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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
ENV-2016-2264-MND

V. Cultural Resources
Mitigation Measure V-1

e A qualified paleontologist shall be retained to perform periodic inspections of excavation and grading
activities at the Project Site. The frequency of inspections shall be based on consultation with the
paleontologist and shall depend on the rate of excavation and grading activities, the materials being
excavated, and if found, the abundance and type of fossils encountered. If paleontological materials are
encountered, the paleontologist shall temporarily divert or redirect grading and excavation activities in the
area of the exposed material to facilitate evaluation and, if necessary, salvage. The paleontologist shall
then assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact. The
Applicant shall then comply with the recommendations of the evaluating paleontologist, and a copy of the
paleontological survey report shall be submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum.
Ground-disturbing activities may resume once the paleontologist's recommendations have been
implemented to the satisfaction of the paleontologist.

XIl. Noise

Mitigation Measure XII-1
The Project shall include the following measures during construction period:

e The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144,331 and 161,574, and
any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at
adjacent uses unