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State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
The Lead Agency has complied with State Clearinghouse requirements for the NOP. No substantial
comments to be addressed in EIR analysis.

State of California, Department of Transportation
Caltrans requests public elements, including a publicly accessible pedestrian paseo and electric chargers
for parking are incorporated into the project design. They also support requests to reduce the amount
of parking required and that a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program be implemented as
part of the project. TDM measures could include providing bicycle parking in accordance with the City’s
Bicycle Parking Ordinance while reducing the amount of car parking.
Caltrans recommends that large-size construction trucks are limited to off-peak commute periods, and
that stormwater runoff during construction is discharged as clean water.

State of California, Native American Heritage Commission
The NAHC explains the tribal consultation requirements under AB 52 and SB 18. They also suggest
mitigation measures that could be used to reduce impacts, if needed. In addition, they discuss the
requirements for an archaeological resources survey and recommend mitigation measures if needed.

South Coast Air Quality Management District
The SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency use their CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993) when
preparing the air quality analysis for the EIR. They request that all air quality modeling files be sent to
them.
The SCAQMD explains the methodology and analyses that they expect to see in the EIR air quality
analysis. They suggest guidance for developing mitigation measures, alternatives to the project, and
their role as a responsible agency.

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
The LADWP states that, in general, projects that conform to the demographic projection in the Regional
Transportation Plan by the Southern California Association of Governments and are located in the City
are considered to have been included in the LADWP’s water supply planning efforts in the Urban Water
Management Plan.

City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation Wastewater Engineering Services Division
The Wastewater Division explains the projected wastewater for the project and the sewer infrastructure
availability to handle the project flows. The letter also explains stormwater requirements during and
after construction of the project.
Last, the letter also discusses the requirements for a recycling area within the project.

Carpenters Contractors Cooperation Committee, Boris Gresely
Requests information regarding the status of the project. The City replied to their request.

Tiffany Steffens
Ms. Steffens is concerned about cumulative traffic impacts, traffic-pedestrian safety, air quality,
aesthetics, noise, and population/housing (more housing than is needed).

John P. Given, Law Office of John P. Given
Mr. Given is concerned about “spot zoning” and land use consistency. He is concerned about the
reference to the repealed Hybrid Industrial Ordinance in the Initial Study. He is also concerned about
analysis to support the conclusion in the Initial Study that the project is exempt from an aesthetics
analysis.
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SENT VIA USPS AND E-MAIL:
William.lamborn@lacity.org
William Lamborn
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012

March 27, 2018

Notice of Preparation of Environmental Impact Report for the
676 Mateo Street Project (ENV-2016-3691-EIR)
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to comment
on the above-mentioned document. SCAQMD staff’s comments are recommendations regarding the analysis
of potential air quality impacts from the Proposed Project that should be included in the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR). Please send SCAQMD a copy of the EIR upon its completion. Note that copies of the
EIR that are submitted to the State Clearinghouse are not forwarded to SCAQMD. Please forward a copy of
the EIR directly to SCAQMD at the address shown in the letterhead. In addition, please send with the EIR
all appendices or technical documents related to the air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas
analyses and electronic versions of all air quality modeling and health risk assessment files1. These
include emission calculation spreadsheets and modeling input and output files (not PDF files).
Without all files and supporting documentation, SCAQMD staff will be unable to complete our review
of the air quality analyses in a timely manner. Any delays in providing all supporting documentation
will require additional time for review beyond the end of the comment period.
Air Quality Analysis
SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in 1993 to
assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. SCAQMD recommends that the
Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality analysis. Copies of the
Handbook are available from SCAQMD’s Subscription Services Department by calling (909) 396-3720.
More guidance developed since this Handbook is also available on SCAQMD’s website at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/ceqa-air-quality-handbook(1993). SCAQMD staff also recommends that the Lead Agency use the CalEEMod land use emissions
software. This software has recently been updated to incorporate up-to-date state and locally approved
emission factors and methodologies for estimating pollutant emissions from typical land use development.
CalEEMod is the only software model maintained by the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA) and replaces the now outdated URBEMIS. This model is available free of charge at:
www.caleemod.com.
SCAQMD has also developed both regional and localized significance thresholds. SCAQMD staff requests
that the Lead Agency quantify criteria pollutant emissions and compare the results to SCAQMD’s CEQA
regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds to determine air quality impacts. SCAQMD’s CEQA
regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds can be found here: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default1

