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To the Centrial Los Angeles Area planning Commission:

Appeal of Co'rrected Case No ZA-2019-2724-ZAD-ZAA Letter of Determination/Adjustment filed on May 11 ,2020

Submitted by Alaska Seafood Co., Inc.,
Julia Joseph, Vice President & Assistant Manager.

1. lncorporated herewith are all of the documents that were filed as part of the Appeal submitted on February 7,2020,
and the Addilional submission in supporl of Appeal filed on May 4, 2020.

2'The Adaptive Reuse Ordinance (ARO) allows for many entitlements that avoid current code conformity, but the
Ordinance requires existing parking on the site to be maintained. This Applicant appears intent on maximizing storefront
retail as an element of the redesigned, rehabilitated building complex, unci lt 

"pp*ro 
tn"t the Applicant team hid the fact

that the east-most building of the three buildings, built in lWa-ldtl, was built'with a first floor that was dedicated to
covered parking for 17 vehicles, with a vehicular entrance on 5th Street and four very large ventilated window openlngs
covered by hr:avy metal mesh on the Gladys side of the building.

3' The City ofLA Certificate.oj occupancy for 813 East 5th Street, issued on 4-30-71 to the Building owner: SalvationArmy, states: "3 storytype 160'x100'addition to an existing 7 storytype.....17 parking spaces provided in building, ,1S
provided on |ot...."

4' The Applicrant and Representative have not applied for, nor requested a reduction of existing parking, 32 spaces, to thetargeted 10 spaces. They have used an erroneous benchmark oi 1S historicalspaces and asked for a reduction from thatnumber down to 10 spaces. Neither the Dept, of Transportation (in the Referral Form: fraric Study Assessment) nor theoffice of Hisbric Resources had been informed that the existing parking at the building site is 32 spaces. Neither 10 nor15 parking spaces will be sufficient for operation of a building c6mplex irith supportive services, reiail frontage, including adesired fresh-food store^and coffee shop, even with pressurJ on siafrto use the regional connector MTA. lt appears thatthe exemption from cEeA study, per DbT, was impioperry obtained.

5' In the exist ng file photos, submitted by the applicani and representative, there appear to be several photos attemptingto obscure ther current.cond.itions of parking at the site. lf one iooks at the elevation photos on the plans, one notices thatthe Gladys sicle elevation photo has many vehicles in the outside lot, essentially hiding the lower fagade of that side ofbuilding.

But if one lool'is closely at file photo DSCN 1990jpg, the Gladys-entry parking lot has cars parked outside on the surfacelot, but one c€rn also clearly see, through the metal-grating mesh, a white car*parked inside the structure.

In the file pholo DSCN 2024.ipg, which shows the wooden boarded-up area fronting part of the g13 E. fagade, a wideconcrete. down-sloped driveway is clearly shown. This indicates that what is behinJ ihe wooden-boarded area is thehistorical opening for auto entry into the iirst-floor covered parking lot, which was used during the entire 6ng1"r of time thatthe Salvation occupied that building: 1971-2009. we know this, because our business was operational for many years
while the Salvation Army ran this site, and parked vehicles were inside the g13 building daity.

6' In my opinion, there are several shortcomings of this project design that must be remedied prior to approval so that theproject does not create further hardships on.opErationat iigtri industrLl and food processing businesses in the immediateand surroundittg areas, I believe that there have been seieral project suomisiioirs ovi1r* applicant and the
representative that have obscured relevant, material, and histoiical parameters and features of this development site andthe existing structures' on behalf of Alaska Seafood Co., Inc., I appbalthis project application and request that the plansbe redesigned in a manner conforming to the requirements of the Adaptive ileuse ordinance.

Thank you.
Julia Joseph

Alaska Seafood Co., Inc.
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city of Los Angeles Mail - Fwdl cars parked inside covered lot at Fth st, project

Jason Chan <jason,chan@lacity.org>

Fwd: Cars parked inside covered lot
1 message

at Sth St. Project

Jul la Joseptr <alicejuliajoseph@gmail.com>
To: jason,chan@lacity,org Fri, Feb 7,2020 at 1:34 pM

Begin forwarded message:

Fronn: Julia Joseph <alicejuliajoseph@gmail.com>
Date: February 7, 2020 at 11:22:21 AM pST

lo: Julia Joseph <aticejutiajoseph@gmail,com>
Subject: Gars parked inside covered lot at Sth St. project

They enter through an (unpermitted?) entrance at northeast building corner, Accessed through surface parking lot,because 5th Street historical driveway entrance was boarded up.

ttps://mail'google,ocm/mailiul0?ik=87b89f38df&view=pt&search=all&permlhid=thread-f%34 1657915954979232185&simpl=mso-f%3A165791535497,.. 1t2



Retated Codrr Section: neferto thT
and the appeill procedure.

Purpose: This application is for the appeal of Department of city Planning determinations authorized by the Los AngelesMunicipal Cocte (LAMC).

A. APPELLI\TE BODY/CASE INFORMATIOI.J

1. APPELLI\TE BODY
rl

fr$rea Planning Commission
E Zonirrg Administrator

Regarding Case Number:

tr City Planning Commission tr City Council EI Director of Planning

g,k ' t!-a {fr - & d *&*
Project l\ddress:

Final Date to Appeal:

2, APPELLAI{T

t 8F( *"

Appellant ldentity:
(check all that apply)

0 Representative
tr Applicant

Property Owner
Operator of the Use/Site

o
n

rKlerrson, 
other than the Appricant, owner or operator craiming to be aggrieved

tr
tr
n

Person affected by the determination made by the Department of Buitding and Safety
Rerpresentative
Applicant

3. APPELLANT TNFORMATTON

O Owner
E Operator

0 Aggrieved Party

Appellant's Name: J r,,f f I 8>-g:

Companyr'Organization:

Mailing Acldress:

L,l sy.

E other:

b' ls the erppeal being filed to support the original applicant's position? Et yes

CP-7769 Appeat Apptication Form (1/80/2020)

Telephone,:

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

$tate: dd - 

- -" __ _*_ zip: 4#rt_t3 _ _ _

E-mail:

a.lriq;r+d M-:l'bse.p!., G S 
yn&sl, i*r*,

(sert

M*o

Page 1 of4



Re: Appeal cf Determl_ationlAdjustrnentby zoning Adminisfato r for zA-201g-2724-zAD-zla,
Project address: e03-g21East 5'h Street, Los Angiles, Cn
Submitted by Julia Joseph, Vice President and Assistant Manager of Alaska Seafood Co.. Inc.

on Novembe r 2'1,2019 | attended the publich eanng for said proiect and gavetestimony based upon the informalion thatwe tlad obtained about the graiect on Novembe r ?Ol one day &iore he tiiaing.- iliiu pug* of ttte Applicant,rsubmission to the Department of Planning was obtained oy ine offlcers of Alasi'a Seafood co., lnc., (,ASl,) that day.

11 is either customary.or required by proied,applicants to communi cate wfth direcily aff eded properties to apprise them atdevefopmentplans. However, we, lhe ASI officers and a trustee of lhe owner, nui" nuuu, informed of lhe projet;t iiy lheApplicant or the Applicant's Representative prior to.the hearing--- even though the Applicant's Representative incorrectly
represented at the public hearing that we had received such communication-from them before the hearing,

lnespedive, tr:stimony was provided in wrrting by both Joe Joseph, Presidenl of ASl, and me about the polenLial
environmenla/ impacls of lheProiect, basedon Projectin{ormationlhalweleamedonllt2}tlg. llwasintnrc<tizttelyevident to us lhat the requested reduction of parking onsite - from l5 spaces (as presented by the Applicanr) to 1 0spaces * for a building complex that, when completbd, would house g4 very low-income residents (who would not havecars), a manager, and obviously, a signiltcant staff- would creale new vaffic and parkingproblems in lhe vicinrLy of thePraler,L

Page 2, item ti of the terms and conditions of the Determination Letter; "Approved herein is the adaptive reuse of threeexisting commercial building into a maximum of g5 residential dwelling uniG comprised of one rnanager,s unit a^d g4
Restricted Afiordable unils and g,21o sguare feet of first floor commeicial use as depicted in Exhibit "A" ..."

