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REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

1) An appeal of the entire decision of the Advisory Agency in approving the following actions: 

a. 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 Environmental Impact 
Report prepared for this project, which includes the Draft EIR, No. ENV-2016-3480-EIR 
(SCH. No. 2017031007), the Final EIR, dated April, 2019 and Errata dated October, 2019 
(2110 Bay Street EIR), as well as the whole of the administrative record, and 
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 Time: After 8:30 A.M. 

 Place: Los Angeles City Hall  
200 N. Spring Street, City Council 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 

  

 Public Hearing 
Completed: 

April 17, 2019 

 Appeal Status: Appealed 

 Expiration Date:                                                                                                   November 14, 2019 

 Appeal Status: Pursuant to LAMC Section 
17.03, the Tract Map is 
appealable to City Council 

    

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

2110 and 2130 East Bay Street, 2141 East Sacramento Street 

  
PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

The project is for the Deputy Advisory Agency approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map for 
the merger and resubdivision of an 1.78 site to create one master ground lot comprising the 
entire site, and pursuant to LAMC Section 17.03 A an adjustment in density of less than 20% 
in the CM zone lot area requirements (one unit per 800 square feet of lot area) to permit a 
density equal to one unit per 712 square feet of lot area (11%).  
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Certified the following:  
 
The 2110 Bay Street EIR has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);  
The 2110 Bay Street EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission as a decision-
making body of the lead agency and the decisionmaking body reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the 2110 Bay Street EIR prior to approving the project; and  
The 2110 Bay Street EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency.  
 
ADOPTED the following: 
 
The related and prepared 2110 Bay Street Environmental Findings; 
The Statement of Overriding Considerations; and 
The Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the 2110 Bay Street EIR. 
 

b. Deputy Advisory Agency approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the merger and 
resubdivision of an approximately 1.78 site to create one master ground lot comprising the 
entire site, and pursuant to LAMC Section 17.03 A an adjustment in density of less than 
20% in the CM zone lot area requirements (one unit per 800 square feet of lot area) to permit 
a density equal to one unit per 712 square feet of lot area (11%). 

 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

FIND the City Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
Environmental Impact Report prepared for this project, which includes the Draft EIR, No. ENV-2016-3480-
EIR (SCH No. 2017031007) dated, November, 2018, the Final EIR, dated April, 2019 and Errata, dated 
October, 2019 ( 2110 Bay Street Mixed-Use Project EIR), as well as the whole of the administrative record, 
and 
 
CERTIFY that: 

a. The 2110 Bay Street Mixed-Use Project EIR has been completed in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); 

b. The 2110 Bay Street Mixed-Use  Project EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission 
as a decision-making body of the lead agency and the decisionmaking body reviewed and 
considered the information contained in the 2110 Bay Street EIR prior to approving the project; 
and 

c. The 2110 Bay Street Mixed-Use Project EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of 
the lead agency. 

 
ADOPT the following: 

a. The related and prepared 2110 Bay Street Mixed-Use  Project Environmental Findings; 
b. The Statement of Overriding Considerations; 
c. The Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the 2110 Bay Street Mixed-Use Project EIR. 

 
Advise the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City 
shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained throughout 
the life of the project and the City may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of such monitoring; 
and 
 
Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game Fee 
and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or 
concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (“NOD”) filing. 
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Project Summary 
 
The project is for the Deputy Advisory Agency approval of a Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the merger and 
resubdivision of an approximately 1.78 site to create one master ground lot comprising the entire site, and 
pursuant to LAMC Section 17.03 A an adjustment in density of less than 20% in the CM zone lot area 
requirements (one unit per 800 square feet of lot area) to permit a density equal to one unit per 712 square 
feet of lot area (11%).  

 
The subdivision is in conjunction with a new mixed-use project consisting of a new residential and commercial 
development containing 110 live-work units, ten percent of the total units restricted affordable units, 113,350 
square feet of creative office, 50,848 square feet of new commercial space (that may include retail and/or 
restaurant floor area), and 8,114 square feet of covered ancillary space. The Project would consist of three 
buildings built on top of three levels of subterranean parking containing 479 parking spaces.  A 6-story office 
building would be located on the eastern half of the site while the remaining western half contains an 
approximately 30-foot tall existing warehouse shed that will be adaptively reused and incorporated as part of 
the two-level retail component fronting Bay Street. An 11-story structure fronting Sacramento Street would 
contain the Live-Work Units. The maximum building height would be 139 feet and the proposed 287,137 square 
feet of floor area generates an FAR of 3.9:1. A 4,000 square-foot manufacturing building and surface parking 
lot would be demolished to accommodate the proposed development.  
 
Background 
 
The project site is located at 2110 Bay Street, 2130 Bay Street, and 2141 Sacramento Street in the Arts District 
neighborhood of the City of Los Angeles. The project site is located in the Central City North Community Plan 
Area adjacent to the Los Angeles River, approximately 0.13 miles from the Santa Monica (US-10) Freeway. 
The project site has a Heavy Industrial land use designation and is zoned M3-1-RIO. The project site is not 
within a hillside area, or a liquefaction zone. The project site is not within a Methane Zone. The project site is 
located in the East Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone, the Central Industrial Redevelopment Project Area, 
and a Transit Priority Area pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(d). The property is located in 
the southeasterly portion of the Central City North Community Plan area, east of Santa Fe Avenue between 
Bay Street and Sacramento Street. The project is near the Arts District neighborhood which was originally 
planned and zoned for industrial uses. However, the neighborhood has been evolving into a unique district 
that includes industrial uses, live-work units, commercial and retail uses, and mixed-use developments. 
Through the historic granting of Zoning Administrator’s Determinations on adjacent properties, many of the 
formerly industrial buildings within proximity of the subject site have been converted into commercial and live-
work uses. 
 
The Subject Property, as pictured below, is a relatively flat, rectangular-shaped 1.78 acre site, comprised of 
three parcels that, when combined, are approximately 1.78 net acres in size (approximately 75,736 square 
feet) located just outside the boundaries, or half a mile south of the Artists-in-Residence District neighborhood 
of the Central City North Community Plan area. The site is bounded to the north by Bay Street, to the east by 
adjacent development, with the Los Angeles River approximately 0.12 miles east, to the south by Sacramento 
Street, and the west by an unnamed alley, with Santa Fe Avenue farther to the west. The subject property’s 
westerly boundary is an approximately 300-foot frontage along an unnamed alley, its northern boundary in an 
approximately 237-foot frontage along Bay Street, its eastern boundary is an approximately 300-foot property 
line shared with adjacent development, and its southern boundary is an approximately 278-foot frontage along 
Sacramento Street. The subject property is legally described as Lots 1, 3, 4 and a portion of lot 2, Tract No. 
14463, in the City of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles, State of California, as per map recorded in book 
318 pages 34-35 of maps in the County Recorder of Los Angeles.  
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Land Use Designation and Zoning  
 
The Project Site is located a half mile south of the southern boundary of the Artists-in-Residence District (more 
commonly referred to as the “Arts District”), which is bounded by First Street to the north, the Los Angeles 
River to the east, Sixth Street to the south, and Alameda Street to the west. The Project is located within the 
boundaries of the South Industrial Subarea as defined by the Central City North Community Plan.  However, 
as stated in the Central City North Community Plan, Artists-in-Residence occupy a large area between the 
Santa Ana Freeway and the Santa Monica Freeway and between Alameda Street and the Los Angeles River, 
which includes the project site. On March 5, 2008, the City Council approved updating and expanding the 
geographical boundaries of the Arts District farther south in the Central City North Community Plan to include 
the areas south of 6th Street including Violet Street and the areas between Mill Street and Wilson Street to the 
west and the Los Angeles River to the east.  This area located just outside the designated Artist-in-Residence 
District, is primarily made up of former warehouse structures that are transitioning into artists’ studios and 
workshops, live-work spaces, and neighborhood-serving retail and commercial uses. The Artist in Residence 
District expansion was in response to the significant growth in mixed-use and commercial development south 
of 6th Street in recent years.  Metro Red or Purple Line Stations are also being studied for this area at Santa 
Fe Avenue and 3rd Street and/or south of the new 6th Street Bridge pursuant to a motion made by the Metro 
Board on January 19, 2017. The Community Plan encourages the continued and expanded development of a 
thriving artists-in-residence community in the plan and proposed redevelopment areas.  Additionally, the 
DTLA2040 Draft Plan envisions the area encompassing the Artists-in-Residence District as the Hybrid 
Industrial District, places that preserve productive activity and prioritize space for employment, including light 
industrial, new industry, commercial, and vertically integrated businesses, with careful introduction of live-work 
uses. 
 
The existing land use designation for the Project Site in the Community Plan is Heavy Industrial. The Project 
Site is currently zoned M3-1-RIO (Heavy Industrial Zone, Height District 1, Los Angeles River Improvement 
Overlay District). Uses that are allowed in an M3 Zone include all of the uses allowed in the M1, M2, and MR2 
zones and, as such, generally include those uses allowed in the C1, C1.5, and C2 zones (see LAMC Section 
12.20[A][1]). Permitted uses include, among others: restaurants, business and professional offices, medical 
clinics and laboratories, grocery stores, retail and service stores, pharmacies, drugstores, manufacturing and 
industrial activities, research and development, storage, and parking. Buildings containing dwelling units or 
guest rooms are prohibited in the M3 Zone.  The M3-1 Zone corresponds to Height District 1. Pursuant to 
LAMC Section 12.21.1(A)(1), Height District 1 allows a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.5:1 and does not 
limit the height of structures in M designated zones. 
 
The Project includes a request for a General Plan Amendment to the Commercial Industrial and a Zone Change 
to the (T)(Q)CM-2-RIO Zone over the entire site.   
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APPEAL ANALYSIS 

2110 Bay Street Project 
 

On May 3 and May 6, 2019, two appeals were filed challenging the Advisory Agency’s decision to approve a 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map for merger and resubdivision of an approximately 1.78 site to create one master 
ground lot comprising the entire site, and pursuant to LAMC Section 17.03 A an adjustment in density of less 
than 20% in the CM zone lot area requirements (one unit per 800 square feet of lot area) to permit a density 
equal to one unit per 712 square feet of lot area (11%) for a project to include a maximum of 110 Live/Work 
units. 
 
The Appellants’ statements have been summarized below, with the broad points addressed (see attached 
Exhibits for the Appellants’ entire Appeal Applications). 
 
Appeal No. 1 – Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility 
 
Appellant Statement: 
 
REASON FOR THE APPEAL:  The Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") prepared for the 2110 Bay Street 
Project (CEQA No. ENV-2016-3480-EIR) ("Project") fails to comply with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). 
 
Staff Response: 
 
This comment serves as an introduction to the appeal and claims the Project EIR fails to comply with CEQA.  
As described in detail in the below responses, the appellant failed to provide any evidence of any such 
inadequacy. 
 
Appellant Statement: 
 
SPECIFICALLY THE POINTS IN ISSUE: The EIR fails to adequately analyze environmental impacts of the 
Project, fails to adequately describe the environmental setting of the Project, and fails to propose all feasible 
mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce Project impacts.  Specifically, the EIR found potentially 
significant impacts in the following categories: noise, public services, transportation and traffic.  It also found 
potentially significant impacts for one of the mandatory findings of significance required by CEQA. Appellant 
also believes the Project will have significant air quality impacts, indoor air quality impacts, as well as traffic 
impacts and other impacts. The CEQA document fails to tie environmental impacts to human health impacts 
in violation of CEQA. These potentially significant impacts must be analyzed in a revised EIR. 
 
HOW YOU ARE AGGREIVED [sic] BY THE DECISION: Members of appellants Supporters Alliance for 
Environmental Responsibility ("SAFER") live 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. 
Members of SAFER, will be directly affected by soil contamination, improperly controlled construction 
equipment, and other risks during Project construction. 
 
WHY YOU BELIEVE THE DECISION-MAKER ERRED OR ABUSED THEIR DISCRETION: The 
Advisory Agency approved the EIR, the Mitigation Monitoring Program, Statement of Overriding 
Considerations and the Vesting Tentative Tract No. VTT 74564 for the Project despite the fact that the EIR 
fails to comply with CEQA. 
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Staff Response: 
 
The comment alleges that the Project’s EIR fails to comply with CEQA yet fails to provide any substantial 
evidence of any such failure to comply. The comment also lists various environmental topic areas for which 
the EIR allegedly identified potentially significant impacts, but this list contains errors (no potential impacts 
regarding public services were identified in connection with the Project’) and also omits multiple environmental 
topic areas for which the Draft EIR performed comprehensive analysis (including greenhouse gas impacts) 
and determined that no significant impacts would occur.  As the comment does not include any details that are 
specific to the Project or to the EIR, and does not provide any substantial evidence regarding the claimed 
deficiencies of the EIR, it fails to raise any relevant issues under CEQA.  
 
The comment states appellant “believes” the Project will have significant air quality impacts, indoor air quality 
impacts, as well as traffic impacts and other impacts.  Again, appellant failed to provide any evidence of any 
significant impacts.  The Draft and Final EIR prepared for the Project analyzed air quality impacts and 
determined that construction and operation of the Project would not contribute substantially to an existing 
violation of air quality standards for regional pollutants.  
 
The comment correctly notes that the Project will result in one significant and unavoidable impact – traffic 
(intersections).  That impact is addressed in the recommended statement of overriding considerations as there 
is not available feasible mitigation to reduce that impact to less than significant. 
 
Appellant asserts that the EIR “fails to tie environmental impacts to health impacts in violation of CEQA.”  Again, 
appellant fails to provide any substantial evidence.  The Draft and Final EIR prepared for the Project analyze 
the Project’s anticipated environmental effects, including potential effects pertaining to public health (see, e.g., 
Section IV.A, Air Quality; Section IV.E, Hazards, and Section IV.H, Noise) and determined that those impacts 
would be less than significant (with or without mitigation).   
 
Appeal No. 2 – Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters 
 
Appellant Statement: 
 
Justification/Reason for Appeal 

I. If the City Certifies the EIR and Adopts the Advisory Agency's Determination, It Will Violate CEQA. 

A. The EIR fails to properly analyze the spot zone created by the Project. 

In order to be constructed, the Project Applicant requested a General Plan Amendment to alter the Central 
City North Community Plan's land use designation for the Project site from Heavy Industrial to Commercial 
Industrial. (DEIR, p. II-14.) The Applicant also requested a vesting zone and height district change from M3-1-
RIO (Heavy Industrial Zone) to CM-2-RIO (Commercial Manufacturing Zone, Height District 2). (Ibid.) The zone 
change and General Plan Amendment ("GPA") requests would alter applicable zoning and General Plan 
designations solely for the Project site in order to permit construction of a mixed-use residential development. 
(Id at p. II-14.) This would create an island of commercially zoned land with residential, office, and retail uses 
amid a large industrially zoned area. (See DEIR, p. III-4.) 

The City of Los Angeles California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds Guide ("LA CEQA Thresholds 
Guide") defines spot zoning as occurring "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." 
(LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. H.2-2.) According to the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, such spot zones require 
further study. (LACEQA Thresholds Guide, p. H.2-2.) The LA CEQA Thresholds Guide also requires that an 
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") analyze the "extent to which existing ... land uses would be disrupted, 
divided, or isolated, and the duration of the disruptions." (Id at p. H.2-3.) 
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The Project, if approved, would alter the land use designation for a portion of a block, and would create a single 
commercial land use designation amid industrially zoned land and thus create a spot zone as defined by the 
LA CEQA Thresholds Guide. Yet, the City did not engage in any analysis of how the Project may or may not 
result in a spot zone, nor what the impacts of such a spot zone might be. (See DEIR,§ IV.G.) The Southwest 
Regional Council of Carpenters ("Southwest Carpenters") raised this issue in their Draft Environmental Impact 
Report Comment Letter ("DEIR Comment Letter"). (DEIR Comment Letter, p. 4.) But the City's responses to 
comments and revisions to the DEIR fail to address how the Project may create a spot zone and may result in 
an inconsistency or incompatibility with surrounding zoning. (Final Environmental Impact Report ["FEIR"], pp. 
III-I -III-3, II-32- II-34.) Though the City identified uses surrounding the Project site in response to Southwest 
Carpenters' concerns, it failed to discuss and analyze the surrounding zoning in compliance with the LA CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. (Ibid) Furthermore, the City's assertions that a General Plan Amendment and zone change 
resolve any inconsistency, without more, fails to rise to the level of sufficient analysis of a spot zone under the 
LA CEQA Thresholds Guide. (See ibid; Arts District Community Council Los Angeles, et al. v. City of Los 
Angeles (Apr. 29, 2019), Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BSI 72014 ["ADCCLA"], p. 42.) 

In Arts District Community Council Los Angeles, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, the City approved a zone change 
from M3-1-RIO to C2 and provided a General Plan Amendment to permit the conversion of industrial land to a 
commercial land use designation. (ADCCLA, supra, at 1.) In ADCCLA, the City failed to analyze a spot zone 
as required by the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide in its initial study, Mitigated Negative Declaration, and 
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment. (Id at p. 42.) The court found that the City's failure to 
do so violated CEQA. (Ibid)  

ADCCLA is instructive, here. The ADCCLA Project is located less than one mile from the Project site. The 
proposed Project, requested entitlements, and City determinations, here, closely mirror the project, 
entitlements, and City's actions in ADCCLA. The Project, here, requested a zone change from M3-1-RIO, the 
same land use designation the ADCCLA project site initially possessed. (DEIR, p. I-2, II-14; ADCCLA, supra, 
at 1.) Here, the City converted the land use to C2 in order to construct a mixed-use project on previously 
industrially-zoned land, just as it did in ADCCLA. (Ibid) In addition, just as in ADCCLA, the City in this 
proceeding created a spot zone by changing the zoning and General Plan solely for the Project site, which 
resulted in an island of commercially zoned land amid a large swath of industrial land. (DEIR, pp. III-4, II-14.) 
Likewise, in this case, the City failed to analyze the spot zone in any of its environmental review documents. 
(See generally DEIR, FEIR, § III.) Just as in ADCCLA, the City's actions in this matter are impermissible under 
CEQA and the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, and adoption of the FEIR without a spot zone analysis would 
constitute a failure to proceed in a manner required by law. 

Staff Response: 
 
The comment alleges that the Project’s EIR fails to properly analyze the alleged spot zone created by the 
Project. The Appeal does not address the legal standard for the spot zone claim, which provides that the 
City’s rezoning would be upheld unless it is arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support. 
(Foothill Communities Coalition v. County of Orange (2014) 222 Cal.App.4th 1302, 1309.) The Courts 
recognize that "the essence of spot zoning is irrational discrimination," and that spot zoning usually 
"involves a small parcel of land." (Id. at 1311.) The "larger the property" and if the property "is not an island 
but is connected on some sides to a like zone," the harder it is to sustain an allegation of spot zoning. (Id.)  

The Project Site is approximately 1.78 acres and the nearby area contains a mix of industrial, residential, 
and commercial uses, including former industrial sites that have been redeveloped or replaced with arts-
focused live-work projects within 0.5 mile, as noted in the related projects listed in Section III, Environmental 
Setting, Table III-2, of the Draft EIR and shown in Figure III-2 of the Draft EIR.  

Thus, given the Project Site's size and surrounding uses that are similar to the Project's mix of uses, 
amending the Project Site's zone would not create a "small island" subject to more or less restrictive uses 
than those currently surrounding the site. As a result, there would be no "spot zoning."  
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In addition, the Courts uphold spot zoning "where rational reason in the public benefit exists for such a 
classification." (Foothill Communities, supra, 222 Cal.App.4th at 1311.) The Project has numerous public 
benefits, such as much-needed housing, open space, commercial and office usesWith the comment’s failure 
to show any "irrational discrimination," the spot zone argument should be rejected. 

The appeal point relies upon and refers to trial court statement of decision in Arts District Community Council 
Los Angeles, et al. v. City of Los Angeles et al. (Case No. BS172014).  It is important to note that the statement 
of decision is not legal precedent or in any way binding on the City.  That case has been dismissed with 
prejudice.  Neither a writ nor a judgment was entered in that case.  Thus, the decision has no legal value 
whatsoever.   

Appellant Statement: 
 

B. The FEIR's consistency findings fail to analyze relevant policies regarding the preservation of 
industrially-zoned land.  
 

When conducting an environmental impact analysis, an agency's determinations must be supported by 
evidence in the record. (Code Civ. Proc. § 1094.5 [providing that agency findings must be supported by record 
evidence]; Pub. Resources Code § 21168 [applying the Section 1094.5 standard to CEQA actions].) An agency 
cannot simply draw conclusions without analysis. (See Topanga Association for a Scenic Community v. County 
of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506, 511-512, 515 ["Topanga"].) It "must set forth findings to bridge the 
analytic gap between the raw evidence and ultimate decision or order." (Ibid.) 

The DEIR concludes that "the Project would be consistent with the applicable policies of the Framework 
Element ... and, therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur." (DEIR IV.G-23.) This is not supported 
by the evidence or by reasonable analysis. The City failed to analyze relevant, applicable land use plans and 
requirements. Framework Element Policy 7.2.8 provides that the City must "[r]etain ... current manufacturing 
and industrial land use designations." Policy 7 .2.9 mandates that the City must "[l]imit the redesignation of 
existing industrial land to other land uses." Framework Element Policy 3.14.6 provides that industrial lands 
should only be converted when "it can be demonstrated that the reduction of industrial lands will not adversely 
impact the City's ability to accommodate sufficient industrial uses to provide jobs for the City's residents or 
incur adverse fiscal impacts." In addition, Chapter 3 of the Framework Element provides "[w]here such 
[industrial] lands are to be converted, their appropriate use shall be the subject of future planning studies." The 
City failed to address or clearly analyze these policies in the FEIR. (See FEIR, §§ II, III.) 

