with its intended function of including ‘detail sufficient to enable 
those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the 
issues raised by the proposed project.’” (6 Cal.5th at 516, citing Bakersfield Citizens for Local 
Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1197.) “The determination whether 
a discussion is sufficient is not solely a matter of discerning whether there is substantial evidence 
to support the agency’s factual conclusions.” (6 Cal.5th at 516.) As the Court emphasized: 
 

[W]hether a description of an environmental impact is insufficient because it 
lacks analysis or omits the magnitude of the impact is not a substantial evidence 
question. A conclusory discussion of an environmental impact that an EIR deems 
significant can be determined by a court to be inadequate as an informational 
document without reference to substantial evidence. 

 
(Sierra Club v. Cty. of Fresno, 6 Cal.5th at 514.) 
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In general, mitigation measures must be designed to minimize, reduce or avoid an 
identified environmental impact or to rectify or compensate for that impact.  (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15370.)  Where several mitigation measures are available to mitigate an impact, each should be 
discussed and the basis for selecting a particular measure should be identified.  (Id. at § 
15126.4(a)(1)(B).)  A lead agency may not make the required CEQA findings unless the 
administrative record clearly shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of significant 
environmental impacts have been resolved. 
 
III. THE EIR IS INCONSISTENT WITH CEQA’S REQUIREMENTS. 
 

A. The EIR’s Conclusion that Construction Noise is Significant and 
Unavoidable is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence.  

 
The EIR concludes that the Project will have a significant construction noise impact, and 

that it will remain significant even with mitigation. This conclusion is not supported by 
substantial evidence and violates CEQA. 

 
When an EIR has identified significant environmental effects that have not been 

mitigated or avoided, the agency may not approve the project unless it first finds that “[s]pecific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations . . . make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or alternatives identified in the environmental impact report.”  (PRC §21081(a)(3); see 
14 CCR §15091(a)(3).)  Rejected alternatives and mitigation measures must be “truly 
infeasible.”  (City of Marina v. Bd. of Trustees of Cal. State Univ. (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 369.) 
 
 According to the expert comments of Derek Watry (Exhibit B to August 2, 2021 CREED 
LA Comment), additional feasible mitigation is available to further reduce the Project’s 
significant noise impact.  
 
 Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1 provides: 
 

NOI-MM-1: The Project shall provide temporary ground-level construction noise 
barriers, with a minimum height of eight feet and up to a height of 15 feet along the 
alleyway along the northeast property line, equipped with noise blankets or equivalent 
noise reduction materials rated to achieve sound level reductions of at least 10 dBA 
between the Project Site and ground-level sensitive receptor locations. These temporary 
noise barriers shall be used to block the line-of-sight between the construction equipment 
and the noise-sensitive receptor(s) during the duration of construction activities. Prior to 
obtaining any permits, documentation prepared by a noise consultant verifying 
compliance with this measure shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning.  

 
(DEIR at p. IV.G-49.)  
 

According to this measure, the temporary noise barrier can be anywhere between 8 and 
15 feet in height, and need only be placed along the alleyway along the northeast property line. 
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(Id.)  Since the residences on the far side of the alleyway are two-stories, including multiple 
windows that face the Project site, NOI-MM-1 is inadequate.  (Watry, p. 6.) Instead, the EIR 
should require the barrier be 15 feet in height, and require that the barrier extend for along the 
entire extent of the neighboring residential buildings. (Id.)  
 
 The FEIR fails to adequately respond to Mr. Watry’s comment.  The FEIR states that: 
 

providing a noise barrier with a height to block the line-of-sight between the Project Site 
and receptors at second or higher-level building locations is not considered feasible, due 
to the potential need for the barrier height to reach 20 feet above ground or higher, which 
would likely require a barrier foundation that could interfere with internal construction 
activities, require partial or complete closure of the adjacent alleyway, and/or cause 
safety issues for workers and pedestrians. 

 
(FEIR at 2-64.)  
  
 This response ignores Mr. Watry’s suggestion that the barrier be 15 feet (rather than a 
minimum of 8 feet and maximum of 15 feet), and should run along the entire extent of the 
neighboring residential buildings.  
 
 This response violates CEQA for two reasons. First, there is no evidence that Mr. 
Watry’s suggestions are not feasible. As a result, they must be adopted to further reduce the 
Project’s significant noise impact. (See Covington v. Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control 
Dis. (2019) 43 Cal.App.5th 867, 883.)   
 

Second, FEIR did not adequately respond to Mr. Watry’s comment. An agency’s 
responses to comments must specifically explain the reasons for rejecting suggestions received in 
comments and for proceeding with a project despite its environmental impacts.  (PRC § 
21091(d); 14 CCR §§ 15088(a), 15132.) Such explanations must be supported with specific 
references to empirical information, scientific authority, and/or explanatory information. (Cleary 
v. County of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 348, 357.)  The responses, moreover, must 
manifest a good faith, reasoned analysis; conclusory statements unsupported by factual 
information will not suffice.  (People v. County of Kern (1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 830, 841.)   
  
 Here, the FEIR’s response completely ignores the bulk of Mr. Watry’s suggestion, which 
is to require noise barriers to run along the entire extent of the neighboring residential 
boundaries, and to require the barriers be 15 feet in height. There was no discussion of these 
suggestions or any evidence that they would be infeasible. Certifying the EIR without adequately 
responding to Mr. Watry’s comments is an abuse of discretion and a violation of CEQA. 
 
 B. The EIR Relies on an Improper Historical Baseline. 
 

Use of a proper baseline is critical to the meaningful assessment of a project’s 
environmental impacts. (Communities for a Better Envt. v. South Coast Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. 
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(2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 320; Save Our Peninsula, supra, 87 Cal.App.4th at 119.) Ordinarily, the 
environmental baseline is the physical environmental conditions that exist at the time the Notice 
of Publication (NOP) is published. (14 CCR §§ 15125(a)(1), 15126.2(a).) An agency is permitted 
to veer from this norm and rely on historic conditions or anticipated future conditions for the 
baseline, but only when “necessary to provide the most accurate picture practically possible of 
the project’s impacts.” (14 CCR §15125(a)(1).) An agency that elects not to provide an analysis 
based on conditions existing at the time the NOP is published must provide an adequate 
justification for doing so, supported by substantial evidence. (POET, LLC v. State Air Resources 
Bd. (2017) 12 Cal.App.5th 52, 80.)  

 
The EIR relies on a historic baseline without justification. The NOP was published in 

January of 2020, and conditions at that time should form the baseline against which the Project’s 
impacts are measured.  This did not occur.  Despite ceasing operations in 2018 the Montessori 
School formerly operating at the Project site is included as part of the baseline, as if it were still 
operational in 2020. While an agency has some discretion to rely on a historical baseline, here, 
the City has provided no evidence that including the school in the baseline is “necessary to 
provide the most accurate picture practically possible of the project’s impacts.” (14 CCR 
§15125(a)(1).)  The opposition is true. The effect of including the closed Montessori School in 
the baseline is that Project’s air quality, energy, and greenhouse gas impacts are artificially 
diminished.   

 
These comments were raised in comments on the DEIR by CREED LA. In response, the 

FEIR dismisses the concerns and claims there is no need to revise the baseline because the 
emissions and energy use from the school were small, so even if it was not included in the 
baseline, the significance of the impacts would not change. This response is inadequate.  The 
City cannot pick and choose which parts of CEQA it does and does not have to comply with. 
Failure to revise the EIR to accurately reflect the baseline is an abuse of discretion and violates 
CEQA.  
 

C. The Project Does Not Warrant a Height Adjustment from 45 feet to 230 feet. 
 

The Project is located in Height District 1VL meaning “Very Limited Height District, and 
no Building or Structure in Height District No. 1-VL shall exceed three Stories, nor shall it 
exceed 45 feet in height.” (Los Angeles Mun. Code sec. 12.21.1 (A)(1).)  The Project requests a 
Height change to allow an increase in height for the Project from 45 feet to 230 feet.  The 
massive height of the building will tower over neighboring single family and two-story 
apartment building.  In comments on the DEIR, the Beverly-Wilshire Homes Association, Inc. 
took issue with the request for additional height, noting that “Density and height bonuses are 
given to residential projects because of the current affordable housing shortage.  This medical 
office building does not fall into that category.” No justification for this substantial height 
change has been provided.  
 

The City’s response to this comment improperly claims that the 12-story building “would 
be compatible” with the neighboring properties. It states:  
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the proposed 12-story medical office building would be compatible with development  
along South San Vicente Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard, which is characterized by a 
mix of mid- to high- rise buildings, including a 10-story office building with ground floor 
commercial uses directly across from the Project Site, a 22-story medical office building 
fronting Wilshire Boulevard to the southeast of the Project Site, and a 12-story office 
building to the east of the Project Site.  

 
(FEIR 2-14.) 
 

What the FEIR fails to include in its response is that the DEIR states that the building 
directly north of the project is 5 stories with a 4-story parking structure, further north is a 3-story 
building. Directly across the street is a 10-story building, north of that is a 3-story building and 2 
and 3 story buildings. (DEIR, II-3.) Moreover, the description of surrounding uses in the EIR 
makes no mention of the residential neighborhood directly to the northeast. See DEIR II-3 and 
image on II-4. In other words, the Project is by far the tallest building in the vicinity.  The 
FEIR’s attempt to minimize this is misleading and must be corrected.  
 
IV. CONCLUSION 
 

For the foregoing reasons, SAFER and its members urge the City to prepare and 
recirculate a revised EIR addressing the above shortcomings. Thank you for your attention to 
these comments.  Please include this letter and all attachments hereto in the record of 
proceedings for this project. 
 

      Sincerely,  

 
       Rebecca Davis 
       Lozeau Drury LLP 
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Related Code Section: Refer to the City Planning case determination to identify the Zone Code section for the entitlement 
and the appeal procedure. 

Purpose: This application is for the appeal of Department of City Planning determinations authorized by the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC). 

A. APPELLATE BODY/CASE INFORMATION

1. APPELLATE BODY

D Area Planning Commission lll City Planning Commission D City Council D Director of Planning 
D Zoning Administrator 

Regarding Case Number: _V_TT_-7'-4_;_:8:....:;6:....:;5 _______________________ _ 

Project Address: 650-676 South San V icente Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 

Final Date to Appeal: _0_5 /_1_3_/ 2_0_2_2 ________________________ _ 

2. APPELLANT

Appellant Identity: 
(check all that apply) 

□ Representative
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□ Property Owner
□ Operator of the Use/Site

� Person, other than the Applicant, Owner or Operator claiming to be aggrieved 
Beverly Wilshire Homes Association, Inc. 

D Person affected by the determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

□ Representative □ Owner □ Aggrieved Party
□ Applicant □ Operator

3. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant's Name: Beverly Wilshire Homes Association, Inc.

Company/Organization: ____________________________ _ 

Mailing Address: 8443 W. 4th Street 

City: Los Angeles 

Telephone: (323) 653-6254 

State: _C_A __________ Zip: 90048

E-mail: mail@beverlywilshirehomes.com 

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

121 Self D Other:

b. Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant's position? D Yes l2I No 
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Channel Law Group, LLP 
8383 Wilshire Blvd. 

Suite 750 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

Phone: (310) 347-0050 
Fax: (323) 723-3960 

www.channellawgroup.com 

JULIAN K. QUATTLEBAUM, III     Writer’s Direct Line: (310) 982-1760 
JAMIE T. HALL *          jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com 
CHARLES J. McLURKIN 

*ALSO Admitted in Texas 

May 13, 2022 

VIA ELECTRONIC UPLOAD 

City of Los Angeles  
Dept. of City Planning 
221 N. Figueroa St., Suite 1350 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 

Re:  Appeal Justifications for Vesting Tentative Tract for Medical Office Project 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This firm represents the Beverly Wilshire Homes Association (“Appellant” or 
“Association”) in a pro-bono capacity. The Association is an organization dedicated to the 
protection of both community character and the environment. This letter outlines the 
justifications for the appeal of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the proposed 656 South San 
Vicente Medical Office Project (“Project”), which was approved by the Advisory Agency on 
May 3, 2022.  

The Association brings this appeal because the Association and its members have a direct 
and substantial beneficial interest in ensuring that City complies with laws relating to zoning, 
subdivisions of land and environmental protection. Further, the Association and its members are 
adversely affected by City’s failure to comply with CEQA and the Subdivision Map Act in 
approving the Project. The Association and its members’ aesthetic and environmental interests 
are directly and adversely affected by the City’s approval of the Project. 

1. The Map and Subdivision are Inconsistent with General Plan

The Subdivision Map Act requires that a proposed project be consistent with the general 
plan. Govt. Code §66473.5; Govt. Code §66474. The Advisory Agency erred when it determined 
that consistency findings could be made for the Project.  

The letter of determination recognizes that the Project’s height and FAR are not 
permitted by the underlying zoning and land use designation, necessitating approval of a General 
Plan Amendment, a Height District Change and a Vesting Zone Change. Thus, the City concedes 
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in its tract map approval that at this time the Advisory Agency is required to deny the tract map 
because the map and the Project’s land use and proposed improvements cannot be found 
consistent with applicable general plan and specific plans. The list of requested entitlements is 
admission of what City laws the Applicant seeks to modify to force the City’s planning process 
to conform to the Applicant’s preferences.  In other words, the Applicant seeks extraordinary 
modifications of basic planning and zoning laws instead of proposing a development that already 
complies with the basic general plan and zoning requirements. 
 
 After conceding that the Project as proposed is not consistent with currently applicable 
general plans and zoning, the Advisory Agency proposes to approve the tract map nonetheless, 
asserting that it may rely on the fact that Applicant has filed Case No. CPC-2017-467-GPA-
VZC-HD-SPR in conjunction with the tract map application. But the City’s process is exactly 
backwards: the City is mandated by state law to conduct a good faith public outreach and public 
participation in conjunction with the general plan amendment planning process. If and only if the 
City Council exercises its legislative powers to approve the general plan amendment and other 
entitlements, considering the need for bona fide outreach and participation for any amendment to 
the general plan, would it be appropriate for the Applicant to seek a hearing on a tract map 
proposed to be consistent with the legislative decisions made by the City Council. As conducted 
by the City, the process thwarts genuine outreach regarding the general plan amendment and 
improperly creates the impression that the City Council is foreclosed from approving anything 
other than the Applicant’s requested general plan amendment and other approvals.  
 

To be clear, there is no authority in the Subdivision Map Act authorizing the City of Los 
Angeles to approve a tract map conditioned on the Applicant receiving requested modifications 
of general plans and zoning. For jurisdictions other than Los Angeles, Government Code 
66498.3 expressly authorizes an advisory agency to condition a tract map approval on an 
applicant later obtaining a zoning change.  The absence of a similar provision in the Map Act 
authorizing an advisory agency to conditionally approve a tract map premised on a general plan 
amendment, means the City’s proposed conditional approval of a presumed general plan 
amendment is ultra vires.  The Legislature’s strongly worded language mandating an advisory 
agency deny a tract map that does not comply with the general plan and specific plan, combined 
with no express authorization to conditionally approve premised on a general plan amendment, 
establishes how the City of Los Angeles is conducting an unlawful tract map hearing proceeding. 
 
 In addition to the deficiencies conceded in the Letter of Determination, the Project is not 
consistent with the current General Plan in numerous ways as demonstrated below:  
 
Emergency Response 
 
 The Project results in inadequate fire and emergency medical service response by 
concentrating high-density development in an area with already inadequate fire coverage, and by 
degrading already strained response times by exacerbating local congestion. The General Plan 
Framework establishes a 1.5-mile distance standard for fire response and emergency medical 
services, yet the Project proposes to create a new medical office high-rise without contributing 
new fire or emergency medical service facilities. The Project’s inconsistencies with the fire 
standards are further analyzed in the Association’s letters dated February 2, 2022 (Exhibit A) 
and March 1, 2022 (Exhibit B). The Project is therefore inconsistent with the following goals, 
objectives and policies of the Framework Element: 
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Goal 9J: Every neighborhood has the necessary level of fire protection service, 
emergency medical service (EMS) and infrastructure. 

 
Objective 9.16: Every neighborhood has the necessary level of fire protection service, 
emergency medical service (EMS) and infrastructure. 

 
Policy 9.16.1: Monitor and forecast demand for existing and projected fire facilities and 
service. 

 
Objective 9.17: Collect appropriate fire and population development statistics from the 
purpose of evaluating fire service needs based on existing and future conditions. 

 
Policy 9.17.2: Assure that all areas of the City have the highest level of fire protection 
and EMS, at the lowest possible cost, to meet existing and future demand. 

 
Policy 9.17.4: Identify areas of the City with deficient fire facilities and/or service and 
prioritize the order in which these areas should be upgraded based on established fire 
protection standards. 

 
Objective 9.19: Consider the Fire Department’s concerns and where feasible adhere to 
them, regarding the quality of the area’s fire protection and emergency medical services 
when developing General Plan amendments and zone changes, or considering 
discretionary land use permits. 

 
Policy 9.19.1: Maintain the Los Angeles Fire Department’s ability to assure public safety 
in emergency situations. 

 
Policy 9.19.3: Maintain mutual aid or mutual assistance agreements with local fire 
departments to ensure an adequate response in the event of a major earthquake, wildfire, 
urban fire, fire in areas with substandard fire protection, or other fire emergencies. 
 

Land Use 
 
 The Project violates requirements in the Zoning Code and City Charter limiting the 
circumstances under which the City may approve a general plan amendment. Los Angeles City 
Charter, Section 555 provides: 
 

“The General Plan may be amended in its entirety, by subject 
elements or parts of subject elements, or by geographic areas, 
provided that the part or area involved has significant social, 
economic or physical identity.”  (Emphasis added.) 

 
 In order to re-shape the City’s fundamental planning documents to conform to the 
radically inconsistent Project, the Applicant proposes to simply amend the City’s General Plan in 
numerous places to simply authorize the Project as-is. This is, in essence, the tail wagging the 
dog: the Applicant seeks to authorize a spot zone where the Project’s excessive floor area and 
building height and woefully deficient parking will be inflicted upon the public. The requirement 
that the geographic area involved in a proposed general plan amendment be one of “significant 
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social, economic or physical identity” is an express limitation on the City’s power to initiate a 
general plan amendment.  It is an instruction that the amendment process, while not including the 
entire City, must include a large enough area having a significant identify of its own to avoid 
piecemeal planning and spot zoning. The proposed general plan amendment violates this 
requirement because it isolates a single block, indistinguishable from the 600 block of South San 
Vicente Boulevard north of the Project site. 
 
Wilshire Community Plan 
 
 The Project would degrade quality of life in adjacent residential neighborhoods by 
introducing an incompatible high-rise with critically inadequate parking and significant traffic 
generation on residential streets. Exacerbating the impacts of a use which already generates high 
parking demand, the Project further requests a 20 percent reduction in parking. The Project 
would further reduce Level of Service (“LOS”) on impacted streets below the standards in the 
Community Plan. The Project is thus inconsistent with numerous goals, objectives and policies 
of the Wilshire Community Plan: 
 

GOAL 1: PROVIDE A SAFE, SECURE, AND HIGH QUALITY RESIDENTIAL 
ENVIRONMENT FOR ALL ECONOMIC, AGE, AND ETHNIC SEGMENTS OF THE 
WILSHIRE COMMUNITY.  
 
Objective 1.1: Provide for the preservation of existing quality housing, and for the 
development of new housing to meet the diverse economic and physical needs of the 
existing residents and expected new residents in the Wilshire Community Plan Area to 
the year 2010.  
 
Policy 1-1.1: Protect existing stable single family and low density residential 
neighborhoods from encroachment by higher density residential uses and other uses that 
are incompatible as to scale and character, or would otherwise diminish quality of life. 
 
Objective 1-3: Preserve and enhance the varied and distinct residential character and 
integrity of existing residential neighborhoods 
 
Policy 1-3.4: Monitor the impact of new development on residential streets. Locate 
access to major development projects so as not to encourage spillover traffic on local 
residential streets. 

 
Policy 1-3.4: Monitor the impact of new development on residential streets. Locate 
access to major development projects so as not to encourage spillover traffic on local 
residential streets. 

 
GOAL 14: DISCOURAGE NON-RESIDENT TRAFFIC FLOW ON RESIDENTIAL 
LOCAL STREETS, AND ENCOURAGE COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN 
DETERMINING NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC AND PARKING CONTROLS. 
 
Policy 14-1.2: Support and research emerging traffic calming techniques as potential 
traffic mitigation factors in impacted residential neighborhoods 
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GOAL 15: PROVIDE A SUFFICIENT SUPPLY OF WELL-DESIGNED AND 
CONVENIENT OFF-STREET PARKING LOTS AND FACILITIES THROUGHOUT 
THE PLAN AREA. 
 
Objective 15-1: Provide off-street parking in appropriate locations in accordance with 
Citywide standards and community needs. 
 
Policy 16-1.1: To the extent feasible and consistent with the Mobility Plan 2035’s and the 
Community Plans’ policies promoting multimodal transportation (e.g. walking, bicycling, 
driving and taking public transit) and safety, maintain a satisfactory Level of Service 
(LOS) above LOS “D” for Boulevards II s, especially those which serve Regional 
Commercial Centers and Community Commercial Centers; and above LOS “D” for 
Avenues and Collector Streets. 

 
2. The Design and Improvements of the Proposed Subdivision are Inconsistent 

with the General Plan 
 

The design and improvements of the proposed subdivision are inconsistent with the 
general plan and zoning. The Project proposes a staggering increase in intensity of use and traffic 
generation on a site with a frontage road (San Vicente Boulevard) limiting access to major 
adjacent commercial streets while diverting traffic to residential neighborhoods.1 As 
demonstrated above, the General Plan has policies expressly addressing neighborhood intrusion 
traffic. Moreover, the Wilshire Community Plan addresses degraded LOS and establishes 
policies to maintain LOS “C” or above for San Vicente Boulevard, which is a Boulevard II 
according to the Mobility Element.  
 

3. The Site is Not Suitable for the Proposed Density of Development  
 

The location of the site is not physically suitable for the increased density proposed 
because it contains physical hazards which render residential uses inappropriate. These include 
location within a liquefaction zone and a methane zone.2 The Project site is also unsuitable for 
high-traffic development such as a medical office high-rise because its location on a frontage 
road restricts access to San Vicente Boulevard and Wilshire, funneling the Project’s substantial 
traffic onto narrow residential streets where neighborhood intrusion traffic would introduce 
severe land use incompatibilities.   

 
4. The Project is Likely to Cause Substantial Environmental Damage 

 
The Subdivision Map Act mandates denial of a tentative map if the design of the 

subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to cause substantial environmental damage 
or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.” Govt. Code Section 

 
1 See Exhibit A, Attachment 3, depicting that the most plausible access routes to the Project site travel through 
Local streets in residential neighborhoods.   
2 ZIMAS and https://www.geoforward.com/wp-content/uploads/Methane-Zone-Map-Los-Angeles-by-Geo-Forward-
Inc.-1.pdf See Division 71 of the Los Angeles Building Codes for mitigation and testing requirements for projects in 
the methane zone: https://up.codes/viewer/los_angeles/ca-building-code-2016/chapter/new_71/methane-seepage-
regulations#new_91.7103 or City Ordinance No. 17590: https://ladbs.org/docs/default-
source/publications/ordinances/methane-code---ordinance-no-175790.pdf?sfvrsn=d8eeb53_10 
 

https://www.geoforward.com/wp-content/uploads/Methane-Zone-Map-Los-Angeles-by-Geo-Forward-Inc.-1.pdf
https://www.geoforward.com/wp-content/uploads/Methane-Zone-Map-Los-Angeles-by-Geo-Forward-Inc.-1.pdf
https://up.codes/viewer/los_angeles/ca-building-code-2016/chapter/new_71/methane-seepage-regulations#new_91.7103
https://up.codes/viewer/los_angeles/ca-building-code-2016/chapter/new_71/methane-seepage-regulations#new_91.7103
https://ladbs.org/docs/default-source/publications/ordinances/methane-code---ordinance-no-175790.pdf?sfvrsn=d8eeb53_10
https://ladbs.org/docs/default-source/publications/ordinances/methane-code---ordinance-no-175790.pdf?sfvrsn=d8eeb53_10
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66474(e). As explained in this letter, the Project will result in significant environmental impacts 
exceeding CEQA thresholds. In any event, the Subdivision Map Act requires independent 
environmental review from CEQA as part of the approval of the tentative tract map. 
   

In Topanga Ass'n for a Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles (1989) 214 
Cal.App.3d 1348, the court ruled that Government Code Section 66474(e), which requires a 
governmental agency to deny a map application if the agency finds that subdivision design or 
improvements are likely to cause substantial environmental damage, provides for an 
environmental review separate from and independent of CEQA.  The court stated as follows: 
"Appellants argue that elimination of their CEQA causes of action does not foreclose an 
environmental challenge to the approval of the project because the Subdivision Map Act, in 
Government Code section 66474, subdivision (e), provides for environmental impact review 
separate from and independent of the requirements [of the CEQA. We agree. "[T]he finding 
required by section 66474, subdivision (e) is in addition to the requirements for the preparation 
of an environmental impact report" or a negative declaration pursuant to the CEQA. (59 
Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 129, 130 (1976).) Topanga Ass'n for a Scenic Cmty. v. County of L.A. (1989) 
214 Cal.App.3d 1348, 1355-1356.  
 

Appellants have demonstrated that the Project will result in significant environmental 
impacts not identified in the EIR. These contentions independently establish that the Project will 
result in substantial environmental damage. In addition to the issues identified above which 
overlap with General Plan policies, the Project would result in significant GHG (Exhibit A, pp. 
2-3) and shade-shadow impacts (Exhibit A, pp. 3-4). Therefore, the tentative tract map must be 
denied under Government Code Section 66474(e) and (f).   
 