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15174, the information contained in an EIR shall include summarized technical data,
maps, plot plans, diagrams, and similar relevant information sufficient to permit full assessment of significant environmental impacts
by reviewing agencies and members of the public. Placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of an
EIR should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and analyses as appendices to the main body of the EIR.
Appendices to the EIR may be prepared in volumes separate from the basic EIR document, but shall be readily available for public
examination and shall be submitted to all clearinghouses which assist in public review.
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source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf. In addition to analyzing regional air
quality impacts, SCAQMD staff recommends calculating localized air quality impacts and comparing the
results to localized significance thresholds (LSTs). LSTs can be used in addition to the recommended
regional significance thresholds as a second indication of air quality impacts when preparing a CEQA
document. Therefore, when preparing the air quality analysis for the Proposed Project, it is recommended
that the Lead Agency perform a localized analysis by either using the LSTs developed by SCAQMD staff or
performing dispersion modeling as necessary. Guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can
be
found
at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localizedsignificance-thresholds.
The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all phases
of the Proposed Project and all air pollutant sources related to the Proposed Project. Air quality impacts from
both construction (including demolition, if any) and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air
quality impacts typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment
from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources (e.g., heavyduty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker vehicle trips, material
transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are not limited to, emissions from
stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and
off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air quality impacts from indirect sources, such as sources
that generate or attract vehicular trips, should be included in the analysis.
In the event that the Proposed Project generates or attracts vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty dieselfueled vehicles, it is recommended that the Lead Agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment.
Guidance for performing a mobile source health risk assessment (“Health Risk Assessment Guidance for
Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis”) can be
found at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxicsanalysis. An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the use of equipment potentially generating
such air pollutants should also be included.
In addition, guidance on siting incompatible land uses (such as placing homes near freeways) can be found in
the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
Perspective, which can be found at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. CARB’s Land Use Handbook
is a general reference guide for evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts associated with new projects
that go through the land use decision-making process. Guidance2 on strategies to reduce air pollution
exposure
near
high-volume
roadways
can
be
found
at:
https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/rd_technical_advisory_final.PDF.
Mitigation Measures
In the event that the Proposed Project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that
all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project
construction and operation to minimize these impacts. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4
(a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed. Several resources are
available to assist the Lead Agency with identifying potential mitigation measures for the Proposed Project,
including:
 Chapter 11 of SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook

2

In April 2017, CARB published a technical advisory, Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-Volume Roadways:
Technical Advisory, to supplement CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. This technical
advisory is intended to provide information on strategies to reduce exposures to traffic emissions near high-volume roadways to assist
land use planning and decision-making in order to protect public health and promote equity and environmental justice. The technical
advisory is available at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm.
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SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages available here: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/airquality-analysis-handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies
SCAQMD’s Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook for controlling
construction-related emissions and Rule 1403 – Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation
Activities
SCAQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) for the 2016 Air Quality
Management Plan (2016 AQMP) available here (starting on page 86):
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2017/2017-mar3-035.pdf
CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures available here:
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf

Alternatives
In the event that the Proposed Project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires the
consideration and discussion of alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any of the significant effects of the project. The discussion of a reasonable range of
potentially feasible alternatives, including a “no project” alternative, is intended to foster informed decisionmaking and public participation. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), the EIR shall include
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with
the Proposed Project.
SCAQMD Rule 1403 – Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities
Since the Proposed Project would include demolition of a 27,000-square-foot warehouse and 20,000 square
feet of parking, asbestos may be encountered during demolition. As such, SCAQMD staff recommends that
the Lead Agency include a discussion to demonstrate compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1403 in the EIR.
Permits
In the event that the Proposed Project requires a permit from SCAQMD, SCAQMD should be identified as a
responsible agency for the Proposed Project. For more information on permits, please visit SCAQMD
webpage at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits. Questions on permits can be directed to SCAQMD’s
Engineering and Permitting staff at (909) 396-3385.
Data Sources
SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling SCAQMD’s Public
Information Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the Public Information
Center is also available at SCAQMD’s webpage at: http://www.aqmd.gov.
SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project air quality impacts are
accurately evaluated and any significant impacts are mitigated where feasible. If you have any questions
regarding this letter, please contact me at lsun@aqmd.gov or call me at (909) 396-3308.
Sincerely,

Lijin Sun
Lijin Sun, J.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
LS
LAC180223-03
Control Number
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Tiffany Steffens <tiffany@monotoneinc.com>
To: "william.lamborn@lacity.org" <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Mon, Feb 26, 2018 at 2:29 PM

Dear Mr. Lamborn,
I’m writing you regarding the above mentioned property that I received notice about. I have lived at the Toy Factory Lofts located at
Mateo and Industrial Streets, almost directly across the street from this proposed new development, for almost 14 years so I’ve
obviously seen a lot change in the neighborhood during this time. That being said, not all has been positive, and I’m finding it
increasingly more often that city officials aren’t taking into account the neighborhood and those existing communities that are directly
affected by these new builds, but instead only seem to have developers interest and money in mind.

There are already numerous other loft buildings currently being built in the area and once those vacancies are filled I can only imagine
how the traffic is going to get increasingly worse than it is currently, already being an extreme nuisance as well as a health and safety
issue at our building because of the bridge also being torn down and drivers having total disregard for pedestrian cross walks and the
fact that Industrial Street is a one way street that is constantly being driven down in the wrong direction. The exhaust from cars stuck in
gridlock traffic outside of my window inevitably penetrates into my home causing increasing allergens and cancer causing materials to
affect my health.

The Arts District is being looked at like a cash cow and soon the reason that folks like to visit the area won’t matter because there is no
parking, bad traffic and many, many years of car break ins that still go unresolved. I am not against development of our neighborhood
but I am against development without its residents in mind. Please re-develop current buildings and stop destroying all of the original
character our neighborhood has. We don’t need another homogenized neighborhood that looks like all of the rest.

We already have to live through years of bridge construction that involves noise and air pollution but at least with that there is a positive
outcome in the end as it reunites us with our neighbors in Boyle Heights and takes more cars off of our local streets that commuters
are now using to get to the other bridges. Adding more apartments to the area is only going to increase all of the negatives and not the
positives because you aren’t able to build more roads and create more parking spaces for everyone along the way.

Also, please take into account all of the building that’s happened in downtown in the last 5 years, now resulting in more apartments than
there are people to fill them. We don’t need that to be a problem in our area as well.

Thanks for taking the time to read this and I hope you will consider how approving all of these new loft buildings is affecting our tiny
community.

Kind regards,
Tiffany Steffens
1855 Industrial Street #320
Los Angeles, CA 90021

Tiffany Steffens | MONOTONE, INC. | 820 Sew ard Street, Los Angeles, CA 90038 | O: 323-450-4593
LBI ENTERTAINMENT | 2000 Avenue of the Stars, Los Angeles, CA 90067
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LAW OFFICE OF JOHN P. GIVEN
2461 Santa Monica Blvd., #438
Santa Monica, CA 90404
john@johngivenlaw.com
(310) 471-8485

March 27, 2018
VIA HAND DELIVERY and EMAIL to william.lamborn@lacity.org
William Lamborn
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
RE:

Scoping Comments for ENV-2016-3691-EIR
Project address: 676 Mateo Street (668-78 S. Mateo St., 669-679 S. Imperial St.)