The City also failed to analyze the Project's inconsistency with the applicable Community Plan, which explains 
that the City faces "[i]ntrusion of commercial and residential uses into previously industrial areas." (Central City 
North Community Plan I-7; see DEIR, p. Ill [explaining that Project is within the Central City North Community 
Plan].) Community Plan Objective 3-1 directs the City to preserve industrially zoned land. (Id. at III-8.) Objective 
3-3 directs the City to "retain industrial plan designations ... and to increase it (sic) whenever possible." (Ibid.) 
The City's analysis does not meaningfully address objectives 3-1or3-3, but only states in passing that the 
Project is inconsistent with Objectives 3-1.1 and 3-3.1. (DEIR, pp. IV.G-8 - IV.G-11, IV.G-40, IV.G-45.)  

This is impermissible under CEQA. In ADCCLA, supra, the project applicant obtained a zone change and GPA 
to alter the project land use designation from Heavy Manufacturing (M3) to Commercial (C2). (ADCCLA, supra, 
1.) The court found that the City violated CEQA because it did not analyze or discuss the exact Framework 
Element and Central City North Community Plan policies listed, above. (Id. at 31-35.) The City cannot 
completely fail to analyze the applicable policies in the Framework Element and the Central City North 
Community Plan, and still find that the Project is consistent with applicable land use plans. If the City retains 
this analysis and approves the Advisory Agency's determination, it's action will constitute an unlawful abuse of 
discretion. (See McAllister v. California Coastal Com. (2008) 169 Cal.App.4th 912, 921; Code Civ. Proc. § 
1094.5; Pub. Resources Code§ 21168.)  

Staff Response: 
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The comment alleges that the Project’s EIR consistency findings fail to analyze relevant policies regarding the 
preservation of industrially-zoned land. The Project’s consistency with applicable goals, objectives, and 
policies in the Framework Element is analyzed in Table IV.G-3 of the Draft EIR. In addition, the Project’s 
consistency with certain economic development goals, objectives, and policies is discussed below for 
informational purposes. As these economic development goals, objectives, and policies were not adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, any potential inconsistency therewith would not 
be considered to be a significant environmental impact. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e).). The policies 
are economic development policies that was not specifically adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. Therefore, the following is for informational purposes only. The Project Site represents only 
approximately 0.15 percent of the industrially-zoned land in the Central City North Community Plan area. 
Therefore, adequate land would remain for emerging industrial sector. In addition, the Project’s creative office 
space could be designed to accommodate the emerging media and entertainment industry in the area, as 
evidenced by Warner Music’s recent relocation to 7th Street and Santa Fe.  Further, the Project site is currently 
vacant with a corresponding 0.05:1 FAR, and the Project would result in an increase of 662 jobs onsite and would 
generate substantial ongoing revenues to the City in the form of sales and property taxes. Manufacturing 
employment has declined dramatically on a regional basis, being replaced by service and creative jobs. 

In or about 2007, the City Planning Department and Community Redevelopment Agency formulated an 
Industrial Land Use Policy (ILUP) that was intended to preserve certain industrially-zoned land in the City for 
industrial use. The City Planning Commission approved the ILUP, but it was never formally presented to the 
City Council for consideration or adoption.  Since the ILUP was not adopted, the City is considering zone 
changes and General Plan Amendments from industrial designations on a case-by-case basis, as it has 
historically done. 

However, the ILUP identified the specific Project Site as an “Employment Protection Districts” - area where 
industrial zoning should be maintained, and where adopted General Plan, Community Plan and 
Redevelopment Plan industrial land use designations should continue to be implemented. Residential uses in 
these Districts are not appropriate. However as indicated in the Land Use Chapter of the Framework Element, 
some existing industrially zoned lands may be inappropriate for new industries and should be converted for 
other land uses. Where such lands are to be converted, their appropriate use shall be the subject of future 
planning studies. This is satisfied in several ways. First, the entire project approval process, including the 
CEQA process, the entitlement process, and the various points therein for public comment form a planning 
study themselves. The CEQA process included an Environmental Impact Report, which assessed the 
surrounding land uses, as well as an analysis of the proposed land use in relation to the General Plan and the 
LA CEQA Guidelines threshold for land use compatibility.  The entitlement process further analyzed in detail 
the Goals and Policies of the General Plan, and demonstrated that the project met the overall intent of the 
General Plan.  As demonstrated therein,  the land use pattern, both in the immediate neighborhood of the 
subject property and in the larger Arts District, has evolved from its historic industrial and manufacturing uses 
to compatible and complimentary residential, creative office, and related retail/cultural/entertainment uses, 
alongside traditional industrial uses, reflecting larger employment and economic trends.  The Project Site is 
approximately 1.78 acres and the nearby area contains a mix of industrial, residential, and commercial uses, 
including former industrial sites that have been redeveloped or replaced with arts-focused live-work projects 
within 0.5 mile, as noted in the related projects listed in Section III, Environmental Setting, Table III-2, of the 
Draft EIR and shown in Figure III-2 of the Draft EIR. In addition, the ILUP Map for Analysis Area 5 shows that 
the Project Site survey of land use is “Commercial / Service / Office”, and the ILUP forms a planning study 
itself. Thus, the surrounding area reflects a Project Site that had already converted from industrial uses.  Finally, 
the ILUP stated that if unique circumstances existed to approve a change of use or zone in an ‘Employment 
Protection District’ the findings for such determination must be clearly articulated and the project should be 
required to incorporate community benefits. These findings are clearly articulated in the Recommendation 
Report to the City Planning Commission for the General Plan Amendment pursuant to Section 555 of the City 
Charter and Section 11.5.6 of the Municipal Code, vesting zone change and height district change pursuant to 
Section 12.32 of the Municipal Code, and Site Plan Review pursuant to LAMC 16.05. 
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The ILUP Map for Analysis Area 5 shows that the Project Site survey of land use is “Commercial / Service / 
Office”. Thus, the Site is clearly not industrial use.  The Project Site is approximately 1.78 acres and the nearby 
area contains a mix of industrial, residential, and commercial uses, including former industrial sites that have 
been redeveloped or replaced with arts-focused live-work projects within 0.5 mile, as noted in the related 
projects listed in Section III, Environmental Setting, Table III-2, of the Draft EIR and shown in Figure III-2 of the 
Draft EIR.  Thus, the surrounding area, and the ILUP map reflected a Project Site that had already converted 
from industrial uses. This supports the requested GPA and does not hinder the preservation of industrial land, 
which occurs elsewhere. The ILUP is an additional study that meets the Framework Element Chapter 3 
definition of an industrial conversion study. 

Appellant Statement: 
 

C. The FEIR fails to analyze the cumulative displaced industrial development impacts from the 
Project and related Projects.  
 

An environmental review document must consider cumulative impacts. (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21155.2(b)(l).) Cumulative impacts are the change in the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and foreseeable future projects. (Cal. 
Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15355(b).) An agency must "examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or 
avoiding the project's contribution to any significant cumulative effects." (Ibid.) In this process, it "must use its 
best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can." (San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City 
& County of San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 74 ["San Franciscans"].)  

In ADCCLA, supra, the court found that the City "failed to comply with CEQA because the MND and SCEA do 
not discuss the cumulative displaced industrial development impacts from this and other projects." (ADCCLA, 
supra, at 34.) In the cumulative impacts land use analysis in this EIR, the City failed to analyze how the Project, 
in conjunction with other projects in the vicinity, would result in the displacement of industrial land uses, though 
the DEIR indicates that several other related projects would result in the provision of "residential and 
commercial uses in formerly industrially-zoned lots." (See DEIR, pp. IV.G-61 - IV.G-63.) Likewise, as raised in 
the DEIR Comment Letter, the City fails to examine the impacts that the Project and related projects that alter 
existing industrial land use designations in the downtown Los Angeles Area will generally have on industrial 
land uses. (DEIR, p. 5.) The EIR does nothing to analyze or address these impacts. (See, e.g., FEIR, §III.) 
This does not evidence that the City used its "best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can," 
and, if upheld, will constitute reversible error. (See San Franciscans, supra, 151 Cal.App.3d at 74.) 

Staff Response: 
 
The comment alleges that the Project’s EIR fails to analyze the cumulative displaced industrial development 
impacts from the Project and related projects. Appellant submits no evidence of such an impact.  Moreover, 
the Draft EIR did analyze the related projects in the area, which represents a trend that has been occurring for 
at least 10 years. The land use pattern, both in the immediate neighborhood of the Project Site and in the 
larger Arts District, has evolved alongside its historic industrial and manufacturing uses with compatible and 
complimentary residential, creative office, and related retail/cultural/entertainment uses.  The Project Site is 
approximately 1.78 acres and the nearby area contains a mix of industrial, residential, and commercial uses, 
including former industrial sites that have been redeveloped or replaced with arts-focused live-work projects 
within 0.5 mile, as noted in the related projects listed in Section III, Environmental Setting, Table III-2, of the 
Draft EIR and shown in Figure III-2 of the Draft EIR. This evolution reflects larger employment and economic 
trends in the City. Therefore, the Project will not have any material effect on future conversions of industrial 
land to office, residential, or commercial uses in the Arts District. Additionally, it is unlikely that the Project Site 
could in fact attract any viable industrial use particularly given its vacant status. 

Moreover, the conversion of industrial land is an economic issue that is not within the scope of CEQA review 
unless it results in adverse impacts on the physical environment. The Project Site is vacant and would not 
displace existing industrial uses. While the related projects may displace the existing warehouse or industrial 



VTT-74564-1A    13 
 

  
 

uses, it is unclear whether these uses will go out of business or relocate. It would be speculative to assume 
that they will relocate to other sites in the area. If they were to relocate, it is unclear whether these businesses 
would move into existing buildings or seek to develop new facilities. The latter would require discretionary 
approval and CEQA review. As such, cumulative impacts related to displacement of industrial uses would be 
less than significant. 

Further, the Central City North Community Plan’s description of the Artists-in-Residence Subarea District, 
whose southern boundary is a half a mile north of the Project Site at Sixth Street, defines an area “primarily 
made up of old warehouses now converted to artists lofts and studios.” The description of the Artists-in-
Residence District also notes that the Community Plan “encourages the continued and expanded development 
of a thriving artists-in-residence community.”  In addition, the Project supports the General Plan by contributing 
to the available housing stock within the City and towards the housing crisis in the City, as well as the Mayor’s 
initiative to build 100,000 new housing units by 2020. Also, in support of Framework Element Policy 3.3 
(promote equitable land use decisions that result in fewer vehicle trips by providing greater proximity and 
access to jobs…), the proposed General Plan Amendment would locate housing near jobs-rich Downtown 
while also allowing for jobs-producing uses. 

Appellant Statement: 
 

D. The FEIR fails to identify significant environmental impacts. 

An "EIR must include a detailed statement concerning the environmental effects, alternatives and other 
relevant factors concerning the project." (Pesticide Action Network North America v. Department of Pesticide 
Regulation (2017) 15 Cal.App.5th 478, 494, citing Committee for a Progressive Gilroy v. State Water 
Resources Control Bd (1987) 192 Cal.App.3d 847, 856-857.) The EIR however, does not adequately identify 
significant impacts to land use, cumulative air quality impacts, greenhouse gas emissions, or fire and 
emergency services. (See DEIR Comment Letter, pp. 3-9.) Despite DEIR comments raising concerns 
regarding the failure to identify significant impacts in these areas, the City failed to correct the DEIR's faulty 
analysis in the FEIR. (See FEIR, §III.) This is impermissible under CEQA.  

Staff Response: 
 
The comment alleges that the Project’s EIR fails to identify significant environmental impacts. The comment 
also lists various environmental topic areas for which the EIR allegedly identified potentially significant impacts, 
but this list contains errors (no potential impacts regarding land use, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions or 
fire and emergency services were identified in connection with the Project’) and also omits multiple 
environmental topic areas for which the Draft EIR performed comprehensive analysis (including greenhouse 
gas emissions modeling and consistency analyses) and determined that no significant impacts would occur.  
 
In addition, the Project provided three alternatives (besides the No Project Alternative) to address the 
significant and unavoidable impact that cannot be feasibly mitigated with respect to traffic (intersection impact 
at Soto Street and Whittier Boulevard). 
 
As the comment does not include any details that are specific to the Project or to the EIR, and does not provide 
any substantial evidence regarding the claimed deficiencies of the EIR, it fails to raise any relevant issues 
under CEQA.  
 
Appellant Statement: 
 

E. The Statement of Overriding Considerations is not supported by substantial evidence and 
adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations will constitute an abuse of discretion. 
 

In the EIR and Notice of Determination, the City found that the Project will result in unavoidable and un-
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mitigatable significant traffic impacts, but nonetheless decided to approve the Project. (See April 26, 2019 
Determination Letter for 2110 Bay Street, Los Angeles, California ["Determination Letter"], p. 96.)1 

CEQA provides that an agency may adopt a project with unavoidable adverse environmental impacts, "[i]f the 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits ... of a proposal project outweigh the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects." (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 
15093(a).) Under CEQA, if an "agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant 
effects [that] are not avoided or substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to 
support its action based on the final EIR and/or other information in the record." (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 
15093(b).) The agency must provide specific overriding legal, economic, social, technological, or other 
considerations that outweigh the environmental impacts of a project. (Pub. Resources Code,§ 21081; CEQA 
Guidelines,§ 15093.) A "statement of overriding considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in 
the record." (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15093(b); see Sierra Club v. County of Contra Costa (1992) Cal. App. 
4th 1212, 1223 ["Sierra Club"] [disapproved on other grounds in Voices of the Wetlands v. State Water 
Resources Control Bd (2011) 52 Cal.4th 499] .) 

In Sierra Club, supra, Cal. App. 4th 1212, the agency adopted a statement of overriding considerations that 
listed twelve project benefits that the agency claimed overcame the project's environmental impacts. The court 
found that three of the twelve asserted benefits were not supported by substantial evidence, and, thus 
determined that the statement of overriding considerations was defective. (Id. at 1224.) Likewise, here, the 
City's asserted benefits are not supported by substantial evidence. For example, the City states that the Project 
results in the "[l]ocation of a high-density mixed-use development on an under-utilized site." (Letter of 
Determination, p. 100.) But the record does not support a conclusion that the site is "underutilized," and the 
City does not define this term or discuss the relevance of this term in reference to the applicable industrial use 
land designations of the Project site. The Project Site is currently home to a large manufacturing building and 
other items and structures related to industrial uses. (DEIR, p. II-5.) The City of Los Angeles is in desperate 
need of industrial and manufacturing land, and thus, sites with buildings and amenities that support 
manufacturing are heavily utilized and in high demand. (See Los Angeles Department of City Planning and 
Community Redevelopment Agency, Los Angeles' Industrial Land, Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy (Dec. 
2007) <http://planning.lacity.org/Code_Studies/LanduseProj/Industrial_Files/Attachment%20B.pdf> [as of 
Dec. 13, 2018] ["Competition for industrially zoned land in Los Angeles is extremely high; industrial land in the 
City has the lowest vacancy rate in the nation, remaining consistently below two percent.") This does not 
support a conclusion that, in order to appropriately utilize the Project site, it must be constructed into a mixed-
use development. As the record does not contain substantial evidence that supports these asserted benefits, 
under Sierra Club's holding and California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 15093(b), the City's Statement 
of Overriding Considerations is defective and unlawful.  

Staff Response: 

The comment alleges that the Statement of Overriding Considerations is not supported by substantial evidence 
yet fails to provide any substantial evidence of any such failure. As demonstrated above, the Project will not 
have any material effect on future conversions of industrial land to office, residential, or commercial uses in 
the Arts District. The comment alleges there is no evidence that the Project site is underutilized.  The Site is 
currently underutilized as it has been vacant since 2014 with a 0.05:1 FAR, and the Project would result in an 
increase of 662 jobs onsite and would generate substantial ongoing revenues to the City in the form of sales 
and property taxes. Manufacturing employment has declined dramatically on a regional basis, being replaced 
by service and creative jobs. The Project is merely a continuation and recognition of this evolution.   

 

Appellant Statement: 

                                                 
1  Southwest Carpenters contends that the Project will have several other significant impacts and raises these impacts by reference to their DEIR Comment 

Letter, attached hereto. (See generally DEIR Comment Letter.) 
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F. The FEIR fails to adequately respond to comments. Southwest Carpenters and others submitted 
comments to the City regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  
 

CEQA mandates: "[t]he lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response." (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15088.)  

The FEIR, however, failed to provide responses that specifically addressed or mitigated the concerns raised 
by Southwest Carpenters and others. For example, Southwest Carpenters raised the fact that the DEIR failed 
to examine several relevant and essential Framework Element Policies regarding the preservation of Industrial 
Land Uses, including Framework Element Policies 7.2.8, 7.2.9, and 3.14.6. (See DEIR Comment Letter.) The 
City, however, fails to address this deficiency in the FEIR or update its analysis to include and discuss these 
essential policies. (See FEIR, pp. III-I -III-3, II-26- II-27.) Likewise, the City failed to meaningfully respond to or 
alter the FEIR in response to Southwest Carpenters' concern that the DEIR failed to analyze the spot zone 
created by the Project per the Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. (FEIR, pp. III-I - III-3, II-32- II-34.)  

In addition, the City failed to respond to clarifying questions posed by Southwest Carpenters. For example, in 
the DEIR Comment Letter, Southwest Carpenters asked, "Did the City solely analyze cumulative impacts from 
projects within 500 feet of the Project site?" (DEIR Comment Letter, p. 7.) The City never responded to this 
inquiry. (FEIR, p. II-35 - II-37.) 

The City's failure to adequately respond to comments violates CEQA.  

Staff Response: 

The comment alleges that the Project’s Final EIR did not provide an adequate response to spot zoning, 
industrial land use policies, and preservation of industrial land uses comments. The comment fails to 
demonstrate the responses in the Final EIR are inadequate under CEQA Guidelines section 15088; rather the 
commenter merely disagrees with the responses.  Disagreement does not demonstrate response inadequacy.  
Additionally, as to the issues raised by the appeal, an Errata to the EIR was prepared which specifically 
responded to the appeal issues including demonstrating that the Project would not constitute spot zoning; that 
the economic development goals, objectives, and policies were not adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect, any potential inconsistency therewith would not be considered to be a 
significant environmental impact, yet provided a discussion of these policies;  demonstrating the Project will 
not have any material effect on future conversions of industrial land to office, residential, or commercial uses 
in the Arts District and that it is unlikely that the Project Site could in fact attract any viable industrial use as the 
Project is merely a continuation and recognition of this now firmly established pattern. 

The City did respond to the inquiry of cumulative impacts. Final EIR Response to Comment Carpenters-8 
provides the response. The Draft EIR comports with CEQA case law and CEQA Guidelines for compilation 
and analysis of cumulative impacts from related projects. The cumulative analysis is appropriate. Individual 
projects that generate emissions not in excess of SCAQMD’s significance thresholds would not contribute 
considerably to any potential cumulative impact as these are taken into account in the regional significance 
thresholds (as opposed to the localized significant thresholds). SCAQMD neither recommends quantified 
analyses of the emissions generated by a set of cumulative development projects nor provides thresholds of 
significance to be used to assess the impacts associated with these emissions, again, as they are accounted 
for in the regional thresholds. 

 
Appellant Statement: 
 
G. The Mitigation Monitoring Program is incomplete. 
 
Because the City failed to property identify significant impacts, the City also failed to create a complete 
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mitigation monitoring program to appropriately minimize such impacts. CEQA provides a "substantive mandate 
that public agencies refrain from approving projects for which there are ... mitigation measures" that can lessen 
the environmental impact of proposed projects. (Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish & Game Com. (1997) 16 
Cal.4th 105, 134 ["Mountain Lion"], citing Pub. Resources Code § 21081.) In order to ensure that a Project's 
impacts to the environment are effectively lessened, such measures must be included as mitigation, and 
mitigation must be fully enforceable. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.4(a)(l) ["An EIR shall describe feasible 
measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts ... "]; id. at§ 15126.4(a)(2) [mitigation "must be 
fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding instruments"].) Without a 
proper analysis and identification of significant environmental impacts, the City cannot provide proper 
mitigation. The City's mitigation monitoring program, therefore, does not meet CEQA's mandate to lessen 
environmental impacts. 

Staff Response: 
 
The comment alleges that the MMP is incomplete yet fails to provide any substantial evidence of any such 
failure. As the comment does not include any details that are specific to the Project or to the EIR, and does not 
provide any substantial evidence regarding the claimed deficiencies of the EIR, it fails to raise any relevant 
issues under CEQA.  
 
Appellant Statement: 
II. The Project is Inconsistent with the Framework Element and the Community Plan, so Approval of 
the Vesting Tentative Tract Map Will Violate Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 17.00 et seq. and the 
Subdivision Map Act. 
 
The Subdivision Map Act ("SMA") provides that subdivisions must be consistent with land use requirements, 
including "local ordinances dealing with subdivisions." (Gov. Code, § 66474.60.) The SMA provides that "[i]n 
cities having a population larger than 2,800,000, the advisory agency ... shall deny approval of a tentative map 
... if it makes any of the following findings ... [t]hat the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general 
and specific plans" or "the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consistent with applicable 
general and specific plans." (Id. at§§ 66474.61 (a), (b).) Los Angeles Municipal Code ("L.A.M.C.") section 
17.0S(C) provides that subdivisions shall comply with relevant zoning and "shall substantially conform to all 
other elements of the General Plan."  
 
The evidence does not support a finding that the Project complies with the Framework Element or Central City 
North Community Plan. As discussed supra, Framework Element policies 7.2.8 and 7.2.9 require that the City 
preserve industrial land. Policy 3.14.6 provides that industrial lands should only be converted when "it can be 
demonstrated that the reduction of industrial lands will not adversely impact the City's ability to accommodate 
sufficient industrial uses to provide jobs for the City's residents or incur adverse fiscal impacts." Chapter 3 of 
the Framework Element requires that "[ w ]here such [industrial] lands are to be converted, their appropriate 
use shall be the subject of future planning studies." Likewise, Community Plan Objective 3-1 directs the City 
to preserve industrially zoned land. (Id at III-8.) Objective 3-3 directs the City to "retain industrial plan 
designations ... and to increase it (sic) whenever possible." (Ibid) The City's analysis does not meaningfully 
address objectives 3-1 or 3-3, but only states in passing that the Project is inconsistent with Objectives 3.1-1 
and 3-3.1. (DEIR, pp. IV.G-8-IV.G-l 1, IV.G-40, IV.G-45.) 

Despite these requirements, the record contains no evidence that the conversion of the Project site from an 
industrial land use designation supports the preservation of industrial land, or that the City made the findings 
or completed the planning studies required by the Framework Element before approving the zone change and 
General Plan Amendment for the Project. Nor does the record demonstrate that the Project complies with 
Community Plan Objectives 3-1 or 3-3. (DEIR Comment Letter, pp. 2-5; FEIR, pp. III-I - III-3, II-26 - II-27.) In 
ADCCLA, the Court found that such failures to analyze Framework Element policies or Community Plan 
Objectives regarding the preservation of industrially-zoned land where a project obtained a zone change and 
GPA to alter the industrial land use designation "preclude subdivision approval under both the SMA and 
LAMC." (ADCCLA, supra, p. 43.)  
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If the Advisory Agency's determination is upheld, the City will violate the SMA and LAMC. section 17.05(C), 
because the Project fails to conform to the Central City North Community Plan and Framework Element. 

Staff Response: 

The comment alleges that the Project’s EIR consistency findings fail to analyze relevant policies regarding the 
preservation of industrially-zoned land. The Project’s consistency with applicable goals, objectives, and 
policies in the Framework Element is analyzed in Table IV.G-3 of the Draft EIR. Regarding economic 
development goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan, they were not adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, any potential inconsistency therewith would not be considered 
to be a significant environmental impact. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e).). The policies are economic 
development policies that were not specifically adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect. The Project Site represents only approximately 0.15 percent of the industrially-zoned land in the Central 
City North Community Plan area. Therefore, adequate land would remain for the emerging and existing industrial 
sector. In addition, the Project’s creative office space could be designed to accommodate the emerging media 
and entertainment industry in the area, as evidence by Warner Music’s recent relocation to 7th Street and Santa 
Fe. Further, the Site is currently vacant (since 2014) with an 0.05:1 FAR, and the Project would result in an 
increase of 662 jobs onsite and would generate substantial ongoing revenues to the City in the form of sales and 
property taxes. Manufacturing employment has declined dramatically on a regional basis, being replaced by 
service and creative jobs. 

Appellant Statement: 
 
Aggrieved by Decision 
 
Members of Southwest Carpenters live and work in the City of Los Angeles and are concerned about the 
environmental impacts of this Project. Without an adequate environmental review document, Southwest 
Carpenters and its members are aggrieved because the Project's environmental impacts have not been fully 
disclosed. Similarly, Southwest Carpenters has a keen interest in seeing adequate mitigation provided to 
properly address environmental impacts through preparation of an EIR. Southwest Carpenters is also 
interested in orderly planning within the City and adherence to state planning laws, and is, thus, further 
aggrieved by the City's failure to adhere to its General Plan. 
 
Staff Response: 
 
As demonstrated above, the City prepared an adequate environmental review document and all impacts were 
fully disclosed. No additional mitigation is necessary. 
 
Appellant Statement: 
 
Decisionmaker Error 
The Hearing Officer erred in approving the EIR for the Project when the EIR fails the informational purposes 
of CEQA, and the EIR does not adopt all feasible mitigation measures. The Hearing Officer's decision to certify 
an EIR that has not been properly prepared as required under CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and case law 
constitutes an abuse of discretion. The City's failure to ensure Project consistency with its General Plan 
constitutes additional error that must be corrected prior to the City's approval of the Project, and the Hearing 
Officer's action to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map was in violation of the SMA. 
 
Staff Response: 
 
This comment states that the  Advisory Agency should not have approved the EIR. As demonstrated above, 
the City prepared an adequate environmental review document and all impacts were fully disclosed. No 
additional mitigation is necessary. The EIR demonstrates consistency with applicable General Plan policies. 
 



VTT-74564-1A    18 
 

  
 

Conclusion 

As discussed above, upon careful consideration of the appellants’ points, the appellants have failed to 
adequately disclose how the City erred or abused its agency 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 Advisory 
Agency’s actions on this matter. 
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CENTRAL CITY NORTH - ALAMEDA
INDUSTRIAL AREA DIRECTIONS

EMPLOYMENT PROTECTION DISTRICT (EMP):

Areas where industrial zoning should be maintained, i.e., where adopted 
General Plan, Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan industrial land use 
designations should continue to be implemented. Residential uses in these 
Districts are not appropriate.

INDUSTRIAL MIXED USE DISTRICT (IMU):

Areas that should remain as predominantly industrial/employment 
districts, but which may support a limited amount of residential uses. 

TRANSITION DISTRICT (TD):

Areas where the viability of industrial use has been compromised by 
significant conversions and where this transition to other uses should 
be continued. Transition Districts have been identified in areas where 
“Alternate Policies” (AP) such as specific plans, Transit Oriented 
Districts (TOD) and other planning efforts are anticipated or in process. 
Unlike “Industrial Mixed Use Districts,” stand-alone housing or mixed 
use developments containing housing and commercial uses may be 
appropriate in “Transition Districts.”

CORRECTION AREA (CA):

Areas where earlier land use decisions resulted in inappropriate land use 
conflicts. A change in zoning and land use designations to correct existing 
land use conflicts is deemed appropriate and should be encouraged. 
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Plan Overlays & Special Districts
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C
4

STAFF DIRECTIONS:

Preserve industrial zoning consistent with Central City 

North Community Plan; allow industrial and ancillary 

commercial uses only.  