5. Conclusion  
 
For the aforementioned reasons, the appeal of the Vesting Tentative Tract should be 

granted. Please note that Appellant reserves the right to supplement the bases of this appeal. I 
may be contacted at 310-982-1760 or at jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com if you have any 
questions, comments or concerns.  
 

      Sincerely, 

                                                                              
                                                                             Jamie T. Hall 
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Exhibit A 

Letter Submitted on February 2, 2022  
by Beverly Wilshire Homes Association 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	  

February	  2,	  2022	  
	  
To:	  	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles,	  Dept.	  of	  City	  Planning	  Major	  Projects	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  221	  N.	  Figueroa	  Street	  Suite	  1350	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Los	  Angeles,	  CA	  90012	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Paul	  Caporaso	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  paul.caporaso@lacityplanning.org	  
	  
From:	  	  Beverly	  Wilshire	  Homes	  Association	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  8443	  West	  Fourth	  Street	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Los	  Angeles,	  CA	  90048	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  bwha@beverlywilshirehomes.com	  
	  
	  
RE:	  Public	  Hearing	  for	  ENV-‐2017-‐468-‐EIR	  and	  VTT-‐74865	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  656	  South	  San	  Vicente	  Medical	  Office	  Project	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  650-‐676	  South	  San	  Vicente	  Boulevard	  Los	  Angeles,	  CA	  90048	  
	  
Dear	  Mr.	  Caporaso,	  
	  
We	  wish	  to	  add	  the	  following	  comments	  regarding	  the	  above	  project	  to	  the	  file:	  
	  
The	  Beverly	  Wilshire	  Homes	  Association	  is	  a	  non-‐profit,	  incorporated	  organization	  
of	  property	  owners,	  residents	  and	  businesses.	  	  Our	  boundaries	  are	  La	  Brea	  on	  the	  
east,	  to	  La	  Cienega	  on	  the	  west,	  and	  from	  the	  north	  side	  of	  Wilshire	  Blvd	  on	  the	  
south	  to	  Rosewood	  Avenue	  on	  the	  north.	  	  We	  have	  represented	  this	  area	  
continuously	  from	  1956	  to	  the	  present.	  	  Our	  mission	  is	  to	  preserve	  and	  improve	  the	  
quality	  of	  life	  for	  our	  members	  and	  the	  community.	  
	  
The	  proposed	  project	  is	  on	  our	  southwestern	  border	  with	  Beverly	  Hills.	  	  It	  will	  have	  
severe	  impacts	  on	  our	  members	  both	  during	  construction	  and	  afterwards.	  	  	  



The	  proposed	  project	  is	  requesting	  major	  discretionary	  entitlements	  including	  a	  
General	  Plan	  Amendment,	  Vesting	  Zone	  Change,	  Reduced	  Parking,	  and	  Vesting	  Tract	  
Map	  for	  increases	  far	  beyond	  the	  underlying	  zoning	  and	  FAR.	  	  See	  ATTACHMENT	  2	  
The	  proposed	  project	  is	  requesting	  an	  increase	  in	  height	  from	  the	  current	  maximum	  	  
Height	  of	  45’	  to	  approx.	  218’	  	  (max.	  of	  230	  with	  mechanical	  penthouse),	  a	  zone	  
change	  from	  C1-‐1VL-‐O	  to	  (Q)C2-‐2D-‐0	  and	  a	  FAR	  increase	  going	  from	  a	  current	  
maximum	  of	  1.5:1	  to	  4.5:1.	  All	  of	  this	  and	  a	  parking	  reduction	  request	  and	  716	  
bicycle	  parking	  spaces.	  
	  
TRANSPORTATION:	  
	  
We	  have	  retained	  a	  traffic	  engineering	  company	  to	  do	  an	  independent	  traffic	  study	  
on	  our	  behalf.	  	  	  This	  study	  will	  evaluate	  the	  issues	  raised	  in	  our	  comments	  to	  the	  
DEIR	  and	  EIR	  responses.	  We	  anticipate	  the	  study	  will	  be	  available	  to	  submit	  to	  the	  
record	  in	  the	  future.	  
	  
There	  is	  a	  unique	  lack	  of	  access	  to	  the	  site	  from	  the	  main	  streets	  Wilshire	  and	  San	  
Vicente	  to	  the	  frontage	  road	  placing	  an	  undue	  burden	  on	  the	  adjacent	  residential	  
streets.	  	  Both	  the	  Wilshire	  Community	  Plan	  and	  CEQA	  require	  that	  the	  impact	  of	  
new	  development	  on	  residential	  streets	  be	  monitored.	  	  Access	  to	  this	  major	  
development	  projects	  should	  not	  allow	  spillover	  traffic	  on	  local	  residential	  streets.	  	  
	  	  
GREENHOUSE	  GAS	  (GHG)	  EMISSSIONS	  
	  
The	  Greenhouse	  Gas	  emissions	  analysis	  is	  deficient	  and	  doesn't	  adequately	  assess	  
actual	  GHG	  emissions	  related	  to	  the	  construction	  and	  operational	  phases.	  
	  
Among	  its	  many	  deficiencies:	  
	  
1.	  	  The	  analysis	  does	  not	  address	  the	  impacts	  of	  ride	  hailing	  which	  will	  be	  a	  
significant	  factor	  in	  Vehicle	  Miles	  traveled	  (VMT)	  to	  and	  from	  the	  proposed	  project.	  	  
Numerous	  published	  studies	  of	  "rideshare"	  impacts	  on	  VMT	  in	  urban	  cities	  as	  well	  
as	  suburban	  communities	  have	  concluded	  that	  not	  only	  have	  such	  services	  not	  
reduced	  VMT	  as	  originally	  theorized,	  but	  has	  been	  seen	  to	  significantly	  increase	  
VMT.	  
	  
2.	  	  The	  DEIR	  also	  fails	  to	  acknowledge	  that	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  has	  performed	  no	  
studies	  and	  published	  no	  data	  of	  its	  own	  regarding	  Vehicle	  Miles	  Traveled	  (VMT),	  
and	  has	  published	  no	  data	  to	  contradict	  the	  findings	  of	  major	  research	  institutions	  
that	  have	  documented	  that	  middle	  and	  high	  income	  Angelenos	  like	  those	  likely	  to	  be	  



able	  to	  afford	  the	  type	  of	  medical	  services	  provided	  in	  this	  building	  are	  inversely	  
correlated	  to	  transit	  use	  in	  Los	  Angeles.	  
	  
3.	  	  The	  City	  has	  ignored	  published	  data	  from	  established	  research	  institutions	  that	  
demonstrates	  the	  failure	  of	  its	  policies.	  	  See,	  for	  example,	  "Falling	  Transit	  Ridership,"	  
UCLA	  Institute	  of	  Transportation	  Studies,	  January	  2018.	  Michael	  Manville,	  Brian	  D.	  
Taylor	  and	  Evelyn	  Blumberg.	  	  	  
	  
The	  analysis	  cites	  an	  abundance	  of	  existing	  bus	  routes	  as	  if	  proximity	  to	  bus	  routes	  
will	  result	  in	  occupants	  foregoing	  car	  ownership	  and	  ride	  hailing	  services	  to	  use	  the	  
bus	  system	  when	  in	  fact	  this	  study	  finds	  that,	  	  
	   "increased	  private	  vehicle	  ownership	  can	  likely	  explain	  much	  of	  the	  transit	  
ridership	  decline	  in	  Southern	  California.	  	  Between	  2000	  and	  2015,	  households	  in	  the	  
SCAG	  region	  dramatically	  increased	  their	  levels	  of	  vehicle	  ownership,	  from	  1.7	  to	  2.4	  
vehicles	  per	  household.	  
Vehicle	  ownership	  has	  grown	  fastest	  among	  subgroups	  that	  have	  historically	  been	  
most	  likely	  to	  use	  transit.	  	  The	  increase	  in	  vehicle	  ownership	  has	  been	  driven	  by	  
low-‐income	  and	  foreign-‐born	  households	  who	  previously	  did	  not,	  largely	  for	  
economic	  reasons	  have	  access	  to	  cars."	  
	  
4.)	  See	  Los	  Angeles	  Times	  article	  dated	  January	  27,	  2022,	  "Metro	  Slashes	  Bus	  and	  
Rail	  Service	  Amid	  Driver	  Shortage."	  	  "	  Los	  Angeles	  County	  Metropolitan	  
Transportation	  Authority	  has	  been	  reduced	  system	  wide	  by	  as	  much	  18%	  since	  
September	  as	  the	  agency	  struggles	  to	  find	  enough	  drivers	  amid	  the	  Omnicron	  fueled	  
Covid-‐19	  surge........one	  heavily	  used	  line	  has	  seen	  rides	  fall	  by	  42%	  in	  the	  last	  
month."	  
	  
Bus	  service	  could	  be	  unpredictable	  in	  the	  future.	  
	  
	  As	  another	  example,	  the	  analysis	  cites	  716	  bike	  spaces	  in	  the	  Project	  but	  offers	  no	  
data	  that	  the	  existence	  of	  any	  number	  of	  bike	  spaces	  in	  a	  medical	  office	  project	  has	  
any	  impact	  on	  VMT	  or	  GHG.	  	  	  
	  
SHADE	  AND	  SHADOW	  
	  
The	  homes	  adjacent	  to	  the	  proposed	  project	  are	  identified	  in	  the	  Survey	  LA	  6th	  
Street-‐Orange	  Street	  Multi-‐Family	  Residential	  Historic	  District	  and	  therefore	  are	  
offered	  protections	  under	  CEQA	  and	  should	  be	  considered	  in	  the	  design	  and	  
execution	  of	  this	  project.	  There	  is	  also	  an	  adjacent	  commercial	  building	  at	  6535	  W.	  
Wilshire	  that	  is	  also	  identified	  in	  Survey	  LA.	  



	  
Shade	  and	  shadow	  caused	  by	  a	  building	  of	  218	  feet	  in	  height	  would	  be	  extensive.	  	  
The	  shadow	  from	  this	  building	  would	  extend	  for	  hundreds	  of	  feet	  to	  the	  north,	  
north/east	  and	  east.	  	  The	  shadows	  would	  persist	  for	  approximately	  7	  months	  of	  the	  
year,	  October	  until	  April	  or	  May,	  beginning	  at	  1	  pm	  and	  continuing	  until	  sunset.	  	  
Residences	  in	  the	  historic	  neighborhood	  would	  be	  the	  ones	  impacted.	  This	  would	  
limit	  neighboring	  properties	  to	  the	  north	  and	  north/east	  the	  ability	  to	  collect	  solar	  
rooftop	  energy	  and	  deprive	  resident	  the	  use	  and	  enjoyment	  of	  yards	  and	  swimming	  
pools	  for	  much	  of	  the	  year.	  
	  
The	  proposed	  project	  could	  also	  have	  a	  substantial	  affect	  on	  a	  scenic	  vista,	  in	  this	  
case	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  when	  viewed	  from	  both	  Wilshire	  Blvd.	  and	  San	  Vicente	  
Blvd.	  
	  
EMERGENCY	  RESPONSE	  	  	  SECTION	  IV.H.1	  Public	  Services-‐Fire	  Protection	  
	  
Response	  to	  Comment	  No.	  ORG	  1-‐15	  
	  
The	  FEIR	  fails	  to	  address	  the	  question	  concerning	  response	  times	  
to	  the	  proposed	  project	  in	  the	  letter	  from	  LAFD	  dated	  
September	  24,	  2020.	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  acknowledges	  that	  the	  Project	  is	  located	  beyond	  the	  acceptable	  service	  
distances	  from	  Los	  Angeles	  Fire	  Department	  stations.	  
	  
While	  they	  do	  state	  that	  fire	  protection	  would	  be	  considered	  INADEQUATE,	  
They	  go	  on	  to	  state	  in	  the	  letter	  that	  conditions	  could	  be	  reduced	  to	  ADEQUATE	  
with	  the	  requirement	  of	  the	  addition	  of	  fire	  sprinklers	  during	  construction.	  
	  
Since	  there	  is	  a	  higher	  likelihood	  of	  EMS	  response	  to	  a	  medical	  building	  use,	  it	  is	  
essential	  that	  response	  times	  are	  within	  the	  survival	  window.	  Fire	  sprinklers	  
will	  not	  help	  EMS	  response	  times.	  
	  
FireStatLA	  shows	  2021	  data	  showing	  EMS	  Operational	  Response	  Times	  of	  07:14	  
based	  on	  Station	  61	  statistics,	  which	  is	  2.0	  miles	  from	  the	  project	  site.	  
National	  Fire	  Protection	  Association	  “NFPA”	  Standard	  1710	  establishes	  a	  300	  
second	  or	  5	  minute	  first	  “response	  time”	  goal	  for	  not	  less	  than	  90%	  of	  these	  types	  of	  
incidents.	  
	  
What	  is	  neglected	  in	  the	  letter	  is	  how	  EMS	  response	  could	  be	  improved	  to	  



an	  adequate	  level	  without	  the	  following	  major	  infrastructure	  improvements:	  
	  
1.Increased	  staffing	  for	  existing	  facilities	  (I.E.	  Paramedic	  Rescue	  Ambulance	  and	  	  	  
EMT	  Rescue	  Ambulance	  resources)	  
	  
2.	  Additional	  fire	  protection	  facilities	  
	  
3.	  Relocation	  of	  the	  present	  fire	  protection	  facilities.	  
	  
CONCLUSION	  
	  
The	  conclusion	  points	  to	  the	  need	  for	  additional	  city	  infrastructure	  to	  serve	  this	  site.	  
The	  proposed	  project	  is	  also	  not	  providing	  any	  affordable	  housing	  or	  market	  rate	  
housing,	  which	  could	  have	  provided	  some	  density	  bonuses	  and	  benefits	  to	  address	  
the	  shortage	  of	  the	  housing	  stock	  in	  the	  city.	  
	  	  
The	  proposed	  project	  along	  with	  other	  proposed	  and	  previously	  entitled	  Projects	  
such	  as	  333	  S.	  La	  Cienega	  Blvd.	  and	  the	  Our	  Lady	  of	  Mt.	  Lebanon	  Project	  at	  331-‐333	  
San	  Vicente	  Blvd.,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  proposed	  Metro	  Crenshaw	  Line	  Extension	  and	  the	  
Metro	  Purple	  Line,	  have	  tremendous	  cumulative	  impacts	  both	  during	  construction	  
and	  after	  completed	  cause	  severe	  traffic	  and	  parking	  issues	  in	  our	  area.	  
	  
The	  EIR	  describes	  four	  alternatives	  to	  the	  proposed	  project.	  	  Any	  of	  the	  alternatives	  
would	  be	  superior	  to	  what	  we	  have	  proposed	  here.	  	  Construction	  of	  this	  218	  foot	  
medical	  office	  tower	  adjacent	  to	  two	  story	  residential	  buildings,	  in	  an	  historic	  
neighborhood,	  inaccessible	  from	  main	  streets,	  places	  an	  unreasonable	  burden	  on	  
the	  local	  residential	  neighborhood.	  
	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
	  	  
Diana	  Plotkin	  
President,	  Beverly	  Wilshire	  Homes	  Association	  
	  
	  
Please	  See	  4	  Attachments	  
	  
CC.	  Councilmember	  Paul	  Koretz	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  200	  N.	  Spring	  Street.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Los	  Angeles,	  CA	  90012	  
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Exhibit B 

Letter Submitted on March 1, 2022 
by Beverly Wilshire Homes Association 

                                                                                             

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	
	
	
March	1,	2022	
	
City	of	Los	Angeles,	Dept.	of	City	Planning	Major	Projects	
221	N.	Figueroa	Street	Suite	1350	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	
Paul	Caporaso	
paul.caporaso@lacityplanning.org	
	
Beverly	Wilshire	Homes	Association	
8443	West	Fourth	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
bwha@beverlywilshirehomes.com	
	
RE:	CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-HD-SPR	
								ENV-2017-468-EIR	
								656	South	San	Vicente	Medical	Office	Project	
								650-676	South	San	Vicente	Boulevard	Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
	
	
Dear	Mr.	Caporaso,	
	
Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	this	proposed	project		
	
The	Beverly	Wilshire	Homes	Association	is	a	non-profit,	incorporated	organization	
of	property	owners,	residents	and	businesses	within	the	area	bounded	by	La	Brea	
to	La	Cienega	and	Rosewood	to	the	north	side	of	Wilshire	Blvd.	From	1956	to	the	
present	we	have	been	the	voice	of	the	community.	Our	mission	is	to	improve	the	
quality	of	life	for	our	members	and	the	community.	
	
The	area	of	the	proposed	project	is	close	to	the	border	of	the	city	limits	and	sits	
close	to	both	Beverly	Hills	and	West	Hollywood	to	the	west	of	the	site,	
	
	
INADEQUATE	FIRE	AND	EMERGENCY	RESPONSE	SERVICE	
	
In	addition	to	the	already	identified	response	times	identified	in	a	letter	from	LAFD	
in	the	DEIR,	LAFD	failed	to	address	the	inadequate	EMS	response	times	due	to	



Distances	beyond	the	allowed	properly	staffed	fire	stations.	All	LAFD	fire	stations	
exceed	the	allowed	1.5	mile	distance	allowed.	
	
	
Relevant	General	Plan	Framework	Element	Infrastructure	and	Public	Service	
Goals,	Objectives,	and	Policies:	
	
Goal	9J	 Every	neighborhood	has	the	necessary	level	of	fire	

protection	service,	emergency	medical	service	(EMS)	and	
infrastructure.	

	
Objective	9.16	 Every	neighborhood	has	the	necessary	level	of	fire	

protection	service,	emergency	medical	service	(EMS)	and	
infrastructure.	

	
Policy	9.16.1	 Monitor	and	forecast	demand	for	existing	and	projected	

fire	facilities	and	service.	
	
Objective	9.17	 Collect	appropriate	fire	and	population	development	

statistics	fro	the	purpose	of	evaluating	fire	service	needs		
	 based	on	existing	and	future	conditions.	
	
Policy	9.17.2	 Assure	that	all	areas	of	the	City	have	the	highest	level	of	

fire	protection	and	EMS,	at	the	lowest	possible	cost,	to	
meet	existing	and	future	demand.	 	 	

	
Policy	9.17.4	 Identify	areas	of	the	City	with	deficient	fire	facilities	

and/or	service	and	prioritize	the	order	in	which	these	
areas	should	be	upgraded	based	on	established	fore	
protection	standards.	

	
Objective	9.19	 Consider	the	Fire	Department’s	concerns	and	where	

feasible	adhere	to	them,	regarding	the	quality	of	the	area’s	
fire	protection	and	emergency	medical	services	when	
developing	General	Plan	amendments	and	zone	changes,	
or	considering	discretionary	land	use	permits.	

	
Policy	9.19.1		 Maintain	the	Los	Angeles	Fire	Department’s	ability	to	

assure	public	safety	in	emergency	situations.	
	
Policy	9.19.3	 Maintain	mutual	aid	or	mutual	assistance	agreements	with	

local	fire	departments	to	ensure	an	adequate	response	in	
the	event	of	a	major	earthquake,	wildfire,	urban	fire,	fire	
in	areas	with	substandard	fire	protection,	or	other	fire	
emergencies.	

	



	
	
	
	
In	the	Framework	Element	of	the	General	Plan	for	the	City	under	Fire	it	states:	
	

Fire	prevention,	fire	protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Service	(EMS)	
for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	is	provided	by	the	Los	Angeles	Fire	
Department	(LAFD).	Fire	Department	services	are	based	on	the	
community’s	needs,	as	determined	by	ongoing	evaluations.	When	
evaluation	indicates	increased	response	time,	the	application	of	
equipment,	personnel,	and/or	new	stations	are	considered.	As	
development	occurs,	the	Fire	Department	reviews	environmental	
impact	reports	and	subdivisions	applications	for	needed	facilities.	
Where	appropriate,	construction	of	new	facilities	is	required		as	a	
condition	of	development,	

	
Emergency	medical	services	are	provided	through	the	Bureau	of	
Emergency	Medical	Services.	The	City	standard	for	EMS	is	one	and	one	
half	miles,	similar	to	that	of	the	response	distance	for	engine	companies	
for	neighborhood	land	uses.	Most	ambulances	are	accompanied	by	
trained	paramedics	to	provide	additional	service	other	than	only	
transport.	LAFD	considers	EMS	to	be	providing	adequate	service.	
	

	
In	this	case,	because	of	the	General	Plan	Amendment	and	zone	change	request,	this		
must	be	a	consideration.	
	
Objective	9.19	 Consider	the	Fire	Department’s	concerns	and	where	

feasible	adhere	to	them,	regarding	the	quality	of	the	area’s	
fire	protection	and	emergency	medical	services	when	
developing	General	Plan	amendments	and	zone	changes,	
or	considering	discretionary	land	use	permits.	

	
	
During	recent	February	2,	2022	city	hearings	on	this	project,	the	Applicant	stated	
that	there	would	be	surgical	suites	in	addition	to	laboratory	spaces	as	key	
components	to	the	proposed	project.	These	amplify	the	potential	need	for	both	EMS	
and	fire	response	from	LAFD	due	to	medical	emergencies	and	higher	potential	for	
fire	response	needs	due	to	flammable	gases	and	toxic	liquids	in	a	laboratory	
environment.	
	
The	FEIR	fails	to	address	the	question	concerning	response	times	
to	the	proposed	project	in	the	letter	from	LAFD	dated	September	24,	2020.	
	



	
The	DEIR	acknowledges	that	the	Project	is	located	beyond	the	acceptable	service	
distances	from	Los	Angeles	Fire	Department	stations.	
	
Below	is	a	chart	from	the	LAFD	letter	dated	September	24,	2020	in	the	DEIR	
comment.	
	

	
	
	
	
All	stations	exceed	the	1	mile	first-due	Engine,	and	1	1/2	mile	first	due	Truck	
Company	distance	requirements	
	
While	they	do	state	that	fire	protection	would	be	considered	INADEQUATE,	
They	go	on	to	state	in	the	letter	that	conditions	could	be	reduced	to	ADEQUATE	
with	the	requirement	of	the	addition	of	fire	sprinklers	during	construction.	
	
Since	there	is	a	higher	likelihood	of	EMS	response	to	a	medical	building	use,	it	is	
essential	that	response	times	are	within	the	life	saving	window,	fire	sprinklers	
will	not	help	EMS	response	times.	
	
Also,	cumulative	impacts	from	future	projects	that	are	yet	to	be	built	including	



Caruso	Affiliated,	a	240	ft.,	145	unit	residential	tower	mixed	use	development	at	333	
S.	La	Cienega	Blvd.	and	the	Mount	Lebanon	Project	at	331-333	S.	San	Vicente	Blvd.	
with	a	19	story	153	residential	tower	and	a	Catholic	Cathedral.	
	
	
FireStatLA	shows	2021	data	showing	EMS	Operational	Response	Times		
of	07:14	based	on	Station	61	statistics,	which	is	2.0	miles	from	the	project	site.	
National	Fire	Protection	Association	“NFPA”	Standard	1710	establishes	a	300	
second	or	5	minute	first	“response	time”	goal	for	not	less	than	90%	of	these	
types	of	incidents.	
	
	
	

	
	
								Response	times	from	FireStatLA	for	the	year	2021	
	
	
	
In	the	DEIR	Appendix	I-Public	Service	Letters	I-1	Los	Angeles	Fire	Department	
Correspondence	dated	September	24,	2020	
	
	
	
	
	



FIRE	FLOW:	
	
The	adequacy	of	fire	protection	for	a	given	area	is	based	on	required	fire-flow,	
response	distance	from	the	existing	fire	stations,	and	this	Department’s	judgment	
for	the	needs	in	this	area.	In	general,	the	required	fire-flow	is	closely	related	to	land	
use.	The	quantity	of	water	necessary	for	fire	protection	varies	with	type	of	
development,	life	hazard,	occupancy,	and	the	degree	of	fire	hazard.	
	
	
6,000	to	9,000	G.P.M.	from	four	to	six	fire	hydrants	slowing	simultaneously.	
	
Improvements	to	the	water	system	in	this	area	may	be	required	to	provide	9000,	
(9000	high	rise)	G.P.M.	fire-flow.	The	cost	of	I	proving	the	water	system	may	be	
charged	to	the	developer.	For	more	detailed	information	regarding	water	main	
improvements,	the	developer	shall	contact	the	Water	Services	Section	of	the	
Department	of	Water	and	Power.	
	
RESPONSE	DISTANCE:	
	
Based	on	a	required	fire-flow	of	9000	G.P.M.,	the	first-due	Engine	Company	should	
be	within	1	mile(s)	and	the	first-due	Truck	Company	within	1.5	mile(s).	
	
*PLEASE	NOTE	THERE	ARE	NO	FIRE	STATIONS	IN	THE	AREA	WITHIN	1.5	
MILES.	
	
The	distance	will	also	impact	the	response	times	for	LAFD	services	and	states:	
“Based	on	these	criteria	(response	distance	from	existing	fire	station)	fire	protection	
would	be	considered	INADEQUATE."	
	
The	letter	concludes	with	stating	“The	development	of	this	proposed	project,	along	
with	other	approved	and	planned	projects	in	the	immediate	area,	may	result	in	the	
need	for	the	following:	
	
1.	Increased	staffing	for	existing	facilities.	(I.E,	Paramedic	Rescue	Ambulance	and	
EMT	Rescue	(Ambulance	resources).	
2.	Additional	fire	protection	facilities.	
3.	Relocation	of	present	fire	protection	facilities	
	
What	is	neglected	in	the	letter	is	how	EMS	response	could	be	improved	to	
an	adequate	level	without	major	infrastructure	improvements.	



	
BWHA	feels	that	there	is	a	diminished	quality	to	the	area’s	fire	protection	and	
emergency	medical	services	due	to	increased	development	that	is	beyond	the	
current	allowed	zoning	and	additional	General	Plan	Amendments,	need	to	be	
considered	for	any	new	entitlements	granted	in	this	area	of	the	City,	These	increases	
created	by	this	new	proposed	project	are	negatively	impacting	current	residents	in	
this	area.	
	
	
Sincerely,	
	
	
Diana	Plotkin	
	
President,	Beverly	Wilshire	Homes	Association	
	
	
	
	
	
.	
	
	
	
	



EXHIBIT  E
Michael Yadegari Appeal Application 
VTT-74865-1A









YAD LA LAWYER, INC. |   640 S. SAN VICENTE BLVD STE 554, LOS ANGELES, CA 90048  .                                                                    

PH: 310.779.9327     |    EMAIL: YADEGARIESQ@GMAIL.COM                                                                 

May 13, 2022 

 

Re: APPEAL FROM THE ADVISORY AGENCY’S APPROVAL  
 VESTING TENATIVE TRACT NO. 74865 
 Related Case Number CPC-2017-467-GPA-VZC-HD-SPR 
 650-676 South San Vicente Blevard 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN, 

We are appealing the Advisory Agency’s decision to approve the VESTING TENATIVE 
TRACT NO. 74865. The issues that we are concerned about are the facts surrounding changing 
the current zoning which is C1-VL-O with a 5,748 square foot vacant educational building and 
an 8,225 square foot Big 5 sporting goods store and associated surface parking on the Project site 
to C2-2D-O which will allow a 12-story medical office/retail-commercial building with 145,305 
square foot of floor area and reduce the parking requirements for such a building by 43% (309 
parking spaces).  

The reason for the reduction of the parking requirements is simple to allow for more 
rentable office space at the expense of the neighboring community in order to profit.  

It is concerning that the Applicant lied on their application and to the public by stating that “The 
Project Applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment to the Wilshire Community Plan to 
change the land use designation from Limited Commercial to Regional Center Commercial, as 
well as a corresponding Zone and Height District Change from C1-1VLO to (T)(Q)C2-2D-O and 
up to a 20% reduction in vehicle parking,.” When in actuality it is by 43% which is significant 
and should not be allowed.  For this reason alone the Applicant cannot be trusted and the 
Advisory Agency must deny this requests made by the Applicant.  

A. THE APPLICANT MISREPRESENTED THE CORRECT REDUCTION OF THE 
PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Here the Applicant falsely states that they are only asking for 20% reduction. The reason is 
according to the Los Angeles Municipal Code Chapter I Planning and Zoning Code section 
12.21A(d)1 attached as EXHIBIT A it states: 

(d)   For Institutions. (Amended by Ord. No. 145,088, Eff. 
10/18/73.) There shall be at least one automobile parking space for each 500 
square feet of floor area contained within any philanthropic institution, 
governmental office building, or similar use. Institutions which provide 
medical services, such as hospitals, sanitariums, convalescent homes, 
clinics, medical office buildings and other medical service facilities shall 
make the following provisions for off-street automobile parking….  

                                                           
1 https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/los_angeles/latest/lapz/0-0-0-5183 



   (3)   Clinics, as defined in Health and Safety Code Section 1202, 
medical office buildings and other medical service facilities shall 
provide one automobile parking space per 200 square feet of total floor 
area. 

     
Thus, the requirements for the 145,305 square foot proposed building would be to have 727 

off-street parking spaces. This is calculated by taking 145,305 square foot divided by 200 which 
equals to 726.5 which rounded up is 727. They are only proposing to have 418 valet-parking 
spaces for vehicles. This is a reduction of 309 parking spaces which is a reduction of 43% in the 
parking requirements.   

There is a reason the city requires for medical offices to have  one automobile parking 
space per 200 square feet of total floor area is due to the amount of people that will need to 
park in the building at a given time. If the building does not provide sufficient parking there will 
be a multiplicity of issues where the building’s parking lot will always be AT CAPACITY 
causing visitors of the building to park in neighboring building or areas.  

Furthermore, the area has “NO PARKING ANYTIME EXCEPT BY PERMIT”. This area 
is full of office building. If this area did not have this requirement visitors of the neighboring 
building would be taking parking spots that homeowners would need for their own. 

By allowing this building to build such a massive 12-story medical office/retail-commercial 
building with 145,305 square foot of floor area and reduce the parking requirements by 43% 
would be not only reckless but grossly negligent for the city to allow this to go forward. 

B. THE PROPOSED BUILDING AT 650 S SAN VICENTE WILL CREATE MAJOR 
TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING PROBLEMS 

The second reason this project should not allow this project to go forward without the 
parking restrictions is that there are major traffic circulation issues. The report by the Advisory 
Agency of the City of Los Angeles, mentioned on page 5 under the section DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION paragraph 14 “This determination does not include approval of the 
project’s driveways and internal circulation or parking scheme. Adverse traffic impacts could 
occur due to access and circulation issues.” 

The fact that the Advisory agency has made such an approval without getting any 
approval of the project’s driveway and internal circulation or parking scheme is not a complete 
finding and may in fact be considered negligence in making such a finding without such 
information. The reason this is negligent is that such a massive building would create massive 
amounts of traffic due to the amount of people going in and out of the twelve (12) story and 
145,305 square foot building which will have a multiplicity of businesses, such as medical 
offices, restaurants, retail businesses and a pharmacy.  

On February 24, 2022, Robert Kahn of RK Engineering Group Inc. a Registered Civil 
and Traffic Engineer wrote a review of transportation and parking regarding the proposed 656 S. 
San Vicente Boulevard medical office project located in the City of Los Angeles which is 
attached as EXHIBIT B. 



 He was very thorough in his analysis and used the following documents to make his 
analysis 1. Notice of Preparation for the EIR 2. Draft EIR including the transportation 
assessment for the project, prepared by Gibson Transportation Consultants, Inc. 3. Supplemental 
Parking Analysis for the 656 S. San Vicente Boulevard Medical Office Project, prepared by 
Gibson Transportation Consultants, Inc. 4. Beverly Wilshire Homes Association, Inc. comment 
letter dated July 31, 2021 5. City’s response to comments regarding the Beverly Wilshire Homes 
Association, Inc. comment letter which was included in the final EIR. 

In addition to reviewing all of those documents, RK also visited the site to review the 
existing conditions in the area including the adjacent intersections, highways, and streets.  

He made the conclusion that there are a number of items that need to be re-evaluated to 
fully assess the project’s impacts. As a result of these concerns, additional analysis is needed, 
and the current project needs to be reconsidered in terms of the size of the project and the 
parking provided for the project. 

In addition he noted numerous areas of concern including: 

1. The design of the site plan with respect to the operation/design of the valet system, 
2. The traffic counts utilized in the traffic assessment, the poor operating conditions 

(LOS F) at the intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard,  
3. No significant improvements planned to the adjoining roads or the intersection,  
4. The underestimating of the parking demand at the project,  
5. The project’s effects on the local neighborhood and along the San Vicente Boulevard 

Frontage Road at Wilshire Boulevard and 6th Street,  
6. The need for specific neighborhood traffic calming improvements on Orange Street 

(a local street),  
7. The underestimating of parking demand for this size of project with its impacts to the 

adjoining neighborhoods,  
8. The lack of specific commitments for the TDM Plan and;  
9. The lack of any detail on how the construction impacts of the project will be 

resolved, in particular how the parking for workers/delivery services will be 
accommodated since the entire site will be under construction and there will be 
limited or no available space for accommodating these needs within the project.  

Therefore, these items need to be addressed and resolved before the project is considered 
for approval since it may result in a substantially different project design. 

C. COMPARABLE ZONING OF THE BUILDINGS IN THE AREA 

The Advisory Agency must take into consideration the zoning of the buildings in the area 
that are comparable to determine what type of zoning can be allowed for any building to be built 
in the area.  

Fortunately, a comparable plot of land exists with the zoning requirements of C2-1L-O 
which the Advisory Agency must take into consideration is the zoning of the building located at 
400-434 S San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 which is .4 mile away from 650-676 San 
Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 which the proposed zoning is to be changed.  



This plot of land on 400-434 S San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 should be 
compared to the plot of land 650-676 San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 for the 
following reasons: 

1. The plot of land on 400-434 S San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 is on the 
exact same street as 650-676 San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 and .4 mile 
away from each other.2 

2. The plot of land on 400-434 S San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 is 33,185.2 
square feet which is almost the same square footage as the one on 650-676 San 
Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 which is 33,087.75 square feet.3 

3. The building on 400-434 S San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 is an 11 story 
medical office/retail-commercial building which has the similar use that the proposed 
650-676 San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 building 12 story medical 
office/retail-commercial building.4 

This building that was built in 1962 on the 33,185.2 square feet plot of land located at 
400-434 S San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 was 114,780 square foot when Los 
Angeles had an approximate population of 2,479,015. This data was obtained from the document 
on the US Census’s website https://www2.census.gov/prod2/statcomp/documents/1962-02.pdf. 
A copy of the document is attached as EXHIBIT C 

On the other hand, the proposed building to be built in 2023 on the 33,087.75 square feet 
plot of land located at 650-676 San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 is 145,305 square foot 
when Los Angeles will have an approximate population of 3,939,015.  This data was obtained 
from the document on the US Census’s website 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/losangelescitycaliforniaA copy of the document is attached 
as EXHIBIT D 

The fact that the population of Los Angeles is 37% larger than what it was in 1962 should 
be a significant consideration in how the Advisory Agency makes their approvals. Due to the 
large increase in the population the rules should be stricter in allowing any reduction in parking 
requirements in which was the very reason these rules were created. The were created to prevent 
parking and traffic issue. Now that Los Angeles has 37% more people than in 1962 these issues 
are more prevalent.  

The 114,780 square foot building located at 400-434 S San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, 
CA 90048 has plenty of parking for all of it visitors and tenants including all of their employees.  

                                                           
2 
https://www.google.com/search?q=directions+from+444+s+san+vicente+to+650+s+sanvicente&rlz=1C1ONGR_en
US973US973&oq=directions+from+444+s+san+vicente+to+650+s+sanvicente&aqs=chrome..69i57.13995j0j4&sour
ceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8 
3 http://zimas.lacity.org/ 
4 http://zimas.lacity.org/ 



 

 

On the other hand the plot of land addressed 650-676 S San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, 
CA 90048 which is in total a proposed 145,305 square foot building that is located on a 33,087.6 
square feet plot of land will NOT have enough of parking for all of it visitors and tenants 
including all of their employees. This will cause all of the issues mentioned above.  

Moreover, the design requires 2 auto entrances and the need to use San Vicente and 
Orange Street. This will lead to neighborhood intrusion and a loss of access to any neighboring 
buildings.   

The trucks going to and from the site will block San Vicente frontage road.  Thus any 
removal of street parking on San Vicente frontage road will affect neighboring buildings access 
tenants and visitors access to parking and to the building. 

Although the following graphics of the proposed building located at 650-676 S San 
Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 may look appealing and stunning. However, this massive 
building is disregarding the affects this massive structure will have on the surrounding 
community’s transportation and parking. As shown in the pictures this is not a small building. 
This building actually towers over the neighboring building and the building located at 400-434 
S San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 which is built on the same plot of land.5  

                                                           
5 These pictures were obtained from the website URBANIZE LOS ANGELES https://la.urbanize.city/post/12-story-medical-
office-tower-rise-wilshire-san-vicente 

 



 

  Another, picture shows the proposed building towering all of the neighboring 
building and without enough parking for the tenants, their employees or their visitors. This is 
unacceptable and without the proper approval from the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation.  

 

 



 
Lastly, another large mixed use building 220 feet tall proposed at 6535 Wilshire across 

will have access driveway on Orange Street and will compound the impacts on Sweetzer and the 
Frontage road.  

Altogether this building without the proper parking and traffic circulation will create a 
major disaster to the area and after the building is built we will not be able to go back in time to 
rectify the issues.  
 
VIOLATION OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

California Environmental Quality Act “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[.]” Here, is it obvious that the Advisory Agency did not include approval 
of the project’s driveways and internal circulation or parking scheme from the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT). This is somewhat perplexing that the Advisory Agency 
mentioned that “Adverse traffic impacts could occur due to access and circulation issues.” But 
non the less approve the project without such approval by the LADOT. This reckless disregard 
for LADOT’s approval is material and the Advisory Agency must reverse their decision and 
deny the Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 74865.  

CONCLUSION 

 In conclusion, the proposed vesting tentative Tract No 74865 for the building located at 
650-676 S San Vicente Blvd Los Angeles, CA 90048 without the proper parking must not be 
approved. The fact that the Applicant misrepresented the true percentage of a reduction, coupled 
with the fact that an expert in transportation is saying that this project will create major 
environmental problems is enough for the Advisory Agency to deny the proposed project.  

Sincerely, 

  

Michael Yadegari, Esq. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBITA Los Angeles Municipal 
Code Chapter I Planning and Zoning 
Code section 12.21A(d) 



As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability and, upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities.   
(Rev. 04/15/20)      Page 1 of 2 

INFORMATION BULLETIN / PUBLIC - BUILDING CODE 
REFERENCE NO.:      Effective: 09-30-2003  
DOCUMENT NO.: P/ZC 2020-011  Revised:  04-15-2020 
 
 

SUMMARY OF PARKING REGULATIONS Please be aware that areas located within Specific Plans, Interim Control 
Ordinances, or special districts may have different parking requirements than provided in this Information Bulletin.  

SECTION 12.21A.4(c) – COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL BUILDINGS  
Use of Building (or portions of) * 

Ratio (spaces/sq ft)

1. Health or Athletic Club, Bath House, Gymnasium, Video arcades, Karaoke, Laser 
tag or similar and  Pool Hall (use total floor area minus the pool tables) 

2. Studio for dance, yoga, martial art smaller than 1000 sq ft and with no more than 10 
occupants at any given time (note such limitations on the Building Permit) 

1 per 100   

 

1 per 500   

3. Skating/Roller Rinks, Bowling Alleys (Bowling Area), Basketball Court (including 
court surface); Sitting or viewing area at 1 per 100; with stadium seating for spectators 1 per 
35 or 1 per 5 fixed seats.  Bowling Lanes in a bowling alley can be calculated at 1 per 500. 

1 per 100 (more parking required for viewing 
or seating area)  

4. Restaurant, Café, Coffee Shop, Bar, Night Club, Banquet/Dance Hall or similar 1 per 100  

5. Small Restaurant, Café, or Coffee Shop (1,000 sq. ft. or less)  1 per 200 

6. Retail, Take-Out Restaurant (no seating), Art Gallery (retail) or Discount Wholesaler 
selling to the general Public, Gold buying 

1 per 250 

7. Wholesaler not selling to the general Public 1 per 500 

8. Retail Furniture, Major Appliances, or similar 1 per 500 

9. Professional Office or other Business/services such as Dry Cleaner, Coin-laundry, 
Beauty Salon, Art Studio (no retail), Museum, Travel Agency, kennel, animal clinic,  
animal hospital…..similar  

1 per 500 

10.  School for adult:  Trade, Music, Professional, or similar as defined in code section 
12.21A.4(c)(7)  

 

a. Classroom or assembly area 1 per 50 or 1 per 5 fixed seats 

b.  Laboratory or Classroom with heavy equipment   1 per 500 

11. Adult Care Facility 1 per 500 

12. Warehouse or Storage (for Household Goods) - Parking shall be calculated for each 
building; Refuse Transfer Station6      

1 per 500 (1st 10,000 sq ft) + 1 per 5,000 
after 

13.  Light manufacturing uses such as data retrieval, record management, research and 
development, information processing, electronic technology or multi-media 
productions 

1 per 500 

14. Auto Dismantling Yard, Junk Yard or Open Storage in the M2 or M3 zones [Sec. 
12.19 A.4(b)(4) and Sec. 12.20 A.6(b)(3) 

6 for the first acre, 1 per 12,000 sq ft for the 
second acre, and 1 for each acre after 

15. Used vehicle sales /auto repair garage per Sec. 12.26 I.3(b) (exception: display of 
not more than 3 vehicles for purpose of sale or trade at any one time)  

1 per 2000 of outdoor vehicle sales area (min. 2 
stalls) + parking as required for the building 

SECTION 12.21A.4(d) – INSTITUTIONS: Use of Building (or portions of)* Ratio (spaces/sq ft or unit) 

1. Philanthropic Institution, Museum, Government Office, or similar 1 per 500 

2. Medical Office, Clinic, or Medical Service Facility 1 per 200 

3. Sanitarium or Convalescent Home The greater of 1 per 500 or min 0.2 per bed 

4. Hospital 2 per patient bed 

*Exceptions for Section 12.21A.4(c), (d), (e) and (f) 
1. Any roofed Outdoor Eating Areas in connection with restaurants, cafes or other eating/refreshment establishments will provide parking as 

required except for ground floor “Outdoor Eating Area” as defined per Section 12.03 of the Zoning Code.  No parking is required for any 
UNROOFED Outdoor Eating Areas such as patios, terraces or roof decks.  

2. For any Specific Plans published prior to May 21,1990, required parking shall be based on Specific Plan or Section 12.21A.4 whichever is 
required more parking.    

3. Read 12.21A.4(j) for combination of uses inside an office building or an industrial-use lot. Exception 12.21A.4(j)(3) can be applied to retails, 
health club or any commercial uses per section 12.21A.4(c) for an office building greater than 50,000 sq ft.    

4. For church, gyms or any assembly, every 24” of bleacher or pew (if no delineated seats or cushions for each person) is considered as one seat.  
5. Warehouses built prior to Sept 8, 1950 can be considered as Industrial Use for nonconforming parking per LADBS’ 10/06/1997 memo. 
6. Refuse Transfer Station - Parking requirements are same as warehouse use per ZA Memo No. 135 (04/03/2020) 
7. For existing buildings per Ord.#182,110 (amending section 12.21A.4(m)), Department of Building and Safety may reduce the number of 

required parking spaces by the number of spaces which the LADBS determines are needed to provide disabled parking spaces required by 
the State access laws.     
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SECTION 12.21A.4(e) and (f) – ASEEMBLY AREA AND SCHOOLS: Use of 
Building (or portions of)* 

Ratio (spaces/sq ft or unit) 

1. High School/College Auditorium; Stadium; Theater; Bingo Parlors more than 50 
occupants; or similar assembly 

1 per 35 sq. ft. or 1 per 5 fixed seats  

2. Church (The greater of the main sanctuary or main assembly area)  1 per 35 sq. ft. or 1 per 5 fixed seats  

3. Schools (Private or Public) ////////////////////////////// 

a. Elementary/Middle – K thru 8th grade 1 per classroom (on-site only) 

b. 9th thru 12th grade  The greater of auditorium, any assembly or 
1 per 500 of total building area  

4. Facility for 12th graders and under including Child Care, Counseling Facility, After 
School Program for tutoring or athletic facility 

The greater of 1 per 500 of total building 
area or 1 per classroom for K thru 8th grade  

 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS:   Use of Building (or portions of) Ratio spaces/sq ft or unit 

1. Downtown Parking District (DPD) - 12.21 A.4(i)(1) – Auditoriums and other similar 
places of assembly 

1 per 10 fixed seats or 1 per 100 sq ft  

2. Downtown Parking District (DPD) - 12.21 A.4(i)(2) and (3) – Hospitals, philanthropic 
institutions, governmental offices buildings, medical offices and all uses as listed in 
Section 12.21A.4(c) (No parking for any uses listed in Section 12.21A.4(c) when the 
total commercial use is smaller than 7,500 sq ft in gross floor area) 

1 per 1000 for all uses in Section 12.21A4C 

3. Downtown Parking District (DPD) - 12.21 A.4(i)(3) - warehouse 1 per 1000 (1st 10,000 sq ft) + 1 per 5,000 
after 

4. Community Redevelopment Areas & Enterprise Zones outside of DPD District -      
12.21A4(x)(3) for medical office, clinic and all commercial uses in Sec. 12.21A.4(c) 

1 per 500 

5. Historical Buildings (National Register of Historic places or State or City historical or 
cultural monuments) – 12.21 A.4(x)(2) 

No change in parking in connection with 
change of use.  

 

SECTION 12.21A.4(a) and (b) – Use of Building (or portions of)** Ratio (spaces/sq ft or unit)  

1. One-Family Dwelling (SFD) or group of one family dwellings 2 (on-site only) 

2. Apartment or Two-Family Dwelling (Duplex) ///////////////////////////////////////// 

a. units > 3 habitable rooms (such as a typical 2 bedroom unit) 2 (on-site only) 

b. units = 3 habitable rooms (such as a typical 1 bedroom unit) 1.5 (on-site only) 

c. units < 3 habitable rooms (such as a typical single unit) 1 (on-site only) 

3. Hotel, Motel, Boarding House or Dormitory7 including accessory facilities ////////////////////////////////////////// 

a. first 30 guestrooms / a suite in a Hotel 1 

b. next 30 guestrooms / a suite in a Hotel One half 

c. remaining guestrooms / a suite in a Hotel One third 

d. Multi-purposes assembly room >750 sq ft inside a hotel or motel 1 per 35 sq. ft. or 1 per 5 fixed seats 

e. Restaurants > 750 sq.ft and not intended for hotel guests  1 per 100 sq. ft. 

4. Condominiums Planning’s tract condition 

5. Mobile Homes Park (Title 25 of the California Administrative Code) N/A 
*See Footnotes on Page 1 of 2. 
**Exceptions for Section 12.21A.4(a) and (b):  
1. Subject to the Hillside Ordinance or the Baseline Hillside Ordinance, an SFD may require up to a maximum of 5 parking spaces.  
2. Residential located inside the Central City Parking District (CCPD) may have reduce parking as follows: 

a) Provide 1 parking per dwelling unit. When more than six dwelling units having more than 3 habitable rooms per unit on the site, the 
parking for these units shall be at 1¼.    

b) Provide 1 parking for each 2 guestrooms for first 20, 1 for each 4 guestrooms for next 20, 1 for each 6 guestrooms for the remaining. 
3. SFD on a narrow lot, 40 ft or less in width and not abutting an alley requires only one parking space.  However, this reduction shall not 

apply to lots fronting on a substandard street in A1, A2, A, RE, RS, R1 and RD zones. 12.21A.4(q).  
4. Any commercial vehicle which exceeds a registered net weight of 5600 lbs shall not be considered as an accessory residential use. 
5. Affordable Housing Incentives – Parking Options are available for Housing Development Projects pursuant to 12.22 A.25(d). 
6. Elder Care Facilities – Reduced parking for special housing types pursuant to 12.21 A.4(d)(5). 
7. Every 100 sq ft of superficial floor area in a dormitory shall be considered as a separate guest room.  
8. Bicycle parking is required per Section 12.21A.16. 
9. For multi-family dwellings that have a common parking area, 5% of the total provided on-site parking shall be electrical vehicle 

charging spaces (EVCS). For residential projects with 17 or more units, 1 in every 25 EVCS shall comply with the dimension and 
slope requirements of Section 4.106.4.2.2 of the Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
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   (d)   For Institutions. (Amended by Ord. No. 145,088, Eff. 10/18/73.) There shall be at least one 
square feet of floor area contained within any philanthropic institution, governmental office building, o
medical services, such as hospitals, sanitariums, convalescent homes, clinics, medical office buildings a
make the following provisions for off-street automobile parking.

   (1)   Hospitals shall provide 2.0 automobile parking spaces for each patient bed for which the ho

   (2)   Sanitariums and convalescent homes shall provide one automobile parking space for ea
automobile parking spaces per patient bed, for which the facility is licensed, whichever prov
parking spaces.

   (3)   Clinics, as defined in Health and Safety Code Section 1202, medical office buildings a
provide one automobile parking space per 200 square feet of total floor area.

   (4)   Any institution providing a mixture of medical services, such as a combined hospital/clinic
automobile parking spaces as if each portion of the facility were an independent entity.

   (5)   (Added by Ord. No. 178,063, Eff. 12/30/06.) Any Eldercare Facility shall meet the follow
spaces for each housing type within the facility.

 
Housing Type Required Parking For Each

Housing Type (whether or not
included within an Eldercare
Facility)

Senior Independent
Housing

1 automobile parking space for
each dwelling unit

Assisted Living Care
Housing

1 automobile parking space for
each dwelling unit or 1 automobile
parking space for each guest room

Skilled Nursing Care
Housing

0.2 automobile parking space for
each guest bed

Alzheimer's/Dementia
Care Housing

0.2 automobile parking space for
each guest bed

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT B review of transportation and 
parking regarding the proposed 656 S. 
San Vicente Boulevard medical office 
project  

 



 

 

 

February 24, 2022 

 

 

Ms. Rosalie Wayne 

BEVERLY WILSHIRE HOMES ASSOCIATION 

8443 West Fourth Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90048 

 

Subject: 656 S. San Vicente Boulevard Medical Office Project Transportation 

and Parking Review (Case Number EMV – 2017 – 468 – EIR), 

City of Los Angeles 

 

Dear Ms. Wayne: 

 

Introduction 

 

RK Engineering Group, Inc. (RK) is pleased to provide this transportation and parking review of the 

proposed 656 S. San Vicente Boulevard medical office project located in the City of Los Angeles. 

The project is to be located at 650-676 S. San Vicente Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles. A draft 

EIR and final EIR have previously been prepared for the project.  

 

It is our understanding that the project will be presented at a continued Hearing Officer meeting 

in the future as a result of the request by the Beverly Wilshire Homes Association. RK has reviewed 

the following documents: 

 

1. Notice of Preparation for the EIR 

2. Draft EIR including the transportation assessment for the project, prepared by Gibson 

Transportation Consultants, Inc. 

3. Supplemental Parking Analysis for the 656 S. San Vicente Boulevard Medical Office Project, 

prepared by Gibson Transportation Consultants, Inc. 

4. Beverly Wilshire Homes Association, Inc. comment letter dated July 31, 2021  

5. City’s response to comments regarding the Beverly Wilshire Homes Association, Inc. 

comment letter which was included in the final EIR 

 

RK also visited the site to review the existing conditions in the area including the adjacent 

intersections, highways, and streets. 