Dear Mr. Lamborn:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments for environmental review of
the above-captioned 676 Mateo Street Project (the “Project”). In preparation for this letter I have
reviewed the Project’s Notice of Preparation and February 2018 Initial Study and Appendix and
a variety of other documents as cited herein. This letter is intended to provide brief general
comments with respect to the appropriate scope of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(“DEIR”), but should not be construed as an exhaustive review of all potentially significant
impacts not yet studied or identified.
As a preliminary matter, please provide notice for all hearings, actions, events, and
decisions related to the project at the above mail and/or email addresses, as appropriate.
I.

Comments on Initial Study Attachment A.
A.

Project Description and Environmental Setting.

The Project proposes the demolition of the existing structures on the Project site (a
warehouse building and surface parking), and the construction of up to 197,355 square foot
predominantly residential mixed-use building containing up to 185 live/work units on a 1.03-acre
site. The Project proposes approximately 15,320 square feet of residential open space and
recreational amenities. The commercial area of the project includes up to 23,380 square feet of
commercial uses. The Project proposes approximately 270 parking spaces and 228 bicycle
parking spaces. Approximately 20 live/work units would be deed-restricted for Very Low
Income households (eleven percent of the live/work units). The structure would be up to 110 feet
tall (8 stories) with a three-level subterranean parking structure. The resulting Floor Area Ratio
of the Project (FAR) as proposed would be 4.74:1, more than tripling the existing 1.5:1 FAR.
(ISA, p. A-6.)

William Lamborn, Dept. of City Planning
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The Initial Study correctly notes that the Project site is located within the Arts District.
(Initial Study, Attachment A, p. A-2.)1 It also states “the majority of properties in the
surrounding area are designated and zoned heavy industrial and manufacturing.” (IS, p. 1.) To be
more clear, every parcel located between Alameda Street to the west, the Los Angeles River to
the east, 4th Place and 4th Street to the north, and the I-10 Freeway to the south, is zoned M3-1RIO, except for several public facility zoned parcels, and three parcels that recently received
General Plan Amendments to allow a land use designation of Regional Commercial and Zone
Changes to some form of C2. Two of those are the Firehouse Hotel, an adaptive reuse of a vacant
historic firehouse into a ten-room boutique hotel located at 710 S. Santa Fe Avenue, and a
project at 400 S. Alameda Street, an adaptive reuse of a manufacturing building into a 66-room
boutique hotel.2
The third project, the only one of the three not an adaptive reuse project, is a major
residential mixed-used project located at 1525 Industrial Street, which approved 344 live/work
units in new construction and 29,500 square feet of commercial uses in an approximately
336,304 square foot project located on a 2.59 acre parcel. That project is located outside the Arts
District boundaries, and its approval by the City has been challenged in Los Angeles Superior
Court. (Arts District Community Council Los Angeles, et al. v. City of Los Angeles (Camden),
BS172014, filed January 16, 2018.)
Construction of live/work spaces in new ground up construction has never been permitted
in the immediate vicinity of the Project site by the City of Los Angeles, save for the challenged
1525 Industrial project. The Initial Study acknowledges that live/work uses are available in the
Arts District in the M3 zone only as an adaptive reuse. (ISA pp. A-1-2; see Los Angeles
Municipal Code (“LAMC”) § 12.24.X.13.) Residential uses are not otherwise permitted within
the M3 zone. (LAMC § 12.20.A.1(b).)
All of the properties in the project vicinity are industrially zoned and designated, but for
several public facilities-zoned parcels, two small boutique hotels approved as adaptive reuse
projects, and a third large mixed-use project that is outside the Arts District boundaries and
currently being challenged. Thus, while it may be technically correct to say that the “the majority
of properties in the surrounding area” retain their industrial designation and zoning, the
implication is that many properties do not, supporting an inference that the redesignated and
zoned Project site would be similar to other nearby properties. As the discussion above shows,
this implication is incorrect and is likely to confuse community members and decisionmakers.
The reality is that the Project, if approved, would represent a small island of C2 zoned land
within a vast sea of M3 industrially zoned parcels. The DEIR should be drafted so as not to
create an inference that the Project is just like other nearby parcels that include live/work uses
created through the adaptive reuse process, which is likely to mislead decisionmakers and
members of the public.
1