"hree existing commercial buildings" is a strange way to describe buildings that were used from 1g47 until2OOg by thesalvation Arm'1 as a residential treatment tacility for individuals dealing with alcohol and subslance abuse, Thesebuifdings were not used as commercial propeY.This was a supporttie residential fatcilrty for individuals, ownect andoperated by a nongrofit organlvalton" When the Satvarb n Army 
.'exited .in 20ag, he properttes remained esserrtiagyvacant until ournership again changed; a warehousing operatio i has utilized the easi-most of the three buildings foralmost two years, includ-ing daily vehicle parking in both'the open surface lot and in the covered parking lot on the firstfloor of this 5,846 sq. ft footprint building.

For the proposed project.housing g4 Vory Low-lncome individuals, a significant number of whom may have oeenhonteless earlier in their lives, there would need to be a support staff of-multiple individuals on site at all hours. lnadditton, there may need to be some maintenance staff and'asecurity staff inaddilion to the building manager. severalindividuals would be working during niglrt shifls and graveyardshifts, and lo notprovde on-site pa*ing for themwoul<j bedangerous.

I believe that ii is inesponsible to require agreemenls with staff members cnmmittingthem to,supporting ,transit, 
carshare, neighborhood shuffle' (Page 3 of Del.ermiylion Le[er.) This may begood inlconcept, but the Metro Regionalconnector is located more than 215 of a mile.wa.lk from the proiect enlrance.- | believe that staff should not be required toconform to that, because doing so may be discriminato ry. tt snutttes are used, where will the parkingfor the shuttlesbe? Artd with this 1o-space limitation on parking, will there nol be discrimination per the ADA - potentially nrultiple;asp€fl(s'l

Additionally, if the Applicant suocessfully converts.square footage !!9^ " 
proied,that was historically resic1entiat (salvartonArmy alcohol and drug abuse rehab treatm ent and h,busing proiectl into storefro nt retail space, are lherenol additionalparkidg $pace rcquiremenls (LADBS Information Bulletin JbublicBuilding cde, Revlsed 01-01-2017 Doc No. 2002-11)as part of tfp Building Cde?

ln the documents submitted by the Applicant prior to, or on Novem ber 21, 2019, and in the oral testimony at the hearing, itappoars that tho Applicant misreprosented the amount.of parking:pac9s hitlorically exiating on the proparty,all or mostof which stjll exjst' Besides lhe strrent l*space exterior surfac6 lot which borders'Gladys Avenue , therehas been acovered wrking lot on the firsL flaar of the east-most of the hree buildings encompassing this projecL

The internal first-floor parking lot in this three-story- building was accessed historically from a driveway entrance on 5rhstreet and was used by cars of staff and visitors of the safuation Army ('sA') until late 2oog,when the sA vacatecj thepremises' The S'A' had, fiom 1*17 unttl2009, used allof the buildings on this site as a drug and alcohot rehabititattan



and treatn'lent residentialfacilily. That included support services, bul I do not believe that any space was devoted to retail
commercial use.

What the Applicantwants to do, with respeot to remodeling the facility'for very low-income residential use with support
services, is admirable, We are not opposed to the project concept, What we are opposed to is a f-ed.uction of-.on-si!e
parking spaces from the historic 32 spac_es-down to 10 spaces. a 68.8% reduction. This reduction is in conflictwith the
rules of Adaptive Reuse. The Applicant wants to do away with a malonly of on-site parking, which is needed for lhose
involved in operating this facility, and also for vehicles that would be needed for lransportation relatr:d to the 94 residenls
and their medical needs. I believe that the addition of retail space into the plans increases the parking space requirement,
per LADBS.

lf , as has been suggested, part of the planned retail footage would be for a kesh food store as well as a coffee shop,
where would the merchandise delivery trucks park? There is currently very limited street space for those currently-
operating bu$inesses in the vicinity, and these businesses have had challenges in this area for a long time, Green-
lighting the proposed developm enl" with this radical parking reduction, will create major negative impacts in the
environment, and this is will impact operators of small businesses in the direct vicinity, There are several light industrial
businesses that provide employnrent to a workforco which cornrnutes nrainly by car to lhis area, Marry orttllloyoos aro
cunently dealing withdaily challenges of parking so lhat they can work and produce lood pro'duct and other cofilrnerce,

The current <lesign of the Applicant's project will result in new competition for oxtromely limited street-parking, which is
cunently used by customers and suppliers, as well as employees, of these long-standing businesses, The LADOT rnay
have used erroneous information provided by the Applicant in its review to determine its position regarding the CEQA
exemption. For the above reasons and several olhbrs that may exist, we believe that LADOT should take a look - with
more compl€rte and accurate data - at how much parking and other lraffic faclors will be affected by this design of the
Applicant's project,

We appeal t!rc January 24, 2020 Determination Letter of the Zoning Administrator, and we ask for a redesign ol the
Projed. which conforms to the requirement of Adaptive Reuse regarding parking spac€s on-site.

Julia Joseph
Alaska Seafood Co.. lnc,



'-fidditional Submission by Alaska Seafood Co,, lnc,, Julia Joseph, Vice president and Asst, Manaser,

In Support of llppeal of Case No, ZA-2019-2724-ZAD-ZAAZonngAdministrator's Determination/Adjustment

For Hearing or May L2,2020,After 4:30 PM

Dated: May 4,2020

Because of reslrictions by-th.e City per th-e-Governor's Executive Order N- 29-20 anddue to concems over COVID-19, the pubiic has
been exclttded fi'om City Hall, and I, as Officer of Alaska Seafood Co., lnc., ("Alaska Seafood") have been urable to inspect the file
of this case. Alaska Seafood is in a position of having had very inadeqnate acoess to the information ancl the backgrolnd on how this
projggt pfoposal in its ctutent form came together', and what were all of the backgronnd communications of the Afplicant and of the
Applicant's Representative, ---Veronica Becen'a, Rabuild Commercial services.l-LC

Ms, Beceua, thie Representative, sent Alaska Seafood thr.ee attachments with elevation cliagrams on January 16,2L2|after attempting
twice to sohedtrle a meeting in Decembet' and January '20 when I was out of state on family affairs for several weeks,

To date, the oflltcers of Alaska Seafood have not had access to the file on this pr.oject, nor have we yet receivecl fiie documents
aftachnents requested iast week fl'om the Staff Contact, M1f Silinopwongsagon. On that basis alone, it appears that there should be a
continuation ofthis appeal hearing, But thele ale other major. issues of co-ncJrn in this appeal as well,

As the.difectly neighboring property operators on Gladys Ave. to this ploposect projeot, Alaska Seafood and its officers shoulcl have
been given substantial information by the Applicant about the ptopor.d pioject prior to t6e November.hearing, but we were not,
There-was never any commrtnication about the project by the Appiicant or its Representative prior.to the November hearing although
at the Novembrlr hearing there wele significant miireptesentations by the Replesentative about the existence of such communication,

ln addition, we have leamed that the neithet' the ownet nor the managel of Superior. Seafood Co,, located at 440 StanJbr.cl Ave,,
neiglrborirrg this ploject on the Stanford side, were apprisecl of any p-articulars about this project prior to the l1l2lllg meeting, Uponreceiving the Determination Lettel in Januaty, they were shocked-and dish.essed about the appr.oval with designed i'adequacy ofparking space.

]he lalrylio1 rlrmy operated a nonprofit supporlive housing and treatnent facility at this site, g03-g21 East Sfr Str.eet, fi.om 1947 
'nrilOctober' 26,2009, and the east'most of the thlee buildings on-site was cons[uct.d by th. Salvation Army in 1970 as part of the

expansion of the nonprofit lesiciential treatment facility opelatecl in this space, In otLer.words, the Salvaiion Army Harbo' Light
Residential faci,lity was not a commslsisl hotel ot'other a commercial enterplise, Thus, the characterizatiol of t6is site as ,,the
adaptive l'euse r)f a commelcial building into 95 r'esidential clwelling rnits" is very questionable at its fo*ndation.