 

The project proposes to construct a 140,305 square foot medical office building and 

approximately 5,000 square feet of commercial space, including 4,000 square feet of restaurant 

use and 1,000 square feet of pharmacy use. The project would also include 418 striped parking 

spaces and 33 unmarked parking spaces (i.e., tandem spaces and aisle spaces). The building was 

previously used as a private school (closed) and an existing Big Five Sporting Goods store with 

associated surface parking lots which would be removed to construct the project. Parking would 
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be provided in a four-level parking structure. Access would include a separate ingress/egress visitor 

driveway along the San Vicente Boulevard Frontage Road and an employee only driveway along 

Orange Street. All of the parking would be Valet Only with an on-site valet area. The project is 

anticipated to be completed by the year 2023. 

 

This review has been provided by Robert Kahn, PE, TE, who is the Founding Principal of RK 

Engineering Group, Inc. Mr. Kahn has over 50-years of professional experience in the field of 

transportation planning and traffic engineering. He has a bachelor’s and master’s degree in Civil 

Engineering from the University of California Berkeley and has taken additional engineering classes 

at UCLA. Mr. Kahn is registered as a Civil Engineer (RCE 20285) and Traffic Engineer (RTE 0555) in 

the State of California. He is also registered as a Professional Engineer in the states of Colorado 

and Nevada.  Mr. Kahn’s professional work experience includes 4-years with Caltrans (California 

Division of Highways), 4-years with a major land development company, 11-years as Vice 

President of one of the largest Civil Engineering firms in Southern California, and 34-years leading 

his own Traffic/Transportation/Environmental Engineering consulting firm.  He is a Life Member of 

the ITE (Institute of Transportation Engineers) and has published numerous professional articles, 

including winning the Wayne T. Van Wagoner Award for the best professional article for the ITE 

Western District in 2012 and the Best Traffic Engineering project of the year for the Western 

District in 2021. Mr. Kahn has been an active member of the ITE Western District SB-743 Review 

Committee that helped develop the State’s VMT Guidelines. For the past seven years, Mr. Kahn 

has also taught the Senior Civil Engineering Project Class 181 for UCI (University of California 

Irvine). Also, assisting Mr. Kahn was Mr. Bryan Estrada, AICP, PTP (Principal) who is a SB-743 

(VMT) expert and Mr. Rogier Goedecke (President), who is a Member of the NPA (National Parking 

Association) and is a shared parking expert. Mr. Kahn’s, Mr. Estrada’s, and Mr. Goedecke’s 

resumes are included in Appendix A. 

 

RK has reviewed the material provided in the DEIR, FEIR, Supplemental Parking Analysis, and other 

project documentation provided by the city and visited the site and the study area. Existing photos 

of the study area are included in Appendix B.  

 

Based upon our professional opinion, the project would have both traffic/transportation and 

parking impacts to the surrounding community, including the adjacent properties within the 

Beverly Wilshire Homes Association, Inc. Additional analysis and re-assessment of the proposed 

project is necessary to alleviate potential impacts to the adjoining community, intersections, and 

local streets as a result of the project from a traffic and parking standpoint. RK's comments are 

summarized in the Comment section of this letter. 

 

RK's major concerns relate to the proposed site plan, including the visitor/employee entry drop-

off/pick-up-up/queuing area, valet operation, and lack of technical analysis of these areas. A major 

traffic assessment concern is the poor LOS (Level of Service) at the primary intersection of San 

Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard (Intersection #5) adjacent to the site, and local street 

impacts to Orange Street where no specific design features to reduce the project impacts have 

been provided by the project. Furthermore, the entrance to the San Vicente Boulevard Frontage 
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Road presents a major conflict point with the increase in traffic caused by the project. This 

location is in close proximity to the intersection of San Vicente Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard 

and entering traffic to the project from Sweetzer Avenue. It presents a major constriction point 

where over 50% of the project will traverse and is located adjacent to an intersection that is 

already operating at a very poor level of service. This location needs further review along with the 

location where the San Vicente Boulevard Frontage Road intersects with 6
th

 Street. This may cause 

project traffic to turn right on 6
th

 Street and further impact the local residential neighborhoods. 

Both of these locations are heavily impacted by the project’s traffic.   

There is a concern that the traffic analysis may not represent the true future traffic conditions 

when traffic returns to normal conditions after the construction of the Metro D (Purple Line) and 

the Covid-19 pandemic is over. The traffic counts that were collected in February 2020 would 

have been impacted by construction along Wilshire Boulevard and overall reduced traffic volumes 

have occurred as a result of the Covid –19 pandemic. 

Elimination of on-street parking adjacent to the site will have a major impact to the surrounding 

community where additional on-street parking demand from the project will occur and on-street 

parking is restricted by Residential Permit Parking Zones. The LOS (Level of Service) and queuing 

impacts of the project need to be re-assessed as a result of the significant reduction in trip 

generation assumed in the analysis. The poor level of service (LOS = F) even with the generous trip 

reductions assumed in the study at the intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard 

(Intersection #5) and the direct project traffic contribution  to the intersection of Sweetzer Avenue 

at Orange Street (Intersection #9) are of concern to the local neighborhood. The entire valet 

system needs a full evaluation for both the visitors and employees. How will this be operated and 

how will it affect the neighboring streets if they cannot keep up with the demand at the various 

valet stations? A complete evaluation of the valet systems needs to be thought out and shown 

that it can possibly work with the amount of traffic generated by the project.  

The impacts during construction, including a lack of parking for on-site construction workers, 

delivery vehicles, and other construction activities, needs to be detailed. These parking issues can’t 

be just identified that it will be taken care of on-site, since there will be no space available within 

the site during construction. Specifics on how this will be accomplished need to be determined 

because the lack of available parking will impact the surrounding neighborhoods which already 

are impacted by limited on-street parking.  

 

Although it's claimed that a PDP Plan (Parking Management Plan) and TDM Plan (Transportation 

Management Plan) plan will be prepared, no specifics and only general items are identified. 

Parking for the proposed project is significantly underestimated based upon excessive reductions 

in parking direct demand which have been assumed in the parking analysis. One of the elements 

of these plans is a paid parking plan to discourage auto vehicle driving/parking; however, this may 

back-fire and force lower income visitors/employees to find parking within the local 

neighborhoods. 

 

RK has detailed our concerns in the Comment section of this letter. These items must be addressed 

in a more adequate evaluation of the project traffic, transportation, and parking impacts of the 
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project. Additional design solutions and improvements including a re-evaluation of the scope of 

the project should be provided before this project can move forward. As a result of these factors, 

a reduced project should be considered to lessen these impacts. 

 

Comments  

 

Transportation Assessment for 656 S. San Vicente Boulevard Medical Office Building 

 

1. Page 4, Figure 1, Project Site Plan. A majority of the project traffic will be entering the 

frontage road of San Vicente Boulevard at the visitor entrance to the project. Although the 

project trip distribution assumed a 50/50 split between the visitor entrance/exit and the 

employee entrance/exit, in reality as much as 65% or more of the traffic entering the site 

may occur at the visitor entrance based upon the ULI (Urban Land Institute) data on 

Medical Office Parking demand. The project proposes to use a valet system for both visitors 

and employees to maximize the parking capacity of the site. There needs to be a queuing 

analysis to determine what will happen at the visitor/valet plus bike valet entrance to the 

site. This has not been quantified in the study and traffic could likely backup onto the San 

Vicente Boulevard frontage road and onto the adjacent streets such as Orange Street. A 

technical analysis of this needs to be provided to fully evaluate the ability for the valet 

system to work for both drop-off and pick-up conditions given the physical constraints of 

the site plan. Furthermore, no Valet Plan operational analysis has been provided to 

determine how the system will work and to ensure it has enough capacity to handle the 

expanded large numbers of visitors and employees. 

2. Page 13, Existing Traffic Volumes. Peak hour and daily traffic counts were obtained on 

February 12, 2020. During this time when the counts were collected, there was active 

construction of the Metro D (Purple Line) along Wilshire Boulevard east and west of the 

intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard. Additionally, the COVID – 19 

pandemic was beginning and could have affected the traffic volumes at the study area 

intersections including the critical intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire 

Boulevard. It appears that before the Metro Line construction and the effects of the 

pandemic occurred, traffic volumes on San Vicente Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard were 

greater than what was collected for the traffic study in 2020. 

RK has reviewed traffic counts collected on November 16, 2011 by LADOT at the 

intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard prior to the Metro D 

construction and the Covid-19 pandemic. At that time, the entering AM peak hour traffic 

at the intersection was 5,979 vehicles per hour, whereas the traffic counts utilized in the 

traffic study from February 12, 2020, were 4,998 vehicles per hour. This indicates that the 

traffic during AM peak hour was nearly 20% greater in earlier years prior to the 

construction for the Metro D Purple line and the traffic reducing effects of the COVID – 19 

pandemic which was occurring when the counts were collected in 2020.  
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RK further obtained even earlier traffic volumes from LADOT which were not affected by 

construction or the Covid-19 pandemic from October 20, 2008. These counts that are 

included in Appendix C indicate the total AM approach volumes at the intersection were 

5,674 vehicles per hour, and the PM approach volumes were 6,162 vehicles per hour. Both 

of these are above the levels included in the 2020 traffic assessment. A summary of the 

peak hour entering traffic volumes for the 2020 (Traffic Assessment Counts), 2011 and 

2008 years is included in Table 1.  

 

As shown by this data, it appears that the peak hour traffic volumes collected in 2020 were 

affected by various events and are not representative of conditions without the 

construction and the pandemic. Copies of the traffic counts can be found in Appendix C. 

 

3. Page 30, Table 1 (Study Intersections). It did not appear that Intersection #4 - La Cienega 

Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard which is located in the City of Beverly Hills was evaluated 

based upon City of Beverly Hills standards. Was there a reason this was not done at this 

intersection? Typically, an intersection in another jurisdiction would be evaluated by both 

the City of Los Angeles and City of Beverly Hills standards. 

4. Page 40, Collaboration, Communication, and Informed Choices. The TDM strategies 

mentioned in this section and section 3B were only conceptual in nature. It did not go into 

the specifics of what was actually being proposed for the project for these strategies. They 

are all general in nature and do not go into any specifics that will be provided by the 

developer. In order to properly evaluate the percent VMT reduction, a much more detailed 

analysis is needed on the specific strategies that will be utilized for the program. A detailed 

TDM plan is necessary to make this evaluation accurate and to assume all of the vehicle trip 

and parking reductions in the studies. 

5. Page 42, Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.26 J. It appears that the project is 

providing an excessive number of bicycle parking spaces (716 spaces) to support the 

reduction in VMT and automobile parking spaces. It is very questionable as to the 

utilization of these bicycle parking spaces for a medical office building of this type which 

would result in not having sufficient parking spaces for the 140,000 square feet of medical 

office uses. Again, credit is taken in the VMT analysis as a result of reducing the number of 

vehicle parking spaces by providing a huge number of bicycle parking spaces. Given the 

lack of substantial bicycle facilities in the area and the high volume of traffic including the 

impacted intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard it would make bicycle 

travel difficult. Therefore, the excessive credit for reducing vehicle traffic and parking is 

highly questionable. 

6. Page 57, Safety Hazards, first paragraph. No traffic safety evaluation has been completed 

for the adjacent intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard in the study. 

This major intersection, which has skewed geometrics and a large intersection area without 

protected left turns on Wilshire Boulevard, needs a collision rate assessment to specifically 

evaluate the safety impact at this intersection since over 50 percent of the project traffic 
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will travel through this major intersection. This assessment must review the collision history 

at this intersection over the past several years to develop a collision rate (collisions per 

million entering vehicles) in comparison to the expected state average rate for this type of 

intersection. Without this assessment, no conclusion can be made as to whether the 

project will cause a safety hazard can be made. 

7. Page 57, last paragraph. It is noted that several on-street parking meters adjacent to the 

project site would be removed along Orange Street and the San Vicente Boulevard 

frontage road to accommodate the new curb cuts for the project. How will these 

important metered parking spaces be made up without providing additional on-street 

parking being provided? Furthermore, the project proposes a substantial reduction in on-

site parking has been requested which may result in more on-street parking as a result of 

the project. Excess parking demand from the project will overflow into the adjacent local 

streets and impact existing residents. 

8. Page 60, first paragraph. It is generally accepted in the HCM (Highway Capacity Manual) 

Manual that the 95th percentile queue (design queue) should be utilized to determine 

storage length requirements at intersections that are analyzed using the HCM 

methodology.  

The study used the 85 percentile queue lengths for signalized intersections which 

underestimates the length of queues at signalized intersections.  Additionally, queuing for 

the valet drop-off/pick-up areas need to be evaluated which has not been provided in the 

traffic study. Again the 95
th

 percentile should be used for this assessment to ensure the 

valet drop-off/pick-up areas are properly designed and won’t overflow into the adjacent 

streets. The valet operation and queuing need to be evaluated to determine whether the 

valet areas are sufficient. This needs to be determined for both the drop-off and pick-up of 

both visitors and employees to determine if the site plan can accommodate the arrival and 

departure of vehicles. 

9. Page 62, Project Trip Generation, third paragraph. According to the traffic study a 

reduction of 10% for the medical office building, 40% for the pharmacy/drugstore and 

20% for the restaurants has been made to account for pass-by trips. Although the LADOT 

transportation analysis guidelines permit adjustments for pass-by trips, is this really 

appropriate for a high-rise medical office building project which is being proposed? This is 

not a corner shopping center that would likely attract pass-by trips which were not using 

the medical office building as its primary destination. The likelihood of existing traffic on 

the adjacent streets going to these uses is very unlikely.  The result of this would increase 

the trip generation as shown on page 66, Table 7 (Project Trip Generation). This could also 

affect the assumptions for pass-by trips for the other uses of the building. 

10. Page 64, Figure 12, (Project Trip Distribution). This figure indicates the project trip 

distribution to the adjoining intersections and roadways. It is critical to note that over 50% 

of the project traffic will travel through the intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at 
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Wilshire Boulevard (Intersection #5). That is a significant amount of additional traffic 

traveling through this intersection which has been shown to be failing at a LOS (Level of 

Service) of F for existing/future conditions for both AM and PM conditions. The location 

and access restrictions of the site force a majority of the project’s traffic to travel through 

this highly congested intersection.  Additionally, the intersection of Sweetzer Avenue 

(intersection #9) accommodates a substantial amount of inbound and outbound project 

traffic. This local street intersection will be substantially impacted as a result of the project 

traffic. 

11. Page 66, Table 7 (Project Trip Generation). As noted in Comment #10, the project’s net 

new trips have been reduced substantially in comparison to the typical trip generation rates 

identified by the ITE (Institute of Transportation Engineers) for the project. For example, 

during the AM peak hour, the ITE trip rates indicate a total of 427 vehicles per hour (two-

way) would be generated; however, through a series of substantial reductions, the trips 

analyzed in the traffic study were reduced to only 304 vehicles per hour (two-way).  This is 

a total reduction of nearly 30%. During the PM peak hour, the ITE trip generation rates 

would indicate a total of 533 vehicles per hour (two-way) generated, whereas, the applied 

reductions reduce the number of trips to 382 vehicles per hour (two-way). This results in a 

reduction of nearly 30% which would normally be expected to occur. While it's appropriate 

to provide some reduction to account for the possible transit/walk-in adjustment, and the 

reduction from the operating sports goods superstore the other reductions seem to be 

excessive. The result of these reductions has lessened the impacts of the project on the 

study area intersections. 

12. Page 73, Intersecting Queuing Analysis. The queue length for signalized intersections 

should be based upon the design queue which is the 95th percentile queue length. A 

summary of the queuing required for both the intersections and the valet area needs to be 

included in the traffic study. 

13. Page 73, Recommended Actions, last paragraph. The TDM program is very general, and no 

project specific items have been identified in the TDM concept plan. A much more detailed 

TDM plan with the specific description and evaluation of the techniques to be provided by 

the project needs to be provided to justify any significant reductions in VMT traffic and 

parking impacts as a result of the project. 

14. Pages 77 and 78, Tables 8 and 9. As shown in this evaluation, even with the reduced trip 

generation for the project, the intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard 

(Intersection #5) will be operating at a poor LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours 

for existing with project and future with project conditions. This critical intersection is 

directly adjacent to the project, and as previously noted, over 50% of the project traffic will 

travel through this intersection. The traffic study identifies no improvements to this 

intersection whatsoever, even though over 50% of the project traffic is projected to travel 

through the intersection in congested conditions. Additional improvements, whether they 
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be physical or operational, need to be provided to accept the additional traffic from this 

project, or the project needs to be reduced to lessen the impacts of the project.  

Even with the greatly reduced trip generation assumed in the study for the project during 

the AM peak hour, the future delay at the intersection will increase from 41.7 to 53.6 

seconds per vehicle and operate at an LOS F. That is an 11.9 second per vehicle increase, or 

at least 59,476 seconds (nearly 1,000 minutes) of delay during the peak hour.  This is 

based upon the lower traffic counts that occurred in February 2020. Based upon the 

previous operating conditions at this intersection, the delays would be increased by an 

additional 20%. Although LOS is no longer a CEQA consideration, it is a quality-of-life 

consideration for the community. Some reduction in project traffic along with 

improvements to the intersection and including operational changes are necessary to 

improve this intersection that is substantially impacted by the project. 

15. Page 81, Residential Street Segment Analysis, paragraph two. Based upon the assumptions 

in the traffic analysis, the project will add an additional 309 new project daily vehicle trips 

to Orange Street which exceed the 175 daily trip thresholds as identified by the City 

transportation assessment requirements. The study recommends that a TDM program to 

promote non-automobile travel and reduce the use of single occupant vehicle trips is 

necessary along with some form of neighborhood improvements and traffic calming 

measures. No specific commitments have been defined in the TDM concept plan or the 

neighborhood improvements and traffic calming measures to indicate that any reduction in 

traffic impacts which have been identified that exceed the city standards. As previously 

noted, traffic generated from the project has been reduced substantially already as a result 

of the assumed TDM program. However, the benefits of these programs have not been 

fully addressed. Further specific improvements including reduction of the size of the 

project, and specific design features are needed to reduce the identified deficiencies along 

Orange Street between Sweetzer Avenue and La Jolla Avenue. 

16. Page 82, Construction Evaluation Criteria. There needs to be more detailed assessment of 

the construction impacts of the project, especially with respect to the temporary loss of 

access and parking in the local neighborhoods. Where will workers and delivery trucks park 

when there is construction within the entire site? No specifics have been identified to 

determine if this is even possible and if off-site parking facilities are used, where are they to 

be located and how will they function? Answers to these questions are necessary before 

the project can be fully evaluated and considered. There are no details on how this will be 

accomplished in the Traffic Assessment. 

17. Page 83 Proposed Construction Schedule. In the City of Los Angeles, the normal truck haul 

activity times are typically limited to 9 AM to 3 PM. The applicant is requesting that these 

be extended to 7 AM to 3 PM on weekdays and 8 AM to 4 PM on Saturdays. It has already 

been demonstrated that the traffic counts for weekdays during the AM peak hour are at 

least 20% underestimated based upon previous counts at the intersection of San Vicente 

Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard. Furthermore, the intersection is currently operating at a 
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very congested LOS during the AM and PM peak hour conditions. As a result of this, no 

change in construction activity should be permitted at requested earlier times. 

18. Pages 84 to 85, Excavation Phase Trip Generation and Building Construction Phase. As 

previously noted, there is major concern for parking during the construction. There will be 

anywhere from 20 to 100 workers per day during the construction, along with numerous 

materials delivery trucks and other construction activity. There is no room on the adjacent 

streets to accommodate an additional 100 parked cars as a result of the construction 

activities. The project must provide off-street parking for these construction activities. There 

has to be a detailed plan on how these vehicles will be parked so that they will not impact 

this surrounding existing residential community. As previously noted, several existing 

parking spaces on the adjacent streets will be removed and no specific plan has been 

developed to address where construction workers, deliveries and other activities will be 

accommodated. This needs to be determined because of the impacts which would impact 

the local neighborhoods. There needs to be a detailed parking plan provided for the 

construction process before any project can be considered for approval. 

19. Page 86, Access. It is mentioned that there will be closures and temporary traffic controls 

in the area. What specific street closures are planned, and how will the local/collector 

streets be affected by the construction of the site? The assessment of the construction 

impacts is being pushed off to some future Construction Management Plan, however, the 

impacts need to be determined and a specific plan developed now to accommodate the 

construction at this point in time. The Construction Management Plan mentioned on page 

87 is generic and does not deal with the specific conditions at the site and the surrounding 

neighborhoods in a highly urbanized developed area. At least a preliminary construction 

management plan is necessary dealing with the specific street road closures and parking 

requirements that are needed during construction. 

Supplemental Parking Analysis for the 656 S. San Vicente Boulevard Medical 

Office Project 

 

20.  Page 1, Valet Operations. It appears the project will provide full valet service for both 

visitors and employees. There has been no analysis to evaluate how this will be 

accomplished at both the San Vicente Boulevard frontage road and Orange Street 

driveways. The traffic analysis indicated that one-half the traffic will enter each of these 

entries during the peak hours. Since this will include both the new traffic generated by the 

project and “pass-by” traffic which will use the two driveways. This would result in a 

minimum of 276 vehicles per hour entering and 87 vehicles per hour leaving the two 

driveways during the AM peak hour and a minimum of 136 vehicles per hour entering the 

two driveways and 311 vehicles per hour leaving the two driveways during the PM peak 

hour. These large volumes of entering and exiting vehicles need to be processed by the 

valet service. No analysis has been provided to see if this can be done without totally 

overwhelming the valet operations, backing traffic up onto the San Vicente Boulevard 

frontage road/Orange Street, and creating traffic jams with the parking garage and the 
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valet areas. It should be recognized that these demand numbers are based upon the 

significantly reduced vehicular trip generation with the generous transit/walk-in 

adjustments to the normally anticipated traffic for this type of use. The entire valet system 

needs to be fully evaluated to ensure it can accommodate this large of a building with the 

expected inbound and outbound traffic demand. This would include both the valet parking 

for the visitors, employees and those persons who may come by bicycle. 

21. Page 2, Bicycle Parking. The project is proposing to provide 716 total bicycle parking spaces 

in lieu of additional vehicle parking spaces. Realistically some employees may ride bicycles 

to work, but certainly not the number that they have anticipated. Most medical office 

visitors/patients will not be riding their bicycles for appointments to visit the site and most 

likely will be driving their own vehicles or using some form of Ride-Share Services. Again, 

these forms of transportation will add to the problems that are anticipated to occur at the 

valet stations discussed in Comment #21 and to the traffic and parking problems that have 

been previously mentioned. 

22. Page 2, Requested Reduction in Code Parking. The Developer is requesting a reduction of 

between 39.5% to 44.0% from code parking based upon the striped parking spaces and 

the striped/unstriped spaces. This is an excessive reduction in required parking for a project 

of this size and use. This is a major concern, since the surrounding streets cannot 

accommodate overflow parking from the project since the majority of the local streets 

require Permit Parking for residents in the area. Where will the overflow parking be 

accommodated in this area which is in very short supply of any on-street parking spaces? 

23. Page 2, Shared Parking Methodology. The ULI (Urban Land Institute) Shared Parking 

Methodology is an appropriate tool to evaluate parking demand for a Mixed-Use project. 

However, several of the assumptions used in the evaluation are questionable and lead to 

unrealistic lower parking demand volumes. These items are further discussed in the next set 

of comments. 

Page 2, Empirical Parking Data. Parking demand surveys were taken at three (3) different 

medical office buildings during January to February of 2020. The highest rate of 3.43 

spaces per 1,000 square feet was used in the shared parking analysis from a building 

located in Beverly Hills. The Covid-19 Pandemic was just starting to occur at that time 

which led many people to postpone normal visits to medical office buildings. Furthermore, 

the tenant occupancy levels have not been determined at the study sites. This will have an 

impact on the parking ratio calculation. While RK does agree that the City’s parking rate of 

5.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet may be high, a reduction in the rate by 31.4% is 

excessive. 

The ULI Shared Parking 3
rd

 Edition use a parking rate of 4.6 spaces per 1,000 square feet 

(3.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet for visitors and 1.6 spaces per 1,000 square feet for 

employees) for medical office buildings. Furthermore, the ITE recommends a rate of 4.59 

spaces (total) per 1,000 square feet (85
th

% rate) which is substantially greater than the 
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base parking demand rates used in the shared parking analysis. A more realistic base 

parking demand rates needs to be used in the study to determine the appropriate amount 

of parking that would be required, or the size of the building needs to be adjusted 

accordingly. 

24.  Page 3, Weekday vs. Weekend Parking Ratio and Table 2 (Parking Demand Summary). As 

noted in Comment #25, a more realistic base parking rate needs to be utilized in the 

shared parking analysis for the medical office land uses. Furthermore, the split used for 

Visitors/Employees (1.76 / 1.67 spaces per 1,000 square feet) is not realistic and is 

inconsistent with the ULI data which shows a much larger proportion of visitors to 

employees. The shared parking analysis also assumed an additional 15% reduction for 

driving adjustment which further reduces the parking demand.  A reduction should not be 

applied to the empirical parking rates since it already accounts for the effects of non-

driving visitors and employees in the project area. The parking rates used for the 

Retail/Pharmacy need to total 4.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet, and also follow the ULI 

split between Visitors/Employees. The result of these adjustments will increase the adjusted 

parking demand from 422 spaces to a much greater need for on-site parking spaces. 

Consideration to reducing the building size based upon the amount of parking should be 

given. 

While not as critical in determining the peak parking demand for the project, the weekend 

parking demand needs to consider some use of the medical office facilities during that time 

period. Typically, a parking demand rate for the medical office of 10% of the weekday rate 

should be reasonable to be utilized. Again, parking in the local area is critical. There has to 

be sufficient on-site parking, since there is no excess street parking in the area because of 

the time restrictions and Parking Permit requirements on most of the nearby streets, and 

the construction of the project itself will eliminate several on-street metered spaces. 