All references herein are to the Initial Study (“IS”), Attachment A (“ISA”), or Attachment B (“ISB”)
unless otherwise designated.
2
See City Planning Cases CPC-2017-536-GPA-VZC-CUB-CUX and CPC-2016-3655-GPA-ZA-HDCUB-ZAA-SPR, respectively.
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B.

Project Characteristics.

The Initial Study describes that “[t]he Project has been designed to incorporate specific
design standards the City has developed to address the Arts District’s unique urban form and
architectural characteristics.” (ISA, p. A-5.) The Initial Study references Los Angeles Ordinance
184099 and notes the ordinance was ordered set aside in a recent Los Angeles Superior Court
decision. (Ibid., note 3.) The HI Zone ordinance was repealed by Los Angeles Ordinance 185423
on January 31, 2018. Section 1 of the repeal ordinance states in its entirety:
“Ordinance No. 184,099, which established an “HI” Hybrid Industrial Live/Work Zone in
the City’s Zoning Ordinance, is repealed.”3
The Initial Study also notes that the Project was “required to incorporate the design
standards set forth in the Hybrid Industrial Ordinance . . .” (ISA, p. A-5, note 3 (emphasis
added).) Thus, the Project is properly regarded as a Hybrid Industrial project, even though the HI
Zone ordinance has been repealed.4 What the Initial Study fails to disclose is the Court’s
reasoning in requiring the HI Zone ordinance to be set aside, which is the City’s failure to
undertake adequate environmental review of the HI Zone ordinance itself. As the Court’s final
ruling made clear, it was not sufficient that future projects would analyze their own
environmental impacts, it was also necessary to consider whether the ordinance “may cause
reasonably foreseeable indirect changes in the environment.”5 But the City has never undertaken
a program-level environmental review of the HI Zone, whether during its consideration of that
ordinance, or while allowing numerous projects to submit HI Zone-like project applications.
Before the City may approve HI Zone-like project applications such as the 676 Mateo
Project, regardless how the City or applicant proposes they be zoned or their land use designated,
it must first undertake appropriate program-level review of potentially significant environmental
impacts of the program, consistent with the Court’s ruling in the HI Zone case.
The Initial Study discloses that the Project will require numerous land use entitlements,
including a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of the site to Regional
Center Commercial from Heavy Industrial, a Vesting Zone Change from the M3 Zone to the C2
Zone, a Height District Change from Height District No. 1 to Height District No. 2, Site Plan
Review, Density Bonus to reduce the required open space by twenty percent, a Vesting Tentative
Tract Map to merge and re-subdivide commercial spaces and live/work condominium spaces, a
deviation from parking requirements, certification of an EIR, and other approvals as required by
the City. (ISA, p. A-14.)
3

The repeal ordinance is available online at: http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2015/151013_ORD_185423_03-25-2018.pdf.
4
See also ISB, pp. B-14-15 (additional discussion of the intention that the Project comply with provisions
of the now-repealed HI Zone ordinance with respect to height and massing).
5
See Bar-Zemer, et al. v City of Los Angeles (BS161448), Final Ruling (April 11, 2017), pp. 13-14. A
copy of the entire ruling is attached as Exhibit A.
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Based on the Project’s land use entitlement requests for a General Plan Amendment and
certification of an Environmental Impact Report (ibid.), the Project meets the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) definition for a “Project of Statewide, Regional, or
Areawide Significance.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15206(b)(1).) The lead agency must therefore
submit the DEIR to the State Clearinghouse for review and comment by responsible state
agencies, and should also submit the DEIR to the Southern California Association of
Governments for its review and comment. (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15205(b)(3), 15206(a)(1).) In
addition, CEQA encourages the lead agency to contact responsible state agencies, and the CEQA
Guidelines require the lead agency to “consult with transportation planning agencies and public
agencies that have transportation facilities within their jurisdictions that could be affected by the
project.” (Pub. Res. Code § 21092.4.)
II.

Comments on Initial Study Attachment B.
A.

General Comments.

The Initial Study’s assessment of the environmental analysis areas requiring additional
study in the DEIR is generally very thorough. It identifies 11 of 15 standard analysis categories
requiring further study. (IS, p. IS-3.) The categories where the Initial Study asserts no additional
environmental review is required are Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Biological
Resources, and Mineral Resources.
The analysis of the Aesthetics category discloses no potentially significant aesthetic
impacts, but the Initial Study also asserts that the Project is exempt from analysis of aesthetics
and parking impacts under SB 743 / Public Resources Code section 21099 (because it is an infill
mixed-used residential project located within a Transit Priority Area). (ISB, p. B-1.) This
analysis may be absolutely correct, but the Initial Study does not present sufficient evidence to
evaluate the conclusion. Presumably additional documentation is available to adequately support
the conclusion within the Project application file.
B.

Comments on the Land Use and Planning analysis category.

With respect to the Land Use and Planning analysis category, the Initial Study asserts that
an evaluation of subcategory (b) is required to determine whether the Project would “conflict
with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.”
(ISB, p. B-42.) The Initial Study lists two factors reflecting the scope of necessary review. (Ibid.,
see also LA CEQA Thresholds Guide p. H.1-2.)6 These two factors generally require analysis of
the proposed Project’s consistency with applicable General Plan components and other adopted
environmental goals and policies.

6

The LA CEQA Thresholds Guide is available online at
http://planning.lacity.org/Documents/MajorProjects/CEQAThresholdsGuide.pdf.
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The brief discussion of further study required omits discussion of the three screening
criteria found in LA CEQA Thresholds Guide section H.2. At least two of these require further
study. They ask:
“Would the project include a land use type that is incompatible with existing or proposed
adjacent land uses (due to size, intensity, density or type of use)?” (LA CEQA Threholds
Guide, p. H.2-1.)
And:
“Would the project result in a “spot” zone?” (Id., p. H.2-2.)
As discussed above, the proposed Project calls for a C2 Regional Commercial land use
within a sea of M3 Industrial parcels, and thus answers to both screening criteria must be
answered in the affirmative and both require further study in the DEIR.7
The DEIR should include a thorough discussion and analysis of the availability and
appropriateness of a General Plan Amendment, taking into consideration the ongoing
Community Update Plan process for the Central City North Community Plan. (See
http://www.dtla2040.org/news--events, showing the public process for the community plan
update has been ongoing for some time, including the scoping process, which preceded this
Project’s scoping process by approximately one year; the City should update the community on
the status of this apparently stalled community plan update, since the proposed Project appears to
be inconsistent with both the existing community plan and the currently proposed community
plan with respect to the Project site’s land use designation and zoning.)
The DEIR should include a thorough analysis of the consistency of the proposed Zone
Change and Height District Change relative to the existing general plan as well as to the
currently proposed draft of the Central City North Community Plan (see link above).
The DEIR should include a thorough analysis of the availability and appropriateness of a
Vesting Tentative Tract Map for a Project that is inconsistent with the existing and currently
proposed update to the General Plan.
The DEIR should include a thorough analysis of the “spot zone” that will result from
approval of the Project.
C.
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Mandatory Findings of Significance.

In considering the appropriate response to the screening criterion for a “spot zone,” the DEIR should be
careful to utilize the definition found within the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, and not some other
definition. (See LA CEQA Threshold Guide, p. H.2-4 [“A “spot” zone occurs when the zoning or land use
designation for only a portion of a block changes, or a single zone or land use designation becomes
surrounded by more or less intensive land uses.”].)

EXHIBIT A