 

CENTRAL CITY NORTH - ALAMEDA:
ANALYSIS AREA 1

















11

22

33

44

55

EMPLOYMENT  
PROTECTION DISTRICT

Total Acres - 34 Total Businesses - 30 Total Jobs - 668

7



ILUP Geographically Specific Directions • December 2007

Plan Overlays & Special Districts

p  Enterprise Zone 

p  Empowerment Zone

p  Overlay (TOD,  
	 Master Plan, etc.)

p  Specific Plan

p  Redevelopment  
	 Project Area

p  Design for Development

Existing Land Use 2006 
(Acres & Percent of Analysis Area)

Survey Land Use
Industrial

Research / Intellectual / Industry

Light Industry

Auto

Storage

Heavy Industrial and Manufacturing

Entertainment / Production

Commercial
Grocery / Liquor / Convenience

Restaurant / Bar

Commercial / Service / Office

Retail

Adult

Infrastructure
Parking / Associated Parking

Railroad

Bridges / Streets / other ROWs

Misc. / Other
Institutional

Residential

Vacant

Other / Unknown

Generalized Zoning
Residential

Commercial

Industrial

OS / PF

Transit Stops and Lines
Metro Rail Stations

Transit Stops

MetroLink Lines

Metro Blue Line

Metro Gold Line and Extension

Metro Red Line

Metro El Monte Busway

Metro HarborTransit Way

Metro Rapid Lines
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STAFF DIRECTIONS:

As part of Community Plan update and/or Civic  

Center Master Plan program, develop a Transit  

Oriented District (TOD) Plan to establish appropriate 

zoning and land uses relative to adjacent Little Tokyo 

community and Artist in Residence District. Support 

pedestrian linkages to LA River through design and 

infrastructure improvements as identified in LA River 

Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP). In the interim, 

consider applications that enhance TOD goals on  

a case by case basis.

 

CENTRAL CITY NORTH - ALAMEDA:
ANALYSIS AREA 2

Total Acres - 24 Total Businesses - 117 Total Jobs - 939

















TRANSITION  
DISTRICT

11

22

33

44

55

7



ILUP Geographically Specific Directions • December 2007

Plan Overlays & Special Districts

p  Enterprise Zone 

p  Empowerment Zone

p  Overlay (TOD,  
	 Master Plan, etc.)

p  Specific Plan

p  Redevelopment  
	 Project Area

p  Design for Development

Existing Land Use 2006 
(Acres & Percent of Analysis Area)

Survey Land Use
Industrial

Research / Intellectual / Industry

Light Industry

Auto

Storage

Heavy Industrial and Manufacturing

Entertainment / Production

Commercial
Grocery / Liquor / Convenience

Restaurant / Bar

Commercial / Service / Office

Retail

Adult

Infrastructure
Parking / Associated Parking

Railroad

Bridges / Streets / other ROWs

Misc. / Other
Institutional

Residential

Vacant

Other / Unknown

Generalized Zoning
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OS / PF

Transit Stops and Lines
Metro Rail Stations

Transit Stops

MetroLink Lines

Metro Blue Line

Metro Gold Line and Extension

Metro Red Line

Metro El Monte Busway

Metro HarborTransit Way

Metro Rapid Lines
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STAFF DIRECTIONS:

Preserve industrial zoning consistent with Central City 

North Community Plan; allow industrial, neighborhood-

serving commercial, and neighborhood-scale professional  

service/office uses. Maintain and strengthen Artist in 

Residence District as established in the Community 

Plan; continue to allow live/work uses and adaptive reuse 

of existing buildings. Allow new residential construction 

only when it is consistent with and supports the intent of 

the Artist in Residence District, with a requirement for 

affordable artist housing and other community benefits. 

Support pedestrian linkages to LA River through design 

and infrastructure improvements as identified in LA 

River Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP) prioritizing 

1st and 4th Streets.

 

CENTRAL CITY NORTH - ALAMEDA:
ANALYSIS AREA 3

Total Acres - 106 Total Businesses - 116 Total Jobs - 1,040

















INDUSTRIAL  
MIXED USE DISTRICT

11

22

33

44

55

7
7



ILUP Geographically Specific Directions • December 2007

Plan Overlays & Special Districts

p  Enterprise Zone 

p  Empowerment Zone

p  Overlay (TOD,  
	 Master Plan, etc.)

p  Specific Plan

p  Redevelopment  
	 Project Area

p  Design for Development

Existing Land Use 2006 
(Acres & Percent of Analysis Area)

Survey Land Use
Industrial

Research / Intellectual / Industry

Light Industry

Auto

Storage

Heavy Industrial and Manufacturing

Entertainment / Production

Commercial
Grocery / Liquor / Convenience

Restaurant / Bar

Commercial / Service / Office

Retail

Adult

Infrastructure
Parking / Associated Parking

Railroad

Bridges / Streets / other ROWs

Misc. / Other
Institutional

Residential

Vacant

Other / Unknown

Generalized Zoning
Residential

Commercial

Industrial

OS / PF

Transit Stops and Lines
Metro Rail Stations

Transit Stops

MetroLink Lines

Metro Blue Line

Metro Gold Line and Extension

Metro Red Line

Metro El Monte Busway

Metro HarborTransit Way

Metro Rapid Lines
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STAFF DIRECTIONS:

Extend Artist in Residence District into the area 

bounded by 6th Street to the north, Mateo Street to 

the east, south to 7th Street and west to Mill Street. 

Amend Community Plan to reflect expansion of 

Artist in Residence District. Preserve industrial zoning 

consistent with Central City North Community Plan; 

allow industrial, neighborhood-serving commercial, 

and neighborhood-scale professional service/office 

uses. Maintain and continue to allow live/work uses 

and adaptive reuse of existing buildings. Allow new 

residential construction only when it is consistent 

with and supports the intent of the Artist in Residence 

District, with a requirement for affordable artist housing 

and other community benefits.

CENTRAL CITY NORTH - ALAMEDA:
ANALYSIS AREA 4

Total Acres - 28 Total Businesses - 10 Total Jobs - 106

















INDUSTRIAL  
MIXED USE DISTRICT

11

22

33

44

55

7
7



ILUP Geographically Specific Directions • December 2007

Plan Overlays & Special Districts

p  Enterprise Zone 

p  Empowerment Zone

p  Overlay (TOD,  
	 Master Plan, etc.)

p  Specific Plan

p  Redevelopment  
	 Project Area

p  Design for Development

Existing Land Use 2006 
(Acres & Percent of Analysis Area)

Survey Land Use
Industrial

Research / Intellectual / Industry

Light Industry

Auto

Storage

Heavy Industrial and Manufacturing

Entertainment / Production

Commercial
Grocery / Liquor / Convenience

Restaurant / Bar

Commercial / Service / Office

Retail

Adult

Infrastructure
Parking / Associated Parking

Railroad

Bridges / Streets / other ROWs

Misc. / Other
Institutional

Residential

Vacant

Other / Unknown

Generalized Zoning
Residential

Commercial

Industrial

OS / PF

Transit Stops and Lines
Metro Rail Stations

Transit Stops

MetroLink Lines

Metro Blue Line

Metro Gold Line and Extension

Metro Red Line

Metro El Monte Busway

Metro HarborTransit Way

Metro Rapid Lines
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CENTRAL CITY NORTH - ALAMEDA:
ANALYSIS AREA 5

Total Acres - 656 Total Businesses - 541 Total Jobs - 5,610

















EMPLOYMENT  
PROTECTION DISTRICT

STAFF DIRECTIONS:

Preserve industrial zoning consistent with Central City 

North Community Plan; allow industrial and ancillary 

commercial uses only. 
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