25.  Attachment – Local Medical Office Sites Parking Demand Rate Comparison. As noted in 

Comment #24, the empirical parking demand surveys were done in January – February 

2020 at the beginning of the Covid-19 Pandemic which would lower the expected parking 

demand because many people were postponing typical medical service needs. 

Furthermore, there is no information on whether the surveyed sites were fully occupied at 

the time of the surveys. This would affect the empirical data plus an adjustment for 

building occupancy needs to be considered in coming up with any parking demand rates. 

As previously noted, the parking counts were most likely affected by the Covid-19 

Pandemic. 

A “Refined Plan” has been suggested in the Supplemental Parking Analysis dated January 

31, 2022 that would propose that 28,061 square feet of the total 140,305 square foot 

medical offices would be for labs. The revised parking analysis used a parking rate of 2.0 

spaces per 1,000 square feet would be used for the lab uses. That is a parking rate for 

medical lab facilities in educational facilities, not where patients go for blood work or other 

laboratory testing. Those uses require much more parking similar to a true medical office. 
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Therefore, the revised parking analysis would significantly underestimate the true parking 

demand for those use.   

26. In conclusion, the parking calculations for the project have significantly underestimated the 

true parking demand and the planned parking capacity will result in an overflow of parking 

into the neighboring areas. The proposed TDM includes a policy to require “Paid” Parking 

which will further result in both visitors and employees trying to park in other areas, 

including the local neighborhoods which do not have excess parking capacity. The project 

needs to be reduced in scope to accommodate the true expected parking demand for the 

project. 

Conclusions 

 

RK has reviewed the transportation, traffic, and parking information regarding the 656 San 

Vicente Boulevard Medical Office Development in the City of Los Angeles. Based upon our 

professional review, there are a number of items that need to be re-evaluated to fully assess the 

project’s impacts. As a result of these concerns, additional analysis is needed, and the current 

project needs to be reconsidered in terms of the size of the project and the parking provided for 

the project.  

 

As noted in these comments, there are numerous areas of concern including (1) the design of the 

site plan with respect to the operation/design of the valet system, (2) the traffic counts utilized in 

the traffic assessment, the poor operating conditions (LOS F) at the intersection of San Vicente 

Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard, (3) no significant improvements planned to the adjoining roads 

or the intersection, (4) the underestimating of the parking demand at the project, (5) the project’s 

effects on the local neighborhood and along the San Vicente Boulevard Frontage Road at Wilshire 

Boulevard and 6
th

 Street, (6) the need for specific neighborhood traffic calming improvements on 

Orange Street (a local street), (7) the underestimating of parking demand for this size of project 

with its impacts to the adjoining neighborhoods, (8) the lack of specific commitments for the TDM 

Plan and (9) the lack of any detail on how the  construction impacts of the project will be 

resolved, in particular how the parking for workers/delivery services will be accommodated since 

the entire site will be under construction and there will be limited or no available space for 

accommodating these needs within the project. These items need to be addressed and resolved 

before the project is considered for approval since it may result in a substantially different project 

design.   
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RK appreciates this opportunity to work with Beverly-Wilshire Homes Association on this project 

and if you have any questions, please contact me at 949-293-9639. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. 

 

 

 

Robert Kahn, PE 

Founding Principal 

 

Registered Civil Engineer 20285 

Registered Traffic Engineer 0555 

 

X.C: Ms. Diana Plotkin 
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Areas of Expertise 

 

Traffic Engineering  

 

Transportation Planning 

 

Transportation Solutions 

 

Traffic Impact Analysis 

 

Circulation Systems for Planned Communities 

 

Traffic Control Device Warrants 

 

Traffic Calming 

 

Traffic Safety Studies 

 

Bicycle Planning 

 

Parking Demand Studies 

 

Transportation Demand Management 

 

Traffic Signal, Signing and Striping Plans 

 

Traffic Control Plans 

 

Parking Lot Design 

 

Acoustical Engineering 

 

Noise Impact Studies  

 

Expert Witness / Legal Services 

 

 

 

Professional History 

 

RK Engineering Group, Inc., Founding Principal  

2001-Present 

 

RKJK & Associates, Inc., Principal, 1990-2000 

 

Robert Kahn and Associates, Inc., Principal, 1988-1990 

 

Jack G. Raub Company, 

Vice President Engineering Planning, 1977-1988   

 

The Irvine Company, Program Engineer, 1972-1977 

 

Caltrans CA Division of Highways, Assistant Engineer, 1968-1972 

 

 

 

Representative Experience 

 

Robert Kahn, P.E., has worked professionally in traffic 

engineering and transportation planning since 1968.  He 

received his Master of Science degree in civil engineering from 

the University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Transportation 

and Traffic Engineering.  Mr. Kahn received his Bachelors degree 

in Civil Engineering from the University of California, Berkeley. 

 

Mr. Kahn started his career in California Division of Highways 

(Caltrans) and developed the first computerized surveillance and 

control system for the Los Angeles area.  Mr. Kahn developed 

the California Incident Detection Logic which is utilized 

throughout California for the detection of traffic incidents on 

the freeway system.   

 

Mr. Kahn has worked for a major land development company 

preparing Master Plans for infrastructure.  He also has worked 

eleven years with a multi-disciplined consulting engineering firm 

in charge of the Engineering Planning Department.  This 

included all facets of preliminary design, tentative map 

preparation, transportation and environmental engineering, and 

public agency coordination. 

 

Mr. Kahn has provided traffic and transportation services to 

major planned communities including Aliso Viejo, Coto De 

Caza, Foothill Ranch, Highlands Ranch in Denver, Colorado, 

Mission Viejo, Talega Planned Community in San Clemente, and 

Wolf Valley Ranch in Temecula.  He has also provided contract 

traffic engineering services to the Cities of Irvine, Norwalk, Perris 

and San Jacinto in Riverside County, California. 

 

Mr. Kahn has prepared traffic impact studies for numerous 

communities throughout Southern California, Nevada and in 

Colorado.  Major traffic impact studies include the Aliso Viejo 

Town Center, the Summit Development, the Shops at Mission 

Viejo, Kaleidoscope, Dana Point Headlands, Foothill Ranch, 

Talega, Majestic Spectrum, and Centre Pointe in the City of 

Chino.  

 

His work in the area of parking demand studies and parking lot 

design has been extensive. Shared parking studies for the Aliso 

Viejo Town Center, Foothill Ranch Towne Centre, Trabuco Plaza 

and numerous commercial sites have been completed to 

accurately determine the peak parking demand for mixed use 

projects.  Mr. Kahn has been able to make the most efficient 

utilization of parking lots by maximizing efficient and safe 

systems. 
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in charge of the Engineering Planning Department.  This 
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preparation, transportation and environmental engineering, and 

public agency coordination. 

 

Mr. Kahn has provided traffic and transportation services to 

major planned communities including Aliso Viejo, Coto De 

Caza, Foothill Ranch, Highlands Ranch in Denver, Colorado, 

Mission Viejo, Talega Planned Community in San Clemente, and 

Wolf Valley Ranch in Temecula.  He has also provided contract 

traffic engineering services to the Cities of Irvine, Norwalk, Perris 

and San Jacinto in Riverside County, California. 

 

Mr. Kahn has prepared traffic impact studies for numerous 

communities throughout Southern California, Nevada and in 

Colorado.  Major traffic impact studies include the Aliso Viejo 

Town Center, the Summit Development, the Shops at Mission 

Viejo, Kaleidoscope, Dana Point Headlands, Foothill Ranch, 

Talega, Majestic Spectrum, and Centre Pointe in the City of 

Chino.  

 
His work in the area of parking demand studies and parking lot 

design has been extensive. Shared parking studies for the Aliso 

Viejo Town Center, Foothill Ranch Towne Centre, Trabuco Plaza 

and numerous commercial sites have been completed to 

accurately determine the peak parking demand for mixed use 

projects.  Mr. Kahn has been able0 to make the most efficient 

utilization of parking lots by maximizing efficient and safe 

systems. 
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Education 

 

University of California, Berkeley, M.S., Civil Engineering, 1968 

 

University of California, Berkeley, B.S., Civil Engineering, 1967 

 

University of California, Los Angeles, Graduate Courses in 

Transportation Systems, 1970 

 

 

Registrations 

 

California Registered Civil Engineer 

No. 20285 – April 1971 

 

California Registered Professional Engineer 

Traffic, No. 0555 – June 1977 

 

Colorado Professional Engineer 

No. 22934, November 1984 

 

Nevada Professional Engineer Civil 

No. 10722 – March 1994 

 

County of Orange, California Certified Acoustical Consultant 

No. 201020 - 1984 

 

 

Affiliations  

 

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 

 

American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) 

 

Urban Land Institute (ULI) 

 

Orange County Traffic Engineers Council (OCTEC) 

 

 

Teaching  

 

UCI Graduate Urban Design Studio Class – Guest Instructor 

 

ITS Berkeley – Tech Transfer  

Fundamentals of Traffic Engineering – Instructor 

 

UCI Senior Civil Engineering Mentoring Program (CE181) 

 

Mr. Kahn has been an innovator in developing and 

implementing traffic calming techniques.  Over twenty years 

ago, Mr. Kahn refined the design and implementation 

standards for speed humps for use in local neighborhoods.  

Most recently, he has been involved in the development of 

modern roundabouts in lieu of traffic signals or other traffic 

control devices at intersections.  Mr. Kahn previously presented 

the use of traffic calming devices in newly developing 

communities to the Institute of Transportation Engineers Traffic 

Calming Conference in Monterey, California. 

  

Mr. Kahn has been involved in the design of traffic signal 

systems, signing and striping plans on hundreds of projects for 

both the public and private sector.  Most recently, he has 

completed the design of several traffic signals which will serve 

the renovated Shops at Mission Viejo Mall.  Mr. Kahn was in 

charge of a major ITS project for the City of Irvine, which 

provided fiberoptic interconnect and closed circuit TV along 

Barranca Parkway, Alton Parkway and Lake Forest Drive.  

 

Mr. Kahn has been involved in acoustical engineering since 

1978.  He was in responsible charge of the Aliso Viejo Noise 

Monitoring Program which redefined the 65 CNEL noise 

contours for MCAS El Toro.  He has also developed computer 

applications of the FHWA Noise Model. 

 

Mr. Kahn has prepared numerous noise impact reports in the 

Aliso Viejo, Mission Viejo, Foothill Ranch, Santa Margarita, 

Ladera and Talega Planned Communities.  Noise impacts from 

stationery sources including car washes, loading docks, air 

conditioning compressors, drive-thru speakers and other sources 

have been evaluated in the Aliso Viejo Auto Retail Center Noise 

Study, Albertsons Store 606 Noise Study-Rancho Cucamonga, 

Pro Source Distribution Building Final Noise Study in Ontario.  

Major specific plan and zone change noise studies have been 

prepared for the Summit Heights Specific Plan in Fontana, Lytle 

Creek Land and Resources Property in Rialto, Tamarack Square 

in Carlsbad, California, International Trade and Transportation 

Center in Kern County, California, and Sun City/Palm Springs.    

 

Mr. Kahn founded the firm of Robert Kahn and Associates in 

1988, which was the predecessor to RKJK & Associates, Inc. in 

1990.  He has made presentations to the ITE and the California 

Public Works Conference. Mr. Kahn has published numerous 

articles on traffic impact assessment, traffic calming, striping 

and the status of Bicycle Sharing in the USA. He was awarded 

the Wayne T property award in 2011-2012. Mr. Kahn has been 

a mentor and advisor to the UCI Senior Civil Engineering Project 

(CE181) for the past several years. He provides students the 

opportunity to develop a real life transportation project for the 

program.  
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Robert Kahn has been involved in numerous legal cases as an 

expert witness and providing legal assistance in the area of traffic 

and environmental engineering. This has included traffic/parking 

impact analysis, traffic/circulation/parking impacts of ROW takes, 

traffic engineering design review, traffic safety studies and 

noise/vibration impact assessments. A sampling of these projects 

include the following cases: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Tustin Avenue/Rose Drive Grade Separation Impact to 

Del Cerro Mobile Estates, City of Placentia 

 9582 Chapman Avenue – ULI Shared Parking, City of 

Garden Grove 

 Plantation Apartments Norwalk 12809 Kalnor Avenue 

I-5 Construction Noise Monitoring Assessment 

 City of Huntington Beach vs. Alvarez, et al, Traffic 

Review of ROW taking 

 Gene Autry Way Extension – Impacts to Anaheim 

Holiday Inn and Staybridge Suites Hotel, Anaheim 

 UCSD Student Center Traffic and Parking Impact 

Review, City of San Diego 

 Palma De La Reina Traffic Impact Analysis Review 

 Newport Tech Center Traffic Study Review, Newport 

Beach 

 City of Irvine Planning Area 18, 34 and 39 DEIR  Traffic 

Impact Review, City of Irvine 

 City of San Diego Big Box Ordinance, City of San 

Diego 

 City of Yucaipa Big Box Ordinance, City of Yucaipa 

 Electra Real Estates USA Mid Coast Corridor Transit 

Project Traffic/Circulation and Parking Impact Review, 

City of San Diego 

 Rancho El Revino Specific Plan Traffic Impact Study 

Review 

 President Hotel Santa Ana parking lot dispute 

 Caceres vs. City of Fontana, represented City in an 

Intersection (Production at Santa Ana Ave.) Accident 

 Corona vs. City of Fontana, represented City in an 

Intersection (Sierra Ave. and Summit Ave.) Accident 

 Sunset and Gordon Mixed Use Site Traffic Review 

 Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza EIR  and Traffic Study 

Review 

 Saint Mary’s University Wellness Pavilion EIR and 

Traffic Study Review  

 15 Degree South Residential Project Traffic Review  

 Review of the OCTA Tustin Avenue Rose Drive Grade 

Separation Representing the Del Cerro Mobile Estates 

 OCTA State College Blvd Grade Separation 

Representing the Fullerton Commerce Center and 

Fullerton Industrial Park 
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Rogier H. Goedecke  President 
   

 

Areas of Expertise 
 
Parking Utilization 

Traffic Calming 

Business Development 

Corporate Management 

Sales & Marketing  

Project Management 

 
Education 
 
B.S. International Marketing & Sales Management.  Southern 
Illinois University at Carbondale, 1996 
 

 
Professional History  
 
RK Engineering Group, Inc.,  
President 
2006 to Present 
 
Segue Corporation 
Vice President, Corporate Development 
2005-2006 
 
Goedecke and Assoc. Inc. 
Partner / Vice President 
1996-2005 
 

 
Affiliation and Awards  
 
City of Aliso Viejo Planning Commission Vice Chairman (2007-

2010) 

Urban Land Institute Member (Since 2005) 

Vistage Worldwide Member (Since 2016) 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Representative Experience 
 
As President, Rogier Goedecke brings over 25 years of business 
development and managerial experience to RK Engineering 
Group, Inc.  His commitment to superior customer service and 
team leadership is evident in his experience in global operations 
and management within the IT industry. 
 
Mr. Goedecke is responsible for directing RK's strategic plans 
and integrating advanced solutions in order to create a high 
performance environment, serve clients and enhance RK’s 
market presence.  In addition, Mr. Goedecke is also responsible 
for overall business operations, business development and 
marketing at RK, as well as, overseeing project management for 
the Transportation Planning and Environmental divisions of the 
firm. 
 
Mr. Goedecke regularly lectures at universities on current issues 
in Business and Customer Service and has published articles in 
professional trade journals on Management and Logistics. At 
the Visionary Selling to Executives Conference, he was honored 
to receive a commendation for excellence. 
 
Mr. Goedecke has managed Traffic Impact Studies, Parking 
Demand Analysis, Traffic Calming etc. for RK throughout 
Southern California and successfully coordinated RK’s staff 
efforts for comprehensive analysis, mitigation and study 
preparation all while maintaining RK’s mission to provide clients 
with accurate, on-time and on-budget service. 
 
 
 

 



 

 

 

 

Bryan Estrada, AICP, PTP   Principal 
   
Areas of Expertise 

Transportation and Environmental Planning 

Transportation Demand Management 

Traffic Impact Studies 

Parking Studies 

Air Quality Analysis 

Greenhouse Gas/Global Climate Change Analysis 

Environmental Acoustics/Noise Analysis 

CEQA Compliance 

Synchro Traffic Analysis Software 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 

FHWA Noise Modeling 

SoundPLAN Software 

AutoCAD

 
Education and Training 

University of California, Irvine, B.A., Urban Studies 

California Air Resources Board, Air Quality Training Program 

Geo Instruments Vibration Monitoring Short Course 

 
Professional History 

RK Engineering Group, Inc. 

Principal 

2007 - Present 

 
Certificates and Affiliations 

American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP) 

Professional Transportation Planner (PTP) 

American Planning Association 

Association of Environmental Professionals 

Representative Experience 

 
Mr. Bryan Estrada is a native of Southern California and also 

stayed in the area by attending the University of California, 

Irvine, School of Planning, Policy and Design where he received 

a Bachelor of Arts degree in Urban Studies.  Mr. Estrada’s 

multidisciplinary background is concentrated around current 

transportation challenges and their environmental impacts 

within urban areas. Mr. Estrada is committed to sustainable 

development practices, transportation demand management, 

and global climate change awareness. 

 

Since 2007, Mr. Estrada has gained experience in the many 

aspects of Transportation and Environmental Planning while 

working with RK Engineering Group. He is an active member of 

the American Planning Association (APA) and the Association of 

Environmental Professionals (AEP), and stays up to date on the 

latest trends and topics concerning CEQA policy. He is 

frequently engaged with local government agencies, 

community groups, and developers to help to craft innovative 

solutions to mitigate traffic, noise and air quality impacts 

throughout the community. 

 

Mr. Estrada’s experience includes traffic/transportation 

planning, air quality and greenhouse gas analysis, and 

environmental acoustics/noise analysis. He has also 

contributed to the design and construction of traffic signal 

plans, signing and striping plans and traffic control plans. He 

is regularly out in the field performing assessments and 

inventories of project sites and meeting with community 

stakeholders. 

 

Mr. Estrada works on transportation and environmental 

planning projects that range from focused site-specific technical 

studies to regional and General Plan level analyses. His recent 

work includes Mixed Use Development projects in Downtown 

Huntington Beach, the City of Aliso Viejo General Plan Update 

and Aliso Viejo Town Center Vision Plan, Eleanor Roosevelt High 

School eStem Academy Traffic Impact Study and On-Site 

Circulation Plan (Eastvale, CA), Great Wolf Lodge Resort (Garden 

Grove, CA), Starbucks Coffee Shops (multiple locations through 

Southern California), Paradise Knolls Specific Plan (Jurupa Valley, 

CA), Vista Del Agua Specific Plan (Coachella, CA), and Monterey 

Park Hotel Mixed Use Development Project (Monterey Park, CA). 

 

Mr. Estrada has obtained the American Institute of Certified 

Planners (AICP) certification granted by the American Planning 

Association and the Professional Transportation Planner (PTP) 

certification granted by the Transportation Professional 

Certification Board. 
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Site Photos 
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Orange Street Looking West 

  

Orange Street and Alley behind Project Site Looking South 



 

Alley Behind Project Site Looking South 

 

Alley Behind Project Site Looking North 



  

Sweetzer and Alley Behind Project Site 

 

San Vicente Frontage Road Looking North 



 

San Vicente Frontage Road Looking North 

 

Looking Across Wilshire-San Vicente Intersection Towards Southwest 



 

Looking Across San Vicente Towards the Northeast 

  

San Vicente Frontage Road Northbound at 6th Street 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C 

 

Traffic Counts 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Year 2020 

 

 San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard Intersection Counts 

 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Year 2011 and 2008 

 

 San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard Intersection Counts 

 







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT C – US CENSUS 1960 of the 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

























































































































































































































5/13/22, 2:35 AM County Population 1850-2010 for Los Angeles County, California

www.laalmanac.com/population/po02.php 1/3

HOME GEOGRAPHY THE 88 CITIES WEATHER GOVERNMENT MEDIA ZIP CODES HISTORY COURT & COUNTY RECORDS

OTHER TOPICS
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Historical General Population

City & County of Los Angeles, 1850 to 2020

A young family in East Los Angeles, 1952. Photo courtesy of the Moya Family.

Also see:

-- Historical Resident Population for Spanish & Mexican Period, 1781-1840
-- General Population by City in Los Angeles County 1850-1900

-- General Population by City in Los Angeles County 1910-1950

-- General Population by City in Los Angeles County 1960-2000

-- Population of L.A. County Cities & Unincorporated Communities, 1990-Present

-- Annual Population Estimates for Los Angeles County 1971-2021

Between the census counts of 1850 and 2020, the population of the city of Los

Angeles grew to be 2,421 times larger than its 1850 number. Los Angeles

County's overall population grew to be 2,837 times larger. By comparison, over

the same period, the population for the entire state of California grew to be 427

times larger than where it was in 1850.

Year

Population of

City of Los

Angeles

City of Los

Angeles

Population as

Percentage of

Los Angeles
County

Population of

Los Angeles

County

Los Angeles

County

Population as

Percentage of

California

California

Population

1850* 1,610 45.6% 3,530 3.8% 92,597

Endorsed by the L.A.

Times:
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Percentage of

California

California

Population

1860 4,385 38.7% 11,333 3.0% 379,994

1870 5,728 37.4% 15,309 2.7% 560,247

1880 11,183 33.5% 33,381 3.9% 864,694

1890 50,395 49.7% 101,454 8.4% 1,213,398

Year

Population of

City of Los

Angeles

City of Los

Angeles

Population as

Percentage of

Los Angeles
County

Population of

Los Angeles

County

Los Angeles

County

Population as

Percentage of

California

California

Population

1900 102,479 60.2% 170,298 11.5% 1,485,053

1910 319,198 63.3% 504,131 21.2% 2,377,549

1920 576,673 61.6% 936,455 27.3% 3,426,861

1930 1,238,048 56.1% 2,208,492 38.9% 5,677,251

1940 1,504,277 54.0% 2,785,643 40.3% 6,907,387

Year

Population of

City of Los

Angeles

City of Los

Angeles

Population as

Percentage of

Los Angeles
County

Population of

Los Angeles

County

Los Angeles

County

Population as

Percentage of

California

California

Population

1950 1,970,358 47.5% 4,151,687 39.2% 10,586,223

1960 2,479,015 41.0% 6,039,771 38.4% 15,717,204

1970 2,816,061 40.0% 7,032,075 35.2% 19,971,069

1980 2,966,850 39.7% 7,477,239 31.6% 23,667,902

1990 3,485,567 39.3% 8,863,052 29.7% 29,811,427

Year

Population of

City of Los

Angeles

City of Los

Angeles

Population as

Percentage of

Los Angeles
County

Population of

Los Angeles

County

Los Angeles

County

Population as

Percentage of

California

California

Population

2000 3,694,820 38.8% 9,519,315 28.1% 33,871,653

2010 3,792,621 38.6% 9,818,605 26.4% 37,253,956

2020 3,898,747 38.9% 10,014,009 25.3% 39,538,223

* See comment box below.

† Annual estimate from data collected by the U.S. Census American Community Survey over the 5-Year

period of 2015-2019.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

VINTAGE POSTCARDS

New Additions!

Find yours
Vacation homes
for whoever you
call family
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http://www.laalmanac.com/health/he999c.php
http://www.laalmanac.com/postcards/index.php
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Chart illustrating data from chart above.

Also see: Historical Populations by City in Los Angeles County

The 1850 Census for Los Angeles County was actually conducted in the �rst two

months of 1851, due to California becoming a state only late in 1850. The census-
taker for Los Angeles County was a single individual, John R. Everston, a local who

was tasked with covering a county that then encompassed, not only present-day

Los Angeles County, but also the present-day counties of Orange, Ventura and

San Bernardino;(approximately 30,000 square miles). Considering the size of

territory that he had to cover in a short time, despite its sparse population,
Everston's count was considered inaccurate and a gross undercount. Since

congressional representation depended on census counts, California conducted

its own census in 1852 and counted a bit less than 8,000 residents in Los Angeles

County, half of whom were American Indian.
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QuickFacts
Los Angeles city, California
QuickFacts provides statistics for all states and counties, and for cities and towns with a population of 5,000 or more.