Tire chat'acteriz;ation of the site's former use of the site as "existilg hotel use" .- wiren the formel use was as a nonprofit r.esidential
tt'eatmentfacility operated by the Salvation Amny for mole than 50 years--is stretching the tnrth, Mor.e importantly is that it seemsdottbtfrrl that the LADOT, in theil review ancl refer::al form datecl June 20, 2019, was t po*rrr.ioo of the cor:rect information that
historical partlng at the site was 32 spaces' and not the 15 spaces that was presented as historical parking ancl the supposecl baseline ofparking for Adaptive Reuse considemtion.

Based on the vety limited Applicant documents that Alaska Seafoocl had access to prior.to the 1 l/2lllghealing:

-1) 
ffi.o pages olla planning department application with thlee pages of diagrams attachecl; 2) the initial notice of the November, public

Hearing; 3) the CEQA Notioe of Exemption, case number ENv-2019-2liS-c9 it appears ittut oo october 2l,2olgthe planning
Department detennined a GEQA Exemption for this project based on information sribmitted by the Applicant and Representative
which was incomplete and enoneous,

With the amottnt of visits ancl traffic that would be genelatecl by staff ancl mahtenanoe and cleliver.ies and r,epair. and medical
tt'ansportation snd sliuttle service to tlre r.egional connector, ancl the ilaclequacy of 10 spaces (REDUCED FRbM 32 SPACES) for the
operation of a 9)S'resident complex, it seems that LADOT shoulcl re-u.sesi thi neecl for traffic studies AND OTF{ER
ENVIRONME]ITAL IMPACTS, SUCH AS INCREASED TRAFFIC AND NLIISANCE.

ryJ\PD]TION, TTIERE IVILL BE TRAFFIC AND PARKINGIMPACTS RESIILTING INNES/ECONOMIC HARDSHiP TO
SURROUNDN'IG ESSENTIAL BUSINESSBS AND THEIR WORKFORCES.



/6ppears tlrat the Anplioation for case No, ZA'2019'2724-zAD-zAA was presented without acknowledgement ofthe.existence of at^-^,,-l r^-.^r - i'gl'olmq level covered palking floor encompassing.the vastlraiorify (or all) oithu f*rt floot oigrrilding 3,ihe 3-story b'ildingconstt'uoted in 1970, (see.gtt1$:lent 1r Appllcation toj$$r:rln:lair-Demolish ancl for certifioate of ooogpanoy filed by thesalvatiouAruryouMavll, lgT0foraNewpnoPosEDTypE3stonyoFFrcBS &pKc,@t*rFibbi @;;r;;;;L*"Xdlagranr)

In my opinion, there is very little chance tbat aa {qgligant ancl a iobbyist Representative as experienced as this team wo*ld have
omittecl the oh,vious important faots of histgricai p*rtilg in this uuilcltng complex by chance oi 

"nor,
Knowing that the condltions of Aclaptive Reuse apploval inolude the letention of existing parking, and oertainly not a 6g per.cent

9:f:l:: of historical parking as a. satisfactory feature of the projeot desigl, r..*oirg t""''Jh*i't obtalnecl of dooumentation pr.ior to
.1Ll2L.l1'9, i!-appears that the Applicant and it Replesentative itiO tn. faot that 1? ground floor covered par.king spgces existed in thjs
luil{tlg' We brought thjrt to the.Zoning Administratorrs attentlon in Barly J;,riit d*id a soheclgled meeting befween Joe Joseph,
President of Alaska Seafood, and the StaffContact, May, at a time tnat oolsiO*'atio" rffr-pt'.:.01wgs still lnier aclvisement,

Quite intefestlngly, 
lhe Deternrhation Lettet' issued on Jaa 24,2020 r'efers to the parking parameters of the existing facility as thereality that exlsts " 32 spaoes, as opposed to the palametels by whioh t!r9 Applioant suuLittea its pr.ojeot Applioation: desoribing thehistorical g1.l'4e T o{y the 15 spaies enoompassed.in the outsicle g*t_re lot bordering Gladys Ave, Aocor.ding to the documents towhiclt we (Alaska seafood) bave 6een availed bf, and accorcling to att ortnle represeotoiioor oitrre Applicalt and Representative at thel1/211L9 heat'hg, which I attended, tltet'e was nev€r.an acknowiedgement of the additional 17 glound floor.covered palking spaceswhich were, and ale a hlstolloal feahue of the building complex up"uotit toOny, hffittil, plge la of the Dete'nination Letter

states' mid'page, 
l'The 

proposecl projeot meets these goals, obleotive, polioies.,,of the community plan,,,by renovating the existingshrtohue' malntalnlng the ground floor retail, convertlng tLe hotef roorus located on the uppu. floors io dwelling units,,,,,,

The salvation Army hod no retail on the gronnd floor; the building complex was operated as anonprofit supportive housing auci.sttbstance abrtse tt'eatnent facllity, ThosJlooms were not hotel r'ims, is in tue nrianing oi,lhr.r" existing commeroialbnilclings,,.

Despite these facts,
submitted by the*Tj:T:T:,:tfl:::11u; il'iltlll':i#I

s

r ir';,,*' ;; ilild *i'6i, ; *i,h* il ffi ##ffi il#?jineedv nonrrlotlnn nfo/ .-.iJ^-+^ ^-r ^- ^L--!^.-- ilffi;rffi;;';iffi'#ffi:;riieqhilii.r aar,{l*i^-- L^ ^-----.--- r r,r

ffi:;;;ilil),H:t"liffi'JtlArnl,|leferc fnr A Jo*+|.'^ D^..-^ !-^^-!!-.--parameters for Adaptive Reuso incentives,

Additioually, with 10 putkfq spaces (ol even 15) allocated fol the tll'ee-building complex, how does that adeclnately aocomlrodatewhatevet'would be required ior tU" co'mmeloial entetprises that would ocoupy the glound-floor 5rb Ave. fiontage spa'Q that theApplicant wants t0 uuuot we sllppose that all of the staff ao,t opouioru of those enterprises would be foroed to use the regionalcomectot looated half a mile away, The clelivery tnrcks ancl moiot.o*.. nncl repair contractors would be cir.cling the area in theilvehicles trylng to find parking because ther.e is no actequate rpn.. pr:oui.led on-siie,

Fot a CEQA erxemption to be granted in these ohoumstances, with this design, is inesponslble, The extra layol of hardship that will betlurtst on esse:rtial businesses in this suttounding,area becay^s9 9rt!e parlcn! *.o.qitir/ir ln its.r roolgh to wagant a r.edesign ofthe-piojeot In a uranner that coufofln; t;tdt'.qrL'ements of Adaptive and a withdrawauovertum of the Letter of Detetmination issuedon Jannary 24,202Q,

ln sumnlzuy, the above is all based on our opinion ancl bellef and upon the lnformatiou that I, Joe Joseph, and Alaska seafoocl co,,Itave been aptrrrised of, This is submitte d to flli'thel snpport ancl op*O our^Appeal snbmissions on February 7,2Q20and the typedtext sttbmitteil later in Februzuy to tl:e staff contaot, May, pel lnstuctions fi,"n th; Ctty fi*"i"g super.visor,, Jason Chan which ispart of the fikr,

Julia Joseph, '[ice Presldent nnd Asst, Mauager

Alaska Seafood Co,, lnc,
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CP-1947 (rev. 08-08-17) 

Los Angeles City Planning Department 

EXTENSION OF TIME LIMIT FOR AREA OR CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
DECISIONS ON LAND USE APPLICATIONS AND APPEALS 

This form is to be used to request an extension of the time limit to act for Area or City Planning Commission 
decisions on legislative and quasi-judicial land use applications and appeals.  This request must be made 
before the matter is agendized.  If notice of the hearing has been mailed, the applicant is responsible for the 
cost of mailing the cancellation and new hearing notice. 

To Be Completed by the Applicant or Applicant’s Representative: 
(Please Type or Print) 

Case No.   

Street Address of Property Involved: 

Applicant(s):__________________________________________________________________________ 

Representative:_______________________________________________________________________ 

Request for Extension of Time Limit: The current time limit for the Commission to decide the subject case 
application / appeal will expire on:______________. It is hereby requested to extend the time limit for the 
___________________Planning Commission to act for a period of __  weeks, or until ________________ 

  (Commission) 

Reason(s) for Request:  

Signed: ________________________ Print Name:__________________________  Date:_____________ 

Mailing Address:________________________________________________________________________ 

Telephone No.__________________________________   E-Mail:_________________________________ 

To Be Completed by Planning Department Staff:

 Pursuant to Municipal Code Section   [applicable Code Section which permits extensions
of time limits by mutual written consent of the applicant and decision-maker], and in accordance with the
policy of the Area/City Planning Commission delegating authority to the  Director of Planning to
approve extensions of time limits on its behalf, the requested time extension is deemed routine in
nature and will not prejudice the future decision by the Area/City Planning Commission on the merits of
the subject application or appeal, and therefore the requested time extension is granted
until:_________  .

 Applicant to pay all BTC Public Hearing Notice costs associated with a new Hearing or cancellation.

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning 

By:_________________________,  ____________________________, __________________,  ___________ 
Signature   Name    Title           Date 

c: Commission Office 
Case File 





Day of Submission for Central Area Planning Commission Hearing, July J,4,2o2o onAgenda ltem # 6

case # ZA-2jL9-2724-ZAD-7 A Re: Corrected Letter of DeterminationlAdjustment submitted May IL, Zo2o

submitted by Joe Joseph Alaska Seafood co., Inc. 441 Gladys Ave. Los Angeles, cA 90013 (Adjacent property)

The 5th & Central project at 803-821 E. 5th street, zA-201g-2724-ZAD-Z\Asubmitted by Appticant CRCD waspresented to the City of Los Angeles, as an Adaptive Reuse undertaking using taxpayer;s HHH bond funds, toaddress the homeless crisis. LA voters passed Measure HHH to earmalk resources towards building very
needed housing for primarily our homeless population living unsheltered on the streets.

A goal of the City, in order to stop homeless sweeps, arrests, and confiscation of personal property of the
street-bound homeless, is to enable the building of housing for the existing population on the streets of SkidRow, the center of.LA's homeless epidemic. gut tne purpose of this propJseO CRCD project is to target andprovide for a significa.njlY different population. This is clearly stated on Page 16 of the Zoning Administrator,s
Corrected LoD dated May 11,2020, "The residents are exfected to be yo"ung adults, individials with specialneeds, those formerly homeless or come from some segment of the vulnerab-le population.' AND THIS lS ACHANGE lN DEFINITION of the Population Served as iefined and submitted initially by CRCD in their quest
for receipt of HHH taxpayer's funds, and as indicated in the February 7, 2019 staff Report from the office ofthe City Administrative officer on this project: "The population served uy tn" froject will be homeless veterans,homeless individuals and homeless youth.',

What is proposed as the target residents for this project, per the Corrected LoD s-11-20, is a population whichonly vaguely overlaps with the chronic needy homeless living on the streets on Skid Row, the specific area of
Sth Street where this proposed project is locited. To divert resources that should be used specifically for thecurrent homeless living on the streets of Skid Row to a development that will service mainly a differentpopulation is not a good plan.

It's time to demand more from our leaders, and have those leaders, including City planners, Zoning
Administrators and Area Planning Commission members make those vulner6ble-people on the streets of skidrow the main priority. for housing development in this area. This project does not do that. Most of the homelesson Skid Row do not have access to computers or online access.and can't participate in this meeting. please
be their voices- This project needs to be redesigned and resubmitted to Planning as a project targeted for thismost vulnerable population, and not a project designed for the group of vulneradle youin that Cnbo has mostexpertise with, who should not be relocated and imported into in area fraught with 

"behavioral 
problems anddrug abuse.

lf this Area Commission agrees with the Corrected LOD as-is and allows this project to proceed, it ismy opinion that public funds will be used for this location not mainly to help St<iO'Row's'homeless, but rather toshift individuals -- who may have formerly been homeless or may have been foster children- from one locationto the proposed project location. These will include troubled youtns who CRCD has offered services to for anumber of years who may be too vulnerable to the harsh influences on Skid Row streets. The young adults,perhaps transitioning out of foster care and poor childhood environnlents, should be housed in developmentsthat are in areas with less negative influences.

The project that should be built in this location should be explicifly for Skid Row unsheltered individuals, with asmall percentage offered to other homeless individuals that are fiom areas and backgrounds different thanthose with the greatest need, and not the other way around. Taxpayers *"nito know why, after passing thebond money, the sidewalks are stillfilled with the homeless. The'reason is because the funds areused conveniently to house various other groups. This is simply unfdir and an injustice. In addition, the project
must be built with accommodations for individuals with physical-disahilities, and iurrenly this proposed
complex desjgn appears not to offer that ADA requiremeni; please refer to the wording within theCorrected LOD.



Other areas of concern pertaining to his project:

1. The submission to the Department of Transportation for assessment regarding environmental review
misrepresented the project's parameters. The EIR exemption was reached without full information about the
intended development's parameters.

2. This project proposal, in my opinion, does not make housing adequately accessible to people with physical
disabilities. Developers using public funds who discriminate against people with disabilities in their projebts
may face serious consequences, as will the City. Federal accessibiliiy laws, including Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act and American with Disabilities Act, and Fair Housing Act are to beiomplied with.

3. Historical parking (17 spaces) inside the 813 E.5th St. building on the ground floor was omitted when the
project was submitted by the Applicant and Representative to the etanning Department. The representation in
all submissions by the Applicant was of 15 existing spaces in total, in an drtside surface lot. lmages were
altered and obscured to hide the existence of inside on-site parking. The reduction that *u, gruni"d by the
Zoning Administrator was a 68.8 percent reduction in parking from-the existing 32, in direct cjntradiction to the
terms of the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance.

4. The two primary property owners and business directly adjacent to proposed property (Alaska Seafood
Company and Superior Seafood) were not notified at all ibout this project'by Applicant tir ifre Representative
prior to the public hearing in November 201g.

5. CEQA exemption was granted based on_possibly misleading information. There was never an analysis of
the true implications.of this project upon traffic and parking, bedause it appears that the applicant obfuscated
their actual intent. Wfren applying for a referral from the DLpartment of Transportation in June 2019, to be used
for a CEQA waiver of the EIR requirement, the Applicant was very unclear about the intention to have a lot of
for retail space on the ground level of the complex. And this is wnjle tfre parking for the entire complex is to be
reduced to 10 spaces (although the DOT Referral Form stated 12 spaces, and there was no acknowledgment
of the-actual 32 spaces on-site. This design should not be allowed without proper analysis in the form of
an ElR. The elimination of this much historical parking will also affect the access for potential residents with
physical disabilities.

Long-standing businesses in the area rely on street parking for suppliers, customers, their employees, and
deliveries. Inadequate parking in this project for involved iidividuals and services - exclusive of iny residents -
will result in increased competition for shrinking public parking spaces and a severe negative effect on
businesses and area commerce

Even though this Commission may want to.approve this project, and members of this Commission may have
already decided to prior to this meeting to do so, the members should not support this project as it is cirrenly
proposed. This project will result in little positive effect on the local Skid Row'homeless population living on the
streets; additionally, this project will result in more area traffic and parking congestion, an aspect of thJproject
that was never properly presented to, and vetted fully by the Departmeniof Trinsportation.

Joe Joseph
President and Manager
Alaska Seafood Co.. Inc.
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