Table

All Topics

Population, Census, April 1, 2020 3,898,747

 PEOPLE

Population

Population Estimates, July 1 2021, (V2021)  NA

Population estimates base, April 1, 2020, (V2021)  NA

Population, percent change - April 1, 2020 (estimates base) to July 1, 2021, (V2021)  NA

Population, Census, April 1, 2020 3,898,747

Population, Census, April 1, 2010 3,792,621

Age and Sex

Persons under 5 years, percent 5.7%

Persons under 18 years, percent 20.4%

Persons 65 years and over, percent 12.9%

Female persons, percent 50.5%

Race and Hispanic Origin

White alone, percent 48.9%

Black or African American alone, percent (a) 8.8%

American Indian and Alaska Native alone, percent (a) 0.7%

Asian alone, percent (a) 11.8%

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone, percent (a) 0.2%

Two or More Races, percent 7.0%

Hispanic or Latino, percent (b) 48.1%

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino, percent 28.5%

Population Characteristics

Veterans, 2016-2020 82,183

Foreign born persons, percent, 2016-2020 36.3%

Housing

Housing units, July 1, 2019, (V2019) X

Owner-occupied housing unit rate, 2016-2020 37.0%

Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2016-2020 $670,700

Median selected monthly owner costs -with a mortgage, 2016-2020 $2,819

Median selected monthly owner costs -without a mortgage, 2016-2020 $754

Median gross rent, 2016-2020 $1,523

Building permits, 2021 X

Families & Living Arrangements

Households, 2016-2020 1,402,522

Persons per household, 2016-2020 2.77

Living in same house 1 year ago, percent of persons age 1 year+, 2016-2020 88.9%

Language other than English spoken at home, percent of persons age 5 years+, 2016-2020 58.3%

Computer and Internet Use

Households with a computer, percent, 2016-2020 93.3%

Households with a broadband Internet subscription, percent, 2016-2020 86.2%

Education

High school graduate or higher, percent of persons age 25 years+, 2016-2020 78.3%

Bachelor's degree or higher, percent of persons age 25 years+, 2016-2020 35.6%

Health

With a disability, under age 65 years, percent, 2016-2020 6.4%

Persons without health insurance, under age 65 years, percent 12.1%

Economy

In civilian labor force, total, percent of population age 16 years+, 2016-2020 66.5%
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In civilian labor force, female, percent of population age 16 years+, 2016-2020 60.5%

Total accommodation and food services sales, 2012 ($1,000) (c) 9,295,589

Total health care and social assistance receipts/revenue, 2012 ($1,000) (c) 29,830,223

Total manufacturers shipments, 2012 ($1,000) (c) 43,502,545

Total retail sales, 2012 ($1,000) (c) 40,156,864

Total retail sales per capita, 2012 (c) $10,409

Transportation

Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16 years+, 2016-2020 31.9

Income & Poverty

Median household income (in 2020 dollars), 2016-2020 $65,290

Per capita income in past 12 months (in 2020 dollars), 2016-2020 $37,143

Persons in poverty, percent 16.9%

 BUSINESSES

Businesses

Total employer establishments, 2020 X

Total employment, 2020 X

Total annual payroll, 2020 ($1,000) X

Total employment, percent change, 2019-2020 X

Total nonemployer establishments, 2018 X

All firms, 2012 497,999

Men-owned firms, 2012 262,460

Women-owned firms, 2012 192,358

Minority-owned firms, 2012 247,710

Nonminority-owned firms, 2012 235,220

Veteran-owned firms, 2012 30,581

Nonveteran-owned firms, 2012 452,817

 GEOGRAPHY

Geography

Population per square mile, 2010 8,092.3

Land area in square miles, 2010 468.67

FIPS Code 0644000





About datasets used in this table

Value Notes

 Estimates are not comparable to other geographic levels due to methodology differences that may exist between different data sources.

Some estimates presented here come from sample data, and thus have sampling errors that may render some apparent differences between geographies statistically indistinguishable. Click the Quick Info  icon to the
row in TABLE view to learn about sampling error.

The vintage year (e.g., V2021) refers to the final year of the series (2020 thru 2021). Different vintage years of estimates are not comparable.

Users should exercise caution when comparing 2016-2020 ACS 5-year estimates to other ACS estimates. For more information, please visit the 2020 5-year ACS Comparison Guidance page.

Fact Notes

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race
(c) Economic Census - Puerto Rico data are not comparable to U.S. Economic Census data
(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories

Value Flags

- Either no or too few sample observations were available to compute an estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest or upper in
open ended distribution.
F Fewer than 25 firms
D Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information
N Data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of sample cases is too small.
FN Footnote on this item in place of data
X Not applicable
S Suppressed; does not meet publication standards
NA Not available
Z Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown

QuickFacts data are derived from: Population Estimates, American Community Survey, Census of Population and Housing, Current Population Survey, Small Area Health Insurance Estimates, Small Area Income and P
Estimates, State and County Housing Unit Estimates, County Business Patterns, Nonemployer Statistics, Economic Census, Survey of Business Owners, Building Permits.
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U.S > California

Los Angeles Population

Los Angeles is the largest city in Southern California and second largest in the United States, and abbreviated as LA or L.A., The highest point in the city is Mount
Lukens, Surrounding the city are much higher mountains. Los Angeles population in 2022 is estimated to be 3.91 million, and population density is 8,485 people per sq
mile. The city of Los Angeles covers a total area of 502.7 square miles (1,302 sq km). Officially called City of Angels, Hollywood made the city world-famous which was
merged in 1921, Los Angeles had a strong economic base in movies, farming, tourism, oil and real estate. It grew rapidly with many suburban areas inside and outside the
city limits.

Greater Los Angeles was one of the fastest growing regions in the United States, estimated population in 2021 is 18.8 million, as per the 2019 US census estimates, the
Greater Los Angeles population was about 18.7 million. The Greater Los Angeles Combined Statistical Area consists of 3 metropolitan areas, The Los Angeles-Long
Beach-Anaheim, The Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura and The Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario. The Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Statistical Area covers
4,752 square miles and has great geographic diversity. The Anaheim-Santa Ana covers 948 square miles and has 40 miles of Mediterranean like coastline. Riverside-San
Bernardino Area is a two county area, Riverside County covers 7,304 square miles while San Bernardino County covers 20,106 square miles, Ventura County, the
smallest of the 5 counties at 2,208 square miles.

Los Angeles City(2021) Greater Los Angeles UA(2021)

Population 4 million 18.8 million

Area 502.7 sq mi (1,302 sq km) 33,954 sq mi (87,940 sq km)

USA Rank 37 2

Source : CSA Maps, CSA

Below is the Los Angeles population by year:
Year Population Change %

2010 3,795,370
2011 3,821,136 0.68
2012 3,852,532 0.82
2013 3,883,916 0.81
2014 3,913,260 0.76
2015 3,943,215 0.77
2016 3,969,262 0.66
2017 3,982,002 0.32
2018 3,990,456 0.21
2019 3,979,576 -0.27
2020 3,898,747 -2.03
2021 * 3,909,274 0.27
2022 * 3,917,851 0.22
Source : Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2019 & 2020 US Census updated

Los Angeles Population Ranking & Density

According to US Population Census, April 1, 2020, Los Angeles population in 2020 is 3.89 million, According U.S census of 2018 population estimates, Persons under 5
years old are 6%, People under 18 years are 21%, Persons 65 years and over, 12.1 percent and 50.4% are Female, Veterans(2014-2018) are 85,949. Total households in
Los Angeles are 1,382,293 and 2.82 persons per household, 817,619 are Family households, 530,576 are Married-couple family, 93,957 are Male householder, no wife
present, family, 193,086 are Female householder, no husband present, family and 564,674 are Non-family households. Relationship wise 1,382,293 are Householder,
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529,026 people are Spouse, 1,147,036 are Child, 480,089 are Other relatives, 359,373 are Non-relatives, 109,880 are Unmarried partner. Los Angeles population in 2021
is estimated to be 3.9 million.

Marital Status wise out of 1,645,331 Males(15 years and over) 813,695 are Never married, 656,572 are Now married, except separated, 36,152 are Separated, 27,702 are
Widowed, 111,210 are Divorced. Out of 1,671,106 Females( 15 years and over) 708,305 are Never married, 633,206 are Now married, except separated, 51,159 are
Separated, 117,509 are Widowed, 160,927 are Divorced.

The best neighbourhoods are Manhattan Beach, Glendale, Downtown LA, Silver Lake, and Monrovia. Most of the popular people live in West Los Angeles, Brentwood,
Westwood, Beverly Hills, Studio City, North Hollywood.

Los Angeles Voting Age Population
Total Los Angeles Citizens of 18 and over population are 2,453,089, out of these 1,200,775 are Male, 1,252,314 are Female. Voting Percentage wise Male are of 48.9%
and Female are 51.1%.

Los Angeles Language demographics

Language spoken at home in Los Angeles are 1,534,581 Speak only English, 1,601,011 speak Spanish, 19,806 French (incl. Cajun), 1,450 Haitian, 6,573 Italian, 8,365
Portuguese, 8,279 German, 2,931 Yiddish, Pennsylvania Dutch or other West Germanic languages, 1,641 Greek, 32,410 Russian, 4,264 Polish, 1,987 Serbo-Croatian,
4,983 Ukrainian or other Slavic languages, 71,684 Armenian.

 
People of Asian Indian languages spoken at home are 2,959 speak Gujarati, 10,773 Hindi, 2,988 Urdu, 6,417 Punjabi, 8,293 Bengali, 4,987 Nepali, Marathi, or other Indic
languages, 1,585 Telugu, 2,906 Tamil, 2,165 Malayalam, Kannada, or other Dravidian languages, 7,710 Other Indo-European languages.

 
People of Mid and Eastern Asia speak at home are 93,750 speak Tagalog (incl. Filipino), 62,977 Chinese (incl. Mandarin, Cantonese), 15,259 Japanese, 93,576 Korean,
284 Hmong, 18,245 Vietnamese, 2,258 Khmer, 10,744 Thai, Lao, or other Tai-Kadai languages, 5,522 Other languages of Asia.

 
8,660 people speak Ilocano, Samoan, Hawaiian, or other Austronesian languages, 14,854 Arabic, 45,441 Persian (incl. Farsi, Dari), 16,599 Hebrew, 8,603 Amharic,
Somali, or other Afro-Asiatic languages, 5,842 Yoruba, Twi, Igbo, or other languages of Western Africa, 1,522 Swahili or other languages of Central, Eastern, and
Southern Africa,78 Navajo, 405 other Native languages of North America, 6,548 speak other and unspecified languages.

Los Angeles Population by Age

According to 2019 US population estimates, LA population by age is 3,979,537, out of these 1,968,648 are male, 2,010,889 are female, The sex ratio of Los Angeles is
98. The median age of the Los Angeles population is 35.9, Los Angeles population by age are, under 18 years is 803,314, 16 years and over is 3,261,493, 18 years and
over is 3,176,223, 21 years and over is 3,015,315, 65 years and over is 639559. 49.5% are male, 50.5% are female, 20.2% are under 18 years old, 82.0% are 16 years and
over, 79.8% are 18 years and over, 75.8% are 21 years and over, 13.1% are 65 years and over. There are total 1,532,364 housing units, The voting population of Los
Angeles are 2,470,684, out of these 1,196,768 are male voters, 1,273,916 are female voters, 48.4% are male,51.6% are female.

Age Group Population Percent

0 -5 227,867 5.7%
5 - 9 213,915 5.4%
10 - 14 230,913 5.8%
15 - 19 239,774 6.0%
20 - 24 289,106 7.3%
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Age Group Population Percent

25 - 34 728,072 18.3%
35 - 44 572,082 14.4%
45 - 54 523,159 13.1%
55 - 59 226,042 5.7%
60 - 64 208,326 5.2%
65 - 74 291,898 7.3%
75 - 84 155,204 3.9%
85 and over 73,179 1.8%
Source: 2019 US population by age estimates

Los Angeles Population by Race

According to 2019, Los Angeles population by race are:

White Population

White population in Los Angeles, California are 2,073,794, percentage wise they are 52.1 percent.

Black Population

Black population in Los Angeles, California are 344,360, Percentage wise they are 8.7 percent of people. African American refers to black population in Los Angeles,
They are Black racial groups of Africa, includes Sub-Saharan African people, Kenyan, Nigerian, Carribbean such as Haitian and Jamaican.

Asian Population

Asian population in Los Angeles are 463,908 11.7 percent in total population, out of these 43,056 are Asian Indians, 82,368 are Chinese, 123,971 are Filipinos, 26,079 are
Japanese, 109,102 are Korean, 26,048 are Vietnamese and 53,284 are other Asian nationals.

Hispanic Population

Hispanic population in Los Angeles, California are 1,919,328. Percentage wise they are 48.2, out of these 1,276,842 are Mexican people, 16,545 are Puerto Ricans,
11,255 are Cubans, and 614,686 are other Hispanic or Latinos.

Population by Race 3,979,537 Percent

White 2,073,794 52.1%
Black or African American 344,360 8.7%
American Indian and Alaska Native 31,761 0.8%
Asian Population 463,908 11.7%
Asian Indian 43,056 1.1%
Chinese 82,368 2.1%
Filipino 123,971 3.1%
Japanese 26,079 0.7%
Other Asian Population 53,284
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 5,482 0.1%
Native Hawaiian 1,002 0.0%
Guamanian or Chamorro 530 0.0%
Hispanic or Latino 1,919,328 48.2%
Mexican 1,276,842 32.1%
Puerto Rican 16,545 0.4%
Cuban 11,255 0.3%

Los Angeles Population by Race
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Population by Race 3,979,537 Percent
Other Hispanic or Latino 614,686
Source: US Census population estimates(2019)

Nativity by Place of Birth

Total Los Angeles native population is 2,529,538, out of these 1,869,241 born in the California state and 609,642 born in other state in the United States. Foreign born or
Population born outside the US are 1,449,999, out of these 705,244 are Naturalised US citizen, 55,595 are in Europe, 297,757 in Asia, 19,406 in Africa, 324,198 in Latin
America and 6,444 in Northern America. Total Foreigners who are non US citizens living in LA are 744,755, out of these 32,431 are from Europe, 146,361 are from Asia,
10,422 from Africa, 542,856 are from Latin America and 8,699 are from Northern America.

Nativity by Place of Birth Population

Native 2,529,538
Born in state of residence 1,869,241
Born in other state in the United States 609,642
Northeast 186,411
Midwest 0
South 176,137
West 82,490
Born outside the United States 50,655
Puerto Rico 4,487
U.S. Island Areas 1,630
Born abroad of American parent(s) 44,538
Foreign born

Born outside of United States 1,449,999
Naturalized U.S. citizen 705,244
Europe 55,595
Asia 297,757
Africa 19,406
Oceania 1,844
Latin America 324,198
Northern America 6,444
Foreigner

Not a U.S. citizen 744,755
Europe 32,431
Asia 146,361
Africa 10,422
Oceania 3,986
Latin America 542,856
Northern America 8,699
Source: US Census 2019 estimates

Los Angeles Housing

According to 2019 census estimates, Total number of houses in Los Angeles, California are 1,532,364, Occupied housing units are 1,398,900, Rental vacancy rate is 5.
Percentage of occupancy is 91, 33.35% of houses are owner occupied and 57.94% of houses are renter occupied in Los Angeles. There are 36.90 percent of one-unit
detached, 5.31 percent of one-units attached, 3.06 percent of two-unit houses, 6.09 percent of three or four unit homes. 0.60 percent are residing in mobile homes. Average
household size of owner occupied is 3 and average household size of renter occupied is 3. 33.92 percent are available with one vehicle, 30.31 percent are available with
two vehicles, 16.01 percent are available with three or more vehicles and 11.06 percent are no vehicles available.

Housing Units

Total housing units 1,532,364
Occupied housing units 1,398,900
Occupied housing units percent 91
Rental vacancy rate 5
Structure Type Units

1-unit, detached 565,452
1-unit attached 81,399
2 units 46,843
3 or 4 units 93,287
Mobile home 9,258 World Cities | US Cities
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Housing Units

Boat, RV, van, etc. 1,140
Owner-occupied 511,115
Renter-occupied 887,785
Average household size of owner-occupied unit 3
Average household size of renter-occupied unit 3
Source: US Census 2019 housing estimates

Los Angeles Housing Market

The median value of housing in Los Angeles, California is $697,200, According to 2019 estimated US census of housing market, 0.34 percent of houses are less than
$50,000, 0.26 percent are between $50,000 to $100,000, 0.19 percent are between $100,000 to $150,000, 0.09 percent are between $150,000 to $200,000, 0.66 percent are
between $200,000 to $300,000, 5.85 percent are between $300,000 to $500,000, 17.27 percent are between $500,000 to one million, 8.70 percent are over one million and
above.

Housing unit value Units

Less than $50,000 5,257
$50,000 to $99,999 3,917
$100,000 to $149,999 2,903
$150,000 to $199,999 1,341
$200,000 to $299,999 10,071
$300,000 to $499,999 89,692
$500,000 to $999,999 264,618
$1,000,000 or more 133,316
Median (dollars) 697,200
Source: US Census 2019 housing market estimates

Los Angeles Housing Mortgage

The LA median monthly owner costs with mortgage is $2,820, 0.02 percent of homes pays less than $500 per month, 0.43 percent pay between $500 to $999, 1.64 percent
pay between $1,000 to $1,499, 3.08 percent pay between $1,500 to $1,999, 4.23 percent pay between $2,000 to $2,499, 3.88 percent pay between $2,500 to $2,999, 10.54
percent pay between $3,000 or more.

The median monthly owner costs with out mortgage is $746, 0.30 percent of homes pay less than $250, 1.08 percent pays between $250 to $399, 1.96 percent pay
between $400 to $599, 1.85 percent pays between $600 to $799, 1.42 percent pays between $800 to $999, and 2.88 pays between $1000 or more.

Monthly Owner costs with mortgage Units

Less than $500 373
$500 to $999 6,633
$1,000 to $1,499 25,136
$1,500 to $1,999 47,226
$2,000 to $2,499 64,755
$2,500 to $2,999 59,439
$3,000 or more 161,451
Median (dollars) 2,820
Monthly Owner costs with out mortgage Units

Less than $250 4,625
$250 to $399 16,529
$400 to $599 30,041
$600 to $799 28,422
$800 to $999 21,767 World Cities | US Cities
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Monthly Owner costs with mortgage Units

$1,000 or more 44,085
Median (dollars) 746
Source: US Census 2019 housing mortgage estimates

Los Angeles Rental

Total number of Los Angeles rental homes or apartments are 887,785, occupied by Renter, The median value of LA average rental rate is $ 1,554. 5.36 percent of homes
are under $500, 12.47 percent of rental rates between $500 to $1000, 52.28 percent housing units are from $1000 to $2000, 20.77 percent are between $2000 to $3000,
and 7.19 percent are above $3000.

        
Rental Units

Less than $500 47,610
$500 to $999 110,698
$1,000 to $1,499 254,554
$1,500 to $1,999 209,563
$2,000 to $2,499 120,037
$2,500 to $2,999 64,394
$3,000 or more 63,827
Median (dollars) 1,554
Source: US Census 2019 housing rental estimates

Los Angeles History

In 1781 the settlers from Spain came and stayed in Los Angeles and started farming along with Mexican families, It has become a Spanish town and the population in
early 1830 is 730 people, and was part of Mexico, In 1835 Los Angeles becomes capital of Mexican California and later in 1847 Los Angeles was taken by U.S. forces
and becomes part of the new U.S. state of California and then the population is 1,610 in the city. In 1910, Hollywood become part of City of Los Angeles, with 10 movie
companies operating in the city at the time and by 1921 80 percent of the world's film industry are in Hollywood. Los Angeles was a major center of manufacturing hub
such as shipbuilding and aircraft during second world war. In 1932, the city hosted the Summer Olympics was hosted in LA in 1932 and city population crossed 1 million
by this time. During this time Los Angeles area was the headquarters to some of the major aircraft manufacturers like Douglas, Hughes, Lockheed and North American
Aviation.
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Paul Caporaso, Los Angeles Department of City Planning – Major Projects 

FROM: Sarah M. Drobis, P.E., and Casey Le, P.E. 

DATE: March 22, 2022 

RE: Responses to Comments for the  
656 S. San Vicente Boulevard Medical Office Building Project 
Los Angeles, California Ref: J1534 

Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc. (GTC) was asked to respond to a letter by RK 
Engineering Group, Inc. (RK), dated February 4, 2022 regarding the transportation and 
parking analyses prepared by GTC for the 656 S. San Vicente Boulevard Medical Office 
Building Project (Project). 

GTC prepared transportation and parking analyses for the Project pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and submitted the following documents to the City of Los 
Angeles (City): (i) Transportation Assessment for the 656 South San Vicente Medical Office 
Project, Los Angeles, California (GTC, November 2020) (GTC Transportation Assessment), 
which was included as Appendix J-1 of the Draft EIR, (ii) Supplemental Parking Analysis for 
the 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project, Los Angeles, California (GTC, January 4, 
2022) (GTC Parking Memo), and (iii) Supplemental Parking Analysis for the 656 South San 
Vicente Medical Office Project, Los Angeles, California (GTC, January 31, 2022) (GTC 2nd 
Parking Memo). 

The following is a response to individual comments set forth in the RK letter. 

GTC TRANSPORTATION ASSESSMENT  

Comment 1 

Page 4, Figure 1, Project Site Plan. A majority of the project traffic will be entering the frontage 
road of San Vicente Boulevard at the visitor entrance to the project. Although the project trip 
distribution assumed a 50/50 split between the visitor entrance/exit and the employee 
entrance/exit, in reality as much as 65% or more of the traffic entering the site may occur at 
the visitor entrance based upon the ULI (Urban Land Institute) data on Medical Office Parking 
demand. The project proposes to use a valet system for both visitors and employees to 
maximize the parking capacity of the site. There needs to be a queuing analysis to determine 
what will happen at the visitor/valet plus bike valet entrance to the site. This has not been 
quantified in the study and traffic could likely backup onto the San Vicente Boulevard frontage 
road and onto the adjacent streets such as Orange Street. A technical analysis of this needs 
to be provided to fully evaluate the ability for the valet system to work for both drop-off and 
pick-up conditions given the physical constraints of the site plan. Furthermore, no Valet Plan
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operational analysis has been provided to determine how the system will work and to ensure it 
has enough capacity to handle the expanded large numbers of visitors and employees. 
 
 
Response to Comment 1 
 
As shown in the Site Plan, Figure II-3, page II-10 of Chapter II, Project Description, of the Draft 
EIR, the visitor entrance is located on the San Vicente Boulevard frontage road, with two entry 
queueing lanes, and the employee entrance is located on Orange Street with a queue lane to the 
second parking level. The Comment references the employee and visitor splits based on the peak 
parking demand ratios for the medical office use outlined in Shared Parking, 3rd Edition 
(International Council of Shopping Centers [ICSC], Urban Land Institute [ULI], and National 
Parking Association [NPA], February 2020) and not trip generation ratios during the commuter 
peak hours, which are based on the Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition (Institute of 
Transportation Engineers [ITE], 2017). Figures 12 and 13 show the Project-related trips during 
the commuter morning and afternoon peak hours, which coincide with the times employees would 
travel to and from the Project site. Therefore, as shown, an equal distribution of employees and 
visitors entering and exiting the Project driveways was assumed.  The number of trips generated 
by the Project was estimated using published rates from Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition with 
application of allowable trip reductions per the City guidelines. The Project trip estimates, trip 
distribution, and trip assignment were established in coordination with and approved by the Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) through the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) process. The Approved MOU is provided in Appendix A of the GTC Transportation 
Assessment.   
 
LADOT’s Manual of Policies and Procedures (Revised December 2020) identifies the standard 
reservoir length as 60 feet for 300 or more cars. The Project far surpasses this standard by having 
two entry lanes for visitors, each of which exceed this length, and a separate lane for employees 
at the second level that also far exceeds this requirement. Manual of Policies and Procedures 
also requires that a Parking Area and Driveway Plan be submitted to LADOT for approval prior to 
submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the City Department of Building & Safety 
(LADBS), to determine approval of the project's driveways and internal circulation or parking 
scheme. Therefore, the applicant will submit the Parking Area and Driveway Plan prior to issuance 
of the building permit. 
 
 
Comment 2 
 
Page 13, Existing Traffic Volumes. Peak hour and daily traffic counts were obtained on February 
12, 2020. During this time when the counts were collected, there was active construction of the 
Metro D (Purple Line) along Wilshire Boulevard east and west of the intersection of San Vicente 
Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard. Additionally, the COVID – 19 pandemic was beginning and could 
have affected the traffic volumes at the study area intersections including the critical intersection 
of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard. It appears that before the Metro Line construction 
and the effects of the pandemic occurred, traffic volumes on San Vicente Boulevard and Wilshire 
Boulevard were greater than what was collected for the traffic study in 2020. RK has reviewed 
traffic counts collected on November 16, 2011 by LADOT at the intersection of San Vicente 
Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard prior to the Metro D construction and the Covid-19 pandemic. At 
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that time, the entering AM peak hour traffic at the intersection was 5,979 vehicles per hour, 
whereas the traffic counts utilized in the traffic study from February 12, 2020, were 4,998 vehicles 
per hour. This indicates that the traffic during AM peak hour was nearly 20% greater in earlier 
years prior to the construction for the Metro D Purple line and the traffic reducing effects of the 
COVID – 19 pandemic which was occurring when the counts were collected in 2020. RK further 
obtained even earlier traffic volumes from LADOT which were not affected by construction or the 
Covid-19 pandemic from October 20, 2008. These counts that are included in Appendix C indicate 
the total AM approach volumes at the intersection were 5,674 vehicles per hour, and the PM 
approach volumes were 6,162 vehicles per hour. Both of these are above the levels included in 
the 2020 traffic assessment. A summary of the peak hour entering traffic volumes for the 2020 
(Traffic Assessment Counts), 2011 and 2008 years is included in Table 1. As shown by this data, 
it appears that the peak hour traffic volumes collected in 2020 were affected by various events 
and are not representative of conditions without the construction and the pandemic. Copies of the 
traffic counts can be found in Appendix C. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2 
 
As set forth in the GTC Transportation Assessment, the intersection turning movement counts at 
the study intersections were collected in January and February 2020. The local schools were in 
session and the weather conditions were typical when the counts were conducted. The counts 
were taken prior to traffic reductions caused by COVID-19 and the Mayor’s declaration of a state 
of emergency in March 2020. On April 17, 2020, LADOT issued Pandemic-Related Updates to 
LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Requirements, which reiterated the use of traffic counts 
collected prior to March 1, 2020 in transportation assessments. The construction of Section 1 of 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) D Line Extension on 
Wilshire Boulevard has a nine-year time table, with construction commenced in 2015 and 
substantial completion estimated in November 2023. During this time, traffic on Wilshire 
Boulevard was at times altered or reduced to accommodate construction. The traffic counts in 
2020 were the most accurate data of the existing traffic volumes at the intersections near the 
Project site.  The traffic counts were also compared to traffic counts collected in 2017 and it was 
determined that the traffic counts collected in 2020 were higher at each of the study intersections.  
Thus, for conservative purposes, the 2020 traffic counts were used as the basis of the non-CEQA 
operational evaluation of the GTC Transportation Assessment. Furthermore, the GTC 
Transportation Assessment provided a detailed analysis of the effects of Project-related traffic on 
the cumulative transportation system. The forecasted traffic volumes for cumulative conditions 
were developed by applying an ambient growth factor of 1% per year over three years (to 
anticipated buildout conditions) to the existing traffic volumes as well as applying traffic growth 
from the development of potential related projects in the area. The consideration of both the 
ambient growth factor and related project traffic overestimates the actual traffic volume growth in 
the area and thus provides a highly conservative cumulative condition. Therefore, the traffic 
volumes presented in the GTC Transportation Assessment are conservative. 
 
Although the Metro D Line Extension is estimated to open at the same time as the Project, to 
provide a conservative analysis, no additional trip reductions in existing or future vehicular traffic 
were assumed to account for patrons that would utilize the Metro D Line. In addition, no changes 
to the lane configurations at the study intersections were made based on the Metro D Line.  
Therefore, the GTC Transportation Assessment took the most accurate assessment at the time 
and used a conservative analysis to estimate future trips. 
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Comment 3 
 
Page 30, Table 1 (Study Intersections). It did not appear that Intersection # 4 - La Cienega 
Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard which is located in the City of Beverly Hills was evaluated based 
upon City of Beverly Hills standards. Was there a reason this was not done at this intersection? 
Typically, an intersection in another jurisdiction would be evaluated by both the City of Los 
Angeles and City of Beverly Hills standards. 
 
 
Response to Comment 3 
 
The intersection of La Cienega Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard is located in the City of Beverly 
Hills. As stated in Comment 14 below, the GTC Transportation Assessment provides a 
quantitative analysis of the Project's access and circulation operations, including the anticipated 
level of service (LOS) operations at the study intersections and anticipated traffic queues. LOS is 
no longer a CEQA consideration and, instead, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis is required 
by State law under State of California Senate Bill No. 743 (Steinberg, 2013) (SB 743). Therefore, 
the intersection operational analysis was provided solely for informational purposes and any 
identified deficiencies disclosed in the non-CEQA analysis are not intended for interpretation of a 
significant impact for the purposes of CEQA review. Although analysis under the City of Beverly 
Hills standards was not required, to provide further information, a quantitative analysis is provided 
herein.  
 
On October 10, 2019, the City of Beverly Hills adopted Resolution No. 1901, which contained 
Local Transportation Assessment Guidelines as part of Exhibit B. Local Transportation 
Assessment Guidelines outlines the City of Beverly Hills methodology and thresholds for 
identifying transportation-related impacts pursuant to the requirements of SB 743, as well as 
Project-related operational effects on the local transportation system. Consistent with Local 
Transportation Assessment Guidelines, the operational analysis at the analyzed study 
intersections detailed in the GTC Transportation Assessment was conducted based on the 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology. Local Transportation Assessment Guidelines 
also states, “when comparing existing or future baseline conditions to ‘plus project’ conditions, 
delay changes for signalized intersections that exceed the criteria below should be identified.” 
The Project-related increase in seconds of average total delay at the intersection of La Cienega 
Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard would not exceed the 10-second threshold during either the 
morning or afternoon peak hour. Thus, the intersection would not experience any substantial 
Project-related delay increases per the City of Beverly Hills’ guidelines. 
 
 
Comment 4 
 
Page 40, Collaboration, Communication, and Informed Choices. The TDM strategies mentioned 
in this section and section 3B were only conceptual in nature. It did not go into the specifics of 
what was actually being proposed for the project for these strategies. They are all general in 
nature and do not go into any specifics that will be provided by the developer. In order to properly 
evaluate the percent VMT reduction, a much more detailed analysis is needed on the specific 
strategies that will be utilized for the program. A detailed TDM plan is necessary to make this 
evaluation accurate and to assume all of the vehicle trip and parking reductions in the studies. 
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Response to Comment 4 
 
Traffic Demand Management Program (TDM) requirements are set forth in Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC) § 12.26.J.  (Ord. No. 168,700, Eff. 3/31/93).  For non-residential projects with 
greater than 25,000 square feet (sf), the LAMC provides that prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, the applicant shall agree to provide and maintain in a state of good repair certain 
applicable TDM and trip reduction measures. The applicant voluntarily provided a draft TDM Plan 
during the entitlement process that outlined measures, and as required, the applicant will provide 
a final TDM Plan prior to issuance of building permit. In addition, the City is in the process of 
updating the TDM Ordinance; however, the City Council has not yet adopted the revised 
ordinance.   
 
(See https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/d7e3780b-3155-44a4-98cf-0fd673a6612b/TDM-
FactSheet_English.pdf) 
 
The VMT analysis for the Project was conducted using the City’s VMT Calculator and adhered to 
the methodologies prescribed in the City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator Documentation (LADOT 
and Los Angeles Department of City Planning [LADCP], May 2020). The VMT Calculator 
quantifies the effectiveness of the TDM strategies based on research documented in the 2010 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) publication Quantifying 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. As detailed in the GTC Transportation Assessment, the 
TDM strategies applied in the VMT analysis, and ultimately incorporated in the Project’s TDM 
Plan, could achieve a minimum VMT reduction of 17%. With application of these TDM strategies, 
the VMT analysis determined that the Project’s VMT impacts would be less than significant and 
mitigation measures would not be required. The detailed VMT analysis was reviewed and 
approved by LADOT via an inter-departmental memorandum to LADCP dated December 9, 2020. 
 
 
Comment 5 
 
Page 42, Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.26 J. It appears that the project is 
providing an excessive number of bicycle parking spaces (716 spaces) to support the reduction 
in VMT and automobile parking spaces. It is very questionable as to the utilization of these bicycle 
parking spaces for a medical office building of this type which would result in not having sufficient 
parking spaces for the 140,000 square feet of medical office uses. Again, credit is taken in the 
VMT analysis as a result of reducing the number of vehicle parking spaces by providing a huge 
number of bicycle parking spaces. Given the lack of substantial bicycle facilities in the area and 
the high volume of traffic including the impacted intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire 
Boulevard it would make bicycle travel difficult. Therefore, the excessive credit for reducing 
vehicle traffic and parking is highly questionable. 
 
 
Response to Comment 5 
 
The 716-space bicycle parking supply is based on the Project’s LAMC bicycle parking 
requirement and the Project’s allowable vehicle parking reduction and is not based on the 
Project’s anticipated bicycle parking demand. As set forth in the GTC Parking Memo, per LAMC 
§ 12.21.A.4, the Project is located within 1,500 feet of the future Metro D Line Wilshire/La Cienega  
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Station, a major transit stop, and, therefore, may replace up to 30% of the required vehicle parking 
with bicycle parking at a ratio of four bicycle parking spaces per one vehicle parking space. 
 
The City Council adopted this ordinance (Ord. No. 185,480) in 2018 to support alternative modes 
of transportation near transit in the future. In addition to medical office patients, the bicycle spaces 
would also be available for use by doctors, nurses, technicians, office staff, building staff, medical 
lab visitors, and restaurant and retail employee and visitors. 
 
The VMT analysis for the Project was conducted using the VMT Calculator tool and adhering to 
the methodologies prescribed in City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator Documentation. The 
effectiveness of the TDM strategies within each category has been empirically demonstrated to 
reduce vehicle trips and VMT and is based on research documented in Quantifying Greenhouse 
Gas Mitigation Measures. As part of the bicycle infrastructure category, the implementation of 
bicycle parking and amenities is considered one of several TDM strategies that promotes VMT 
reduction. As such, the Project bicycle parking supply would result in VMT reductions.   
 
 
Comment 6 
 
Page 57, Safety Hazards, first paragraph. No traffic safety evaluation has been completed for the 
adjacent intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard in the study. This major 
intersection, which has skewed geometrics and a large intersection area without protected left 
turns on Wilshire Boulevard, needs a collision rate assessment to specifically evaluate the safety 
impact at this intersection since over 50 percent of the project traffic will travel through this major 
intersection. This assessment must review the collision history at this intersection over the past 
several years to develop a collision rate (collisions per million entering vehicles) in comparison to 
the expected state average rate for this type of intersection. Without this assessment, no 
conclusion can be made as to whether the project will cause a safety hazard can be made. 
 
 
Response to Comment 6 
 
As detailed in Section 3D of the GTC Transportation Assessment, based on the site plan review 
and design assumptions, the Project does not present any geometric design hazards related to 
traffic movement, mobility, or pedestrian accessibility. Further review is required for projects that 
propose new access points or modifications along a public right-of way. The Project adds new 
curb cuts along the San Vicente Boulevard frontage road and Orange Street and will close existing 
curb cuts and access along the San Vicente Boulevard frontage road and alley to the existing 
buildings on site. The Project is neither altering the existing geometry of the Project site nor the 
intersection of Wilshire Boulevard & San Vicente Boulevard. The Project site does not have 
existing access directly from Wilshire Boulevard & San Vicente Boulevard. Access from San 
Vicente Boulevard to the San Vicente Boulevard frontage road will not be moved or altered with 
the Project. In addition, there is no change in the configuration from Wilshire Boulevard to 
Sweetzer Avenue adjacent to the Project site on the south. Therefore, no further safety analysis 
is required. 
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Comment 7 
 
Page 57, last paragraph. It is noted that several on-street parking meters adjacent to the project 
site would be removed along Orange Street and the San Vicente Boulevard frontage road to 
accommodate the new curb cuts for the project. How will these important metered parking spaces 
be made up without providing additional on-street parking being provided? Furthermore, the 
project proposes a substantial reduction in on- site parking has been requested which may result 
in more on-street parking as a result of the project. Excess parking demand from the project will 
overflow into the adjacent local streets and impact existing residents. 
 
 
Response to Comment 7 
 
As part of the Project, some on-street metered parking adjacent to the Project site would be 
removed along Orange Street and the San Vicente Boulevard frontage road to accommodate the 
new curb cuts. Currently, there are three metered parking spaces along Orange Street and seven 
metered parking spaces along the San Vicente Boulevard frontage road. Up to 10 metered spaces 
may be affected, although the Project would replace most of the spaces. To the extent feasible, 
the Project would maintain existing on-street metered parking along the Project perimeter. These 
parking meters primarily served the commercial uses on the Project site, including the Big 5 
Sporting Goods store and the vacant commercial building. These uses will be demolished and 
replaced by the Project, which would fully accommodate the anticipated peak parking demand on 
site, as well as the parking demand throughout the day, as detailed in the GTC Parking Memo 
and GTC 2nd Parking Memo.  
 
 
Comment 8 
 
Page 60, first paragraph. It is generally accepted in the HCM (Highway Capacity Manual) Manual 
that the 95th percentile queue (design queue) should be utilized to determine storage length 
requirements at intersections that are analyzed using the HCM methodology. The study used the 
85 percentile queue lengths for signalized intersections which underestimates the length of 
queues at signalized intersections.  Additionally, queuing for the valet drop-off/pick-up areas need 
to be evaluated which has not been provided in the traffic study. Again the 95th percentile should 
be used for this assessment to ensure the valet drop-off/pick-up areas are properly designed and 
won’t overflow into the adjacent streets. The valet operation and queuing need to be evaluated to 
determine whether the valet areas are sufficient. This needs to be determined for both the drop-
off and pick-up of both visitors and employees to determine if the site plan can accommodate the 
arrival and departure of vehicles. 
 
 
Response to Comment 8 
 
The anticipated queues were estimated using HCM methodology in the Synchro software. To 
provide a conservative analysis, rather than the 50th percentile queue, or average queue, the 
reported queues represent the 85th percentile queue length for signalized intersections at each 
approach lane and 95th percentile queue length for unsignalized intersections. The 85th and 95th 
percentile queues measure the probability that a queue length will reach a certain length and are 
the maximum vehicular queue that would not be exceeded 85% or 95% of the time, respectively. 
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Detailed queuing analysis worksheets were provided in Appendix E of the GTC Transportation 
Assessment. The visitor entrance is located on the San Vicente Boulevard frontage road, with 
two entry queueing lanes. The visitor-valet area would provide up to three lanes for valet-service 
and passenger drop-off/pick-up operations on the ground floor, which allows for a pick-up/drop-
off lane, a bypass lane and a valet vehicle return lane. The pick-up/drop-off area will provide 
adequate queue storage, as well as managed valet staff to accommodate the anticipated 
passenger loading demand so as to minimize any queue spillover onto public right-of-way.  
 
The employee entrance is located on Orange Street, with a queue lane to the second parking 
level. Vehicular parking will be managed with full valet operations to maximize the on-site parking 
supply and reduce wait times during the peak hours. The Project will be required to maintain 
sufficient valet workers to obtain and retrieve vehicles on every level of the parking structure. The 
Project would also implement a parking management plan that would include strategies such as 
TDM measures to reduce parking demand and traffic-related effects to the surrounding street 
system.   
 
As previously detailed, the operational intersection analysis detailed in the GTC Transportation 
Assessment is no longer considered for CEQA impact purposes under SB743. Therefore, the 
intersection operational analysis was provided for informational purposes and any identified 
deficiencies disclosed in the non-CEQA analysis are not intended for interpretation of a significant 
impact for the purposes of CEQA review.  
 
 
Comment 9 
 
Page 62, Project Trip Generation, third paragraph. According to the traffic study a reduction of 
10% for the medical office building, 40% for the pharmacy/drugstore and 20% for the restaurants 
has been made to account for pass-by trips. Although the LADOT transportation analysis 
guidelines permit adjustments for pass-by trips, is this really appropriate for a high-rise medical 
office building project which is being proposed? This is not a corner shopping center that would 
likely attract pass-by trips which were not using the medical office building as its primary 
destination. The likelihood of existing traffic on the adjacent streets going to these uses is very 
unlikely.  The result of this would increase the trip generation as shown on page 66, Table 7 
(Project Trip Generation). This could also affect the assumptions for pass-by trips for the other 
uses of the building. 
 
 
Response to Comment 9 
 
The GTC Transportation Assessment uses the Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition methodology 
to estimate Project trip generation. As stated, the analysis takes an adjustment, as permitted by 
LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines (July 2020) (TAG), for pass-by trips for each 
use, which are Project trips made by drivers passing on an adjacent roadway and stopping by on 
the way from an origin to another destination. These adjustments were approved in consultation 
with LADOT during the MOU process. Consistent with Attachment H: Pass-By Trip Rates of the 
TAG, which are based on rates published by ITE, these include a reduction of 10% for medical 
office use, 40% for pharmacy/retail use, and 20% for restaurant use. These estimates were based 
on likely scenarios and typical traffic patterns and are reasonable. The Project is located in a 
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highly urbanized and commercial area with other nearby office uses, commercial retail uses, and 
grocery stores, and it is likely that a visitor would make multiple stops in the area. 
 
 
Comment 10 
 
Page 64, Figure 12, (Project Trip Distribution). This figure indicates the project trip distribution to 
the adjoining intersections and roadways. It is critical to note that over 50% of the project traffic 
will travel through the intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard (Intersection # 
5). That is a significant amount of additional traffic traveling through this intersection which has 
been shown to be failing at a LOS (Level of Service) of F for existing/future conditions for both 
AM and PM conditions. The location and access restrictions of the site force a majority of the 
project’s traffic to travel through this highly congested intersection.  Additionally, the intersection 
of Sweetzer Avenue (intersection # 9) accommodates a substantial amount of inbound and 
outbound project traffic. This local street intersection will be substantially impacted as a result of 
the project traffic. 
 
 
Response to Comment 10 
 
See Response to Comment 14 below regarding LOS analysis of study intersections.   
 
 
Comment 11 
 
Page 66, Table 7 (Project Trip Generation). As noted in Comment # 10, the project’s net new trips 
have been reduced substantially in comparison to the typical trip generation rates identified by 
the ITE (Institute of Transportation Engineers) for the project. For example, during the AM peak 
hour, the ITE trip rates indicate a total of 427 vehicles per hour (two- way) would be generated; 
however, through a series of substantial reductions, the trips analyzed in the traffic study were 
reduced to only 304 vehicles per hour (two-way).  This is a total reduction of nearly 30%. During 
the PM peak hour, the ITE trip generation rates would indicate a total of 533 vehicles per hour 
(two-way) generated, whereas, the applied reductions reduce the number of trips to 382 vehicles 
per hour (two-way). This results in a reduction of nearly 30% which would normally be expected 
to occur. While it's appropriate to provide some reduction to account for the possible transit/walk-
in adjustment, and the reduction from the operating sports goods superstore the other reductions 
seem to be excessive. The result of these reductions has lessened the impacts of the project on 
the study area intersections. 
 
 
Response to Comment 11 
 
The GTC Transportation Assessment uses the published trip generation rates from Trip 
Generation Manual, 10th Edition to estimate Project peak hour trip generation. These rates are 
based on surveys of similar land uses at sites around the country and are provided as both daily 
rates and morning and afternoon peak hour rates. They relate the number of vehicle trips traveling 
to and from a project site to the size of development of each land use. Per ITE’s Trip Generation 
Handbook, 3rd Edition (2017), the surveys were generally collected at “low-density, single-use, 
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homogeneous, general urban or suburban developments with little or no public transit service and 
little or no convenient pedestrian access.” The trip generation rates that were applied to the 
Project are based on a general urban/suburban area type, and, thus, the trip reductions were 
applied to account for a number of various factors, including public transit usage, trips shared 
between different users in the Project, and pass-by trips for each use. Each of these is permitted 
by the TAG and justified by the location of the Project site, the proximity to a new Metro station, 
the types of uses, and the surrounding urban area with nearby pedestrian destinations. Each of 
these reductions was also approved in consultation with LADOT during the MOU process. 
Although the existing school was vacated around October 2018, in order to provide a conservative 
transportation analysis, existing use credits were not assumed related to the removal of the 
school. 
 
 
Comment 12 
 
Page 73, Intersecting Queuing Analysis. The queue length for signalized intersections should be 
based upon the design queue which is the 95th percentile queue length. A summary of the 
queuing required for both the intersections and the valet area needs to be included in the traffic 
study. 
 
 
Response to Comment 12 
 
See Response to Comment 8 regarding the reported queue and operational analysis at the study 
intersections.  
 
As previously detailed, the operational analysis at the intersections detailed in the GTC 
Transportation Assessment is no longer a CEQA consideration and, instead, VMT analysis is 
required by State law under SB 743. Therefore, the intersection operational analysis was provided 
for informational purposes and any identified deficiencies disclosed in the non-CEQA analysis are 
not intended for interpretation of a significant impact for the purposes of CEQA review. 
 
 
Comment 13 
 
Page 73, Recommended Actions, last paragraph. The TDM program is very general, and no 
project specific items have been identified in the TDM concept plan. A much more detailed TDM 
plan with the specific description and evaluation of the techniques to be provided by the project 
needs to be provided to justify any significant reductions in VMT traffic and parking impacts as a 
result of the project. 
 
 
Response to Comment 13 
 
See Response to Comment 4 regarding the Project’s TDM Plan.  
 
As stated in the GTC Transportation Assessment, the TDM Plan would result in a reduction in 
peak hour trip generation by offering services, actions, specific facilities, aimed at encouraging 
use of alternative transportation modes.  At places with comprehensive programs, including both 
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economic incentives and support services, the programs resulted in an average 24% reduction in 
commuter vehicles. As detailed in Appendix D of the GTC Transportation Assessment, the VMT 
Calculator estimates that the TDM measures selected as part of the Project VMT evaluation, 
including reduced vehicle parking, promotions and marketing, and bicycle parking, would result 
in VMT and trip reductions. Additional measures that would be implemented by the Project as 
part of the TDM Plan would further reduce the number of single-occupancy vehicle trips to the 
site. In addition to the TDM Plan, the Project will explore opportunities to manage site access and 
circulation operations as well as provide road safety enhancements for pedestrian, bicycle, and 
transit users. 
 
 
Comment 14 
 
Pages 77 and 78, Tables 8 and 9. As shown in this evaluation, even with the reduced trip 
generation for the project, the intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard 
(Intersection # 5) will be operating at a poor LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours for 
existing with project and future with project conditions. This critical intersection is directly adjacent 
to the project, and as previously noted, over 50% of the project traffic will travel through this 
intersection. The traffic study identifies no improvements to this intersection whatsoever, even 
though over 50% of the project traffic is projected to travel through the intersection in congested 
conditions. Additional improvements, whether they be physical or operational, need to be provided 
to accept the additional traffic from this project, or the project needs to be reduced to lessen the 
impacts of the project. Even with the greatly reduced trip generation assumed in the study for the 
project during the AM peak hour, the future delay at the intersection will increase from 41.7 to 
53.6 seconds per vehicle and operate at an LOS F. That is an 11.9 second per vehicle increase, 
or at least 59,476 seconds (nearly 1,000 minutes) of delay during the peak hour.  This is based 
upon the lower traffic counts that occurred in February 2020. Based upon the previous operating 
conditions at this intersection, the delays would be increased by an additional 20%. Although LOS 
is no longer a CEQA consideration, it is a quality-of-life consideration for the community. Some 
reduction in project traffic along with improvements to the intersection and including operational 
changes are necessary to improve this intersection that is substantially impacted by the project. 
 
 
Response to Comment 14 
 
The GTC Transportation Assessment provides a quantitative analysis of the Project's access and 
circulation operations, including the anticipated LOS operations at the study intersections and 
anticipated traffic queues based on the HCM methodologies. Based on observations of existing 
intersection operations, it is recognized that the HCM methodology for individual intersections 
along major Arterial Streets does not in every case account for vehicular queues, pedestrian 
conflicts, etc. Thus, the calculated average operating conditions may appear better than is 
observed. As such, the LOS results for San Vicente Boulevard & Wilshire Boulevard (Intersection 
#5) presented in Tables 8 and 9 reflect the observed conditions and provide a worst-case analysis. 
This intersection currently operates at LOS F and is anticipated to continue to operate at LOS F 
during the morning and evening peak hours.   
 
As stated, LOS is no longer a CEQA consideration and, instead, VMT analysis is required by 
State law under SB 743. A goal of the law was to help California combat climate change by 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions related to transportation. SB 743 fundamentally changed 



Paul Caporaso  
March 22, 2022 
Page 12 
 
 
how traffic impacts are measured under the State’s updated CEQA Guidelines. SB 743 required 
that cities replace the prior traffic impact metric, LOS, with a new metric, VMT, by July 1, 2020. 
The degree of LOS impacts was based on how long a vehicle was delayed at an intersection and 
evaluated the inconvenience to the driver. It showed higher impacts in more dense urban areas 
and favored suburban sprawl with less density spread over a greater area.   
 
The degree of VMT impacts is based on the distance traveled from home to work and evaluates 
the impact to the environment. Locating housing, shopping, recreation, and jobs near one another 
decreases vehicle trip lengths, and increases walkability, ride-share and trip-chain opportunities, 
all of which generate lower VMT and reduce greenhouse gases, air quality impacts, and traffic 
impacts. Similarly, infill development sited within a dense, walkable, multi-use, urban environment 
will typically result in lower VMT. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(1) states 
that “generally, projects within one-half mile of either an existing major transit stop or a stop along 
an existing high-quality transit corridor should be presumed to cause a less than significant 
transportation impact.” VMT can be mitigated or reduced through TDM strategies that reduce total 
miles driven, not by more traditional mitigation such as road widening, traffic lights, and turn lanes. 
As detailed in the GTC Transportation Assessment, which was reviewed and approved by LADOT 
via an inter-departmental memorandum to LADCP dated December 9, 2020, the Project VMT 
impacts were determined to be less than significant and mitigation measures would not be 
required. 
 
The GTC Transportation Assessment provides an LOS operational analysis for informational 
purposes and any identified deficiencies disclosed are not intended for interpretation of a 
significant impact for the purposes of CEQA review. 
 
 
Comment 15 
 
Page 81, Residential Street Segment Analysis, paragraph two. Based upon the assumptions in 
the traffic analysis, the project will add an additional 309 new project daily vehicle trips to Orange 
Street which exceed the 175 daily trip thresholds as identified by the City transportation 
assessment requirements. The study recommends that a TDM program to promote non-
automobile travel and reduce the use of single occupant vehicle trips is necessary along with 
some form of neighborhood improvements and traffic calming measures. No specific 
commitments have been defined in the TDM concept plan or the neighborhood improvements 
and traffic calming measures to indicate that any reduction in traffic impacts which have been 
identified that exceed the city standards. As previously noted, traffic generated from the project 
has been reduced substantially already as a result of the assumed TDM program. However, the 
benefits of these programs have not been fully addressed. Further specific improvements 
including reduction of the size of the project, and specific design features are needed to reduce 
the identified deficiencies along Orange Street between Sweetzer Avenue and La Jolla Avenue. 
 
 
Response to Comment 15 
 
The purpose of the residential street segment analysis is to determine the potential increases in 
average daily traffic volumes on Local Streets. The GTC Transportation Assessment estimates 
309 new Project daily trips that may use Orange Street. This is a conservative number and does 
not account for credit for the existing on-site uses including the Big 5 Sporting Goods store or the 
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prior educational facility. Project traffic is not anticipated to add a substantial amount of traffic to 
any other adjacent residential streets as they do not provide direct access to the Project Site and 
use of those segments would require multiple turns to and from surrounding adjacent Arterial 
Streets. The Project would implement a TDM Plan to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips and 
Project traffic throughout the immediate area. Additionally, as discussed in the GTC 
Transportation Assessment, the Project would contribute toward neighborhood improvements 
and traffic calming measures as part of a Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan (NTMP). The 
goals of the NTMP would be to minimize neighborhood traffic intrusion and potential loss of on-
street parking. The applicant voluntarily provided a draft TDM Plan during the entitlement process 
that outlined measures and, as required, the applicant will provide a final TDM Plan prior to 
issuance of building permit. The draft TDM Plan included TDM and parking management 
strategies to reduce vehicular traffic on the adjacent roadway system, particularly during the most 
congested periods of the day, by promoting non-automobile travel and ride-sharing. The TDM 
Plan may continue to develop over time as the Project matures, and the TDM measures identified 
may change based on future needs and technologies.    
 
 
Comment 16 
 
Page 82, Construction Evaluation Criteria. There needs to be more detailed assessment of the 
construction impacts of the project, especially with respect to the temporary loss of access and 
parking in the local neighborhoods. Where will workers and delivery trucks park when there is 
construction within the entire site? No specifics have been identified to determine if this is even 
possible and if off-site parking facilities are used, where are they to be located and how will they 
function? Answers to these questions are necessary before the project can be fully evaluated and 
considered. There are no details on how this will be accomplished in the Traffic Assessment. 
 
 
Response to Comment 16 
 
An evaluation of the potential temporary loss of access and parking during the Project 
construction period is detailed in Section 4F of the GTC Transportation Assessment. As detailed 
therein, portions of the adjacent roadways have been identified for potential utilization during the 
construction period. However, two-way travel would be maintained around the perimeter of the 
Project site to minimize any detour of traffic to adjacent developments. Furthermore, a detailed 
Construction Management Plan (CMP) will be prepared and submitted to the City for review and 
approval prior to issuance of building permit. The CMP will restrict workers from parking in the 
public right-of-way in the vicinity of (or adjacent to) the Project site and will provide an off-site 
location for worker parking. The location of the off-site parking will depend on when construction 
commences and what lots are available at the time. In addition, the hours of construction typically 
require workers to be on site before the weekday morning commuter peak hour period and to 
leave prior to the weekday afternoon peak hour period. The Project would be required to 
implement a construction management plan as well as a construction worker parking plan. (Refer 
to Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-2 and TRAF-DF-3 of Section IV.1, Transportation, of the 
Draft EIR.) A full analysis will be included in the CMP. 
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Comment 17 
 
Page 83 Proposed Construction Schedule. In the City of Los Angeles, the normal truck haul 
activity times are typically limited to 9 AM to 3 PM. The applicant is requesting that these be 
extended to 7 AM to 3 PM on weekdays and 8 AM to 4 PM on Saturdays. It has already been 
demonstrated that the traffic counts for weekdays during the AM peak hour are at least 20% 
underestimated based upon previous counts at the intersection of San Vicente Boulevard at 
Wilshire Boulevard. Furthermore, the intersection is currently operating at a very congested LOS 
during the AM and PM peak hour conditions. As a result of this, no change in construction activity 
should be permitted at requested earlier times. 
 
 
Response to Comment 17 
 
The haul route hours will be determined through a haul route application. LAMC requirements 
require that the hours of operation be Monday through Friday 9am to 3:30pm and Saturdays from 
7am to 4pm with no hauling on Sundays or holidays. However, LAMC § 41.40 permits 
construction and demolition between 7am and 9pm on weekdays and 8am and 6pm on 
Saturdays, as set forth in the LADOT Good Neighbor Construction Practices.  The recommended 
haul route is north on San Vicente Boulevard, east on 6th Street, south on Fairfax Avenue, and 
east on Washington Boulevard to the eastbound I-10. For empty truck routes, the recommended 
route is west on I-10 to the La Brea Avenue exit, north on La Brea Avenue, and north on San 
Vicente Boulevard to the Project site. This will minimally affect the nearby residential 
neighborhoods on the loaded truck route only. 
 
 
Comment 18 
 
Pages 84 to 85, Excavation Phase Trip Generation and Building Construction Phase. As 
previously noted, there is major concern for parking during the construction. There will be 
anywhere from 20 to 100 workers per day during the construction, along with numerous materials 
delivery trucks and other construction activity. There is no room on the adjacent streets to 
accommodate an additional 100 parked cars as a result of the construction activities. The project 
must provide off-street parking for these construction activities. There has to be a detailed plan 
on how these vehicles will be parked so that they will not impact this surrounding existing 
residential community. As previously noted, several existing parking spaces on the adjacent 
streets will be removed and no specific plan has been developed to address where construction 
workers, deliveries and other activities will be accommodated. This needs to be determined 
because of the impacts which would impact the local neighborhoods. There needs to be a detailed 
parking plan provided for the construction process before any project can be considered for 
approval. 
 
 
Response to Comment 18 
 
As detailed in Section 4F of the GTC Transportation Assessment, during construction, adequate 
parking for construction workers will be secured on site or leased from nearby off-site parking 
areas. Shuttle service would be provided for construction workers who park in off-site parking
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areas. Restrictions against workers parking in the public right-of-way in the vicinity (or adjacent 
to) the Project site would be identified as part of the CMP).  There would be a detailed parking 
plan provided for the construction process prior to issuance of building permits, as required in the 
CMP and per Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-2 and TRAF-DF-3 of Section IV.1, 
Transportation, of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Comment 19 
 
Page 86, Access. It is mentioned that there will be closures and temporary traffic controls in the 
area. What specific street closures are planned, and how will the local/collector streets be affected 
by the construction of the site? The assessment of the construction impacts is being pushed off 
to some future Construction Management Plan, however, the impacts need to be determined and 
a specific plan developed now to accommodate the construction at this point in time. The 
Construction Management Plan mentioned on page 87 is generic and does not deal with the 
specific conditions at the site and the surrounding neighborhoods in a highly urbanized developed 
area. At least a preliminary construction management plan is necessary dealing with the specific 
street road closures and parking requirements that are needed during construction. Supplemental 
Parking Analysis for the 656 S. San Vicente Boulevard Medical Office Project. 
 
 
Response to Comment 19 
 
As stated in the Section 4F of the GTC Transportation Assessment, a detailed Construction 
Management Plan (CMP) that includes street closure information, a detour plan, haul routes, and 
a staging plan will be prepared and submitted to the City for review and approval prior to issuance 
of a building permit. The CMP measures will be based on the approved project design and the 
nature and timing of specific construction activities, as well as other projects in the vicinity of the 
Project site. As part of the approval process, LADOT will review the CMP in relation to other 
construction projects in the area (e.g., the Metro D Line Extension) in order to coordinate any 
street closures and detours to the extent feasible.   
 
 
GTC PARKING MEMO AND GTC 2ND PARKING MEMO 
 
Page 1, Valet Operations. It appears the project will provide full valet service for both visitors and 
employees. There has been no analysis to evaluate how this will be accomplished at both the 
San Vicente Boulevard frontage road and Orange Street driveways. The traffic analysis indicated 
that one-half the traffic will enter each of these entries during the peak hours. Since this will include 
both the new traffic generated by the project and “pass-by” traffic which will use the two driveways. 
This would result in a minimum of 276 vehicles per hour entering and 87 vehicles per hour leaving 
the two driveways during the AM peak hour and a minimum of 136 vehicles per hour entering the 
two driveways and 311 vehicles per hour leaving the two driveways during the PM peak hour. 
These large volumes of entering and exiting vehicles need to be processed by the valet service. 
No analysis has been provided to see if this can be done without totally overwhelming the valet 
operations, backing traffic up onto the San Vicente Boulevard frontage road/Orange Street, and 
creating traffic jams with the parking garage and the valet areas. It should be recognized that
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these demand numbers are based upon the significantly reduced vehicular trip generation with 
the generous transit/walk-in adjustments to the normally anticipated traffic for this type of use. 
The entire valet system needs to be fully evaluated to ensure it can accommodate this large of a 
building with the expected inbound and outbound traffic demand. This would include both the 
valet parking for the visitors, employees and those persons who may come by bicycle. 
 
 
Response to Comment 20 
 
The Project will include two queuing aisles on the ground level for visitors and one aisle that 
extends up the ramp to the second parking level for building employees. Manual of Policies and 
Procedures identifies the standard reservoir length as 60 feet for 300 or more cars. The Project 
far exceeds this by have two entry lanes for visitors, each of which exceed this length, and a 
separate lane for employees at the second level that also far exceeds this requirement. Manual 
of Policies and Procedures also requires that a parking area and driveway plan be submitted to 
LADOT for approval prior to submit of building permit plans for plan check by LADBS to determine 
approval of the Project's driveways and internal circulation or parking scheme. Vehicular parking 
will be managed with full valet operations to maximize the on-site parking supply and reduce wait 
times during the peak hours. The Project will be required to maintain sufficient valet workers to 
obtain and retrieve vehicles on every level of the parking structure. The full time valet parking also 
serves the long term bicycle parking. Short term bicycle parking is available on the ground level 
and accessible by the public. As set forth in the GTC Parking Memo and GTC 2nd Parking Memo, 
the highest peak parking demand would occur at 11am or 2pm on weekdays, outside of the typical 
commuter peak periods. During the times of high volume, the building will employ sufficient valet 
workers to obtain and retrieve vehicles and bicycles, as required by LADOT. 
 
 
Comment 21 
 
Page 2, Bicycle Parking. The project is proposing to provide 716 total bicycle parking spaces in 
lieu of additional vehicle parking spaces. Realistically some employees may ride bicycles to work, 
but certainly not the number that they have anticipated. Most medical office visitors/patients will 
not be riding their bicycles for appointments to visit the site and most likely will be driving their 
own vehicles or using some form of Ride-Share Services. Again, these forms of transportation 
will add to the problems that are anticipated to occur at the valet stations discussed in Comment 
# 21 and to the traffic and parking problems that have been previously mentioned. 
 

Response to Comment 21 
 
See Response to Comment 5 above regarding the allowable vehicle parking reductions for the 
Project related to the proximity of a major transit stop and LAMC bicycle parking requirements. 
As discussed in Response to Comment 5, the 716 bicycle parking spaces are required by the 
LAMC and are not based on a bicycle parking demand study.  
 
The operational analysis was based on the anticipated vehicle trips to the Project site, which were 
calculated based on trip rates published in Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition. These rates were 
determined by surveys of similar land uses at sites around the country. The surveys and trip rates 
account for all vehicle trip types to a site, including deliveries, maintenance, transportation
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network companies or TNCs (i.e., rideshare, Uber, Lyft, etc.), etc. As previously discussed, 
reductions to the Project trip generation estimates were made to account for non-automobile trips 
(e.g., bike, walk, transit). 
 
 
Comment 22 
 
Page 2, Requested Reduction in Code Parking. The Developer is requesting a reduction of 
between 39.5% to 44.0% from code parking based upon the striped parking spaces and the 
striped/unstriped spaces. This is an excessive reduction in required parking for a project of this 
size and use. This is a major concern, since the surrounding streets cannot accommodate 
overflow parking from the project since the majority of the local streets require Permit Parking for 
residents in the area. Where will the overflow parking be accommodated in this area which is in 
very short supply of any on-street parking spaces? 
 
 
Response to Comment 22 
 
The applicant is requesting a 20% reduction in parking as permitted through the Zone Change 
application process (LAMC § 12.32). The Project includes a total of 418 vehicular parking spaces 
within the four above-grade parking levels. As set forth in the GTC Parking Memo and GTC 2nd 
Parking Memo, up to 33 additional parking spaces, for a total of 451 spaces, could be 
accommodated through unstriped aisle, tandem, and other parking spaces with full valet 
operations. For a Project that includes 140,305 sf of medical office use, 4,000 sf of restaurant 
use, and 1,000 sf of retail/pharmacy use, parking demand projections show peak parking demand 
would occur at 11am and 2pm on a weekday, with a peak demand of 422 spaces (217 visitor 
spaces and 205 employee spaces). The Project parking supply would be able to accommodate 
the peak demand with valet using 418 vehicular parking spaces and four aisle/non-striped spaces.  
If the Project replaces 20% of the medical office space (28,061 sf) with medical lab space, the 
peak parking demand reduces to 386 spaces (177 visitor spaces and 211 employee spaces) and 
the Project parking supply would be able to accommodate the peak demand with valet within the 
418 parking spaces. Both Project scenarios can be fully parked on site with full valet without 
requiring overflow parking off site. 
 
 
Comment 23 
 
Page 2, Shared Parking Methodology. The ULI (Urban Land Institute) Shared Parking 
Methodology is an appropriate tool to evaluate parking demand for a Mixed-Use project. However, 
several of the assumptions used in the evaluation are questionable and lead to unrealistic lower 
parking demand volumes. These items are further discussed in the next set of comments.  Page 
2, Empirical Parking Data. Parking demand surveys were taken at three (3) different medical office 
buildings during January to February of 2020. The highest rate of 3.43 spaces per 1,000 square 
feet was used in the shared parking analysis from a building located in Beverly Hills. The Covid-
19 Pandemic was just starting to occur at that time which led many people to postpone normal 
visits to medical office buildings. Furthermore, the tenant occupancy levels have not been 
determined at the study sites. This will have an impact on the parking ratio calculation. While RK 
does agree that the City’s parking rate of 5.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet may be high, a 
reduction in the rate by 31.4% is excessive.  The ULI Shared Parking 3rd Edition use a parking
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rate of 4.6 spaces per 1,000 square feet (3.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet for visitors and 1.6 
spaces per 1,000 square feet for employees) for medical office buildings. Furthermore, the ITE 
recommends a rate of 4.59 spaces (total) per 1,000 square feet (85th% rate) which is substantially 
greater than the base parking demand rates used in the shared parking analysis. A more realistic 
base parking demand rates needs to be used in the study to determine the appropriate amount 
of parking that would be required, or the size of the building needs to be adjusted accordingly. 
 
 
Response to Comment 23 
 
The Mayor of Los Angeles issued the first state of emergency for COVID-19 on March 4, 2020.  
Parking occupancy surveys were conducted at the sites during typical weekdays from January to 
February 2020, prior to the COVID-19 pandemic conditions. During the months of January and 
February 2020, there was no documented reduction in traffic or parking due to COVID-19 in the 
City.   
 
(See http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2020/20-0291_reso_03-04-2020.pdf).    
 
As stated in the GTC Parking Memo, ICSC, ULI, and NPA developed a database that identifies 
the peak parking demand for every land use typically found within a mixed-use development. This 
national research database forms the basis for the assumptions in the shared parking model in 
Shared Parking, 3rd Edition, which defines national averages to be used as parking demand rates 
for various land uses and suggests ranges of assumptions regarding transit and internal capture 
to be used. However, the methodology states that the best way to measure the demand at a 
particular site is to use local data to modify the national averages so that it reflects local conditions.  
The shared parking model may be modified to use local California conditions in place of national 
averages when local data is available. As set forth in the GTC Parking Memo, the shared parking 
model was prepared and calibrated to the anticipated operations of the Project. The GTC Parking 
Memo identified three medical office uses in the vicinity and selected the medical office located 
at 9090 Wilshire Boulevard because it was located approximately one mile west of the Project 
and serviced by various bus lines and the future Metro D Line, similar to the Project. This provided 
the most similar condition to evaluate the visitor parking rates. As stated in the GTC Parking 
Memo, the parking occupancy observed at the three sites was between 78-96%. In addition, the 
9090 Wilshire Blvd building had the highest peak parking demand rate of 3.43 per 1,000 sf and, 
therefore, provided the most conservative analysis. Taking an average of the three medical office 
building would have resulted in a lower peak parking demand rate. It is not more appropriate to 
use the national ULI rate or the ITE rate referenced in the comment, because, as stated in Shared 
Parking, 3rd Edition, it is more accurate to rely on local conditions through survey. 
 
 
Comment 24 
 
Page 3, Weekday vs. Weekend Parking Ratio and Table 2 (Parking Demand Summary). As noted 
in Comment # 25, a more realistic base parking rate needs to be utilized in the shared parking 
analysis for the medical office land uses. Furthermore, the split used for Visitors/Employees (1.76 
/ 1.67 spaces per 1,000 square feet) is not realistic and is inconsistent with the ULI data which 
shows a much larger proportion of visitors to employees. The shared parking analysis also 
assumed an additional 15% reduction for driving adjustment which further reduces the parking 
demand.  A reduction should not be applied to the empirical parking rates since it already accounts
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for the effects of non- driving visitors and employees in the project area. The parking rates used 
for the Retail/Pharmacy need to total 4.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet, and also follow the ULI 
split between Visitors/Employees. The result of these adjustments will increase the adjusted 
parking demand from 422 spaces to a much greater need for on-site parking spaces. 
Consideration to reducing the building size based upon the amount of parking should be given.  
 
While not as critical in determining the peak parking demand for the project, the weekend parking 
demand needs to consider some use of the medical office facilities during that time period. 
Typically, a parking demand rate for the medical office of 10% of the weekday rate should be 
reasonable to be utilized. Again, parking in the local area is critical. There has to be sufficient on-
site parking, since there is no excess street parking in the area because of the time restrictions 
and Parking Permit requirements on most of the nearby streets, and the construction of the project 
itself will eliminate several on-street metered spaces. 
 
 
Response to Comment 24 
 
See Response to Comment 25 regarding peak parking demand rates. The split between medical 
office visitors and employees (1.76/1.67) is accurate based on the empirical data collected at 
9090 Wilshire Boulevard, which identified employee and visitor counts during the peak hour.   
Additional reductions were applied to account for visitors and employees envisioned to walk in 
from adjacent neighborhoods and commercial uses or take transit based on the effectiveness of 
the TDM program availability of future transit and alternative transportation options. The driving 
adjustment also accounts for a growing number of visitors and employees who are anticipated to 
utilize rideshare. The parking rates for retail/pharmacy are based on parking demand rates for 
pharmacy uses from Shared Parking, 3rd Edition and not LAMC-required spaces. The weekend 
parking analysis assumes that the medical office spaces would not have weekend hours, which 
is consistent with assumptions in Shared Parking, 3rd Edition. Even if some medical offices did 
have employees on the weekend, the peak hour demand study shows that medical office use has 
more than 10 times the peak hour rates during weekdays, so the parking would be designed 
based on the peak hour rate during the weekday. The Project will utilize shared parking to serve 
multiple users at the Project site. Vehicular parking will be managed with full valet operations to 
maximize the on-site parking supply and reduce wait times during the peak hours. 
 
 
Comment 25 
 
Attachment – Local Medical Office Sites Parking Demand Rate Comparison. As noted in 
Comment # 24, the empirical parking demand surveys were done in January – February 2020 at 
the beginning of the Covid-19 Pandemic which would lower the expected parking demand 
because many people were postponing typical medical service needs. Furthermore, there is no 
information on whether the surveyed sites were fully occupied at the time of the surveys. This 
would affect the empirical data plus an adjustment for building occupancy needs to be considered 
in coming up with any parking demand rates. As previously noted, the parking counts were most 
likely affected by the Covid-19 Pandemic.  
 
A “Refined Plan” has been suggested in the Supplemental Parking Analysis dated January 31, 
2022 that would propose that 28,061 square feet of the total 140,305 square foot medical offices 
would be for labs. The revised parking analysis used a parking rate of 2.0 spaces per 1,000 square
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feet would be used for the lab uses. That is a parking rate for medical lab facilities in educational 
facilities, not where patients go for blood work or other laboratory testing. Those uses require 
much more parking similar to a true medical office. Therefore, the revised parking analysis would 
significantly underestimate the true parking demand for those use. 
 
 
Response to Comment 25 
 
The Mayor of Los Angeles issued the first state of emergency for COVID-19 on March 4, 2020.  
During the months of January and February 2020, there was no documented reduction in traffic 
or parking due to COVID-19 in the City.   
 
(See http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2020/20-0291_reso_03-04-2020.pdf) 
  
The peak parking demand rate for medical laboratory/research and development space is based 
on 2.0 spaces per 1,000 sf, which is consistent with the LAMC § 12.21.A.4 parking requirement.  
 
 
Comment 26 
  
In conclusion, the parking calculations for the project have significantly underestimated the true 
parking demand and the planned parking capacity will result in an overflow of parking into the 
neighboring areas. The proposed TDM includes a policy to require “Paid” Parking which will 
further result in both visitors and employees trying to park in other areas, including the local 
neighborhoods which do not have excess parking capacity. The project needs to be reduced in 
scope to accommodate the true expected parking demand for the project. 
 
 
Response to Comment 26 
 
As set forth above, the GTC Parking Memo and GTC 2nd Parking Memo fully analyzed the 
required parking for the Project and determined the Project will not require off-site parking. The 
final TDM Plan will include specific provisions to discourage employees and visitors of the Project 
from parking off-site and in the surrounding residential neighborhood. 
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656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project – Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1 

In 2021, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project 
(Project), which would demolish a 5,738 square-foot, vacant educational building, and an 8,225 square-foot Big 5 
Sporting Goods store and associated surface parking to develop a medical office and retail-commercial 
development on an approximately 0.76-acre (33,060 gross square feet, 32,290 net square feet) site located at 650–
676 South San Vicente Boulevard (Project Site). The Project Site is located at 656 South San Vicente Boulevard 
(Project Site) at the northeast corner of Wilshire Boulevard and South San Vicente Boulevard, in an urbanized area 
adjacent to commercial, office, residential, and medical related uses. 

The noise analysis for the Project determined that construction of the Project would result in significant noise 
impacts to off-site noise-sensitive receptor locations L1 through L7 and that mitigation measures would be required. 
Noise-sensitive receptor locations L1, L2, L3, and L4 are located to the northeast of the Project Site, noise-sensitive 
receptor location L5 is located to the northwest of the Project Site, and noise-sensitive receptor locations L6 and 
L7 are located to the southwest of the Project Site. With implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 
through NOI-MM-4, as included in Chapter 4, Mitigation Monitoring Program, of the Final EIR, construction noise 
impacts would be mitigated to less than significant at noise-sensitive receptor locations L5 and L6 but would remain 
significant and unavoidable at noise-sensitive receptor locations L1, L2, L3, L4, and L7 (refer to Figure IV.G-3 of 
the EIR for a map showing these receptor locations).  

Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1 specifies that the Project is required to utilize temporary ground-level construction 
noise barriers with a minimum of height of eight feet, but further specifies temporary ground-level construction 
noise barriers with a minimum of height of 15 feet along the alleyway along the northeast property line or the 
portion of the Project Site facing noise-sensitive receptor locations L1, L2, L3, and L4.  Mitigation measure NOI-
MM-1 as included in Chapter 4, Mitigation Monitoring Program, of the Final EIR, is provided below. 

EXHIBIT G 
ESA Noise Barrier Memo
June 10, 2022 
VTT-74865-1A
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NOI-MM-1: The Project shall provide temporary ground-level construction noise barriers, with a 
minimum height of eight feet and up to a height of 15 feet along the alleyway along the northeast property 
line, equipped with noise blankets or equivalent noise reduction materials rated to achieve sound level 
reductions of at least 10 dBA between the Project Site and ground-level sensitive receptor locations. These 
temporary noise barriers shall be used to block the line-of-sight between the construction equipment and 
the noise-sensitive receptor(s) during the duration of construction activities. Prior to obtaining any permits, 
documentation prepared by a noise consultant verifying compliance with this measure shall be submitted 
to the Department of City Planning. [start text here] 

A comment was received by the City recommending that the temporary ground-level construction noise barriers 
should be a minimum of 15 feet in height in all locations, rather than eight feet and only 15 feet along the alleyway 
along the northeast property line.  

In response to this comment, ESA conducted a more detailed analysis of the potential additional mitigating effect 
that could be achieved from increasing the minimum height of the temporary ground-level construction noise 
barriers to 15 feet in height in all locations. This analysis focuses on the potential mitigating effects at noise-
sensitive receptor location L7, which is located approximately 300 feet to the southwest of the Project Site and 
consists of one- and two-story residential buildings. Noise-sensitive receptor location L7 is situated along South 
Tower Drive and south of the commercial uses along Wilshire Boulevard. The line-of-sight from noise-sensitive 
receptor location L7 to the Project Site is blocked by the presence of existing buildings. A multi-level medical 
office building is located on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard where it intersects with South San Vicente 
Boulevard, and is directly to the north of noise-sensitive receptor location L7. A building housing several 
commercial businesses is also located on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard where it intersects with South San 
Vicente Boulevard, and is to the northeast of noise-sensitive receptor location L7. Both buildings are 18 feet in 
height or higher and are of sufficient height to block the line-of-site from the one- and two-story noise receivers at 
noise-sensitive receptor location L7. Increasing the height of the temporary ground-level construction noise barriers 
from a minimum of eight feet to 15 feet along the southwest portion of the Project Site would not result in a greater 
noise reduction at noise-sensitive receptor location L7 because the intervening buildings are taller than the 
temporary ground-level construction noise barriers, and, as such, act as an existing noise barrier.  A line-of-sight 
diagram is provided below illustrating this effect. Therefore, increasing the height of the temporary noise barrier 
along the Project’s western boundary from eight feet to 15 feet would not provide a measurable reduction in noise 
at noise-sensitive receptor location L7. 
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Further, there are additional practical and safety considerations that would render the use of 15-foot-tall barriers 
along the southwest portion of the Project Site (i.e., the portion of the Project Site along South San Vicente 
Boulevard) as infeasible. San Vicente Boulevard is a major thoroughfare in the City of Los Angeles, with pedestrian 
traffic on the sidewalks. The temporary construction noise barrier along South San Vicente Boulevard would 
require access gates for construction personnel and material deliveries. A 15-foot-tall temporary construction noise 
barrier along South San Vicente Boulevard would subject the barrier to increased wind load compared to an eight-
foot-tall barrier, which would create greater safety hazards to pedestrians and on-site construction personnel. When 
coupled with the need for access gates along this portion of the Project Site, the safety hazards from a taller barrier 
are exacerbated due to the presence of moveable gates. It is noted that the 15-foot-tall recommendation for the 
barrier at the alleyway along the northeast property line of the Project Site is at a location that would not have 
pedestrian traffic and would not require access gates; thus, the safety risk is lower at this location. 

Therefore, with no additional measurable noise reduction benefit anticipated at noise-sensitive receptor location 
L7, and the resulting exacerbated safety hazards, ESA does not recommend an increase in the minimum barrier 
height from eight feet to 15 feet for the construction noise barrier, except for the 15-foot-tall requirement for the 
barrier at the alleyway along the northeast property line of the Project Site. 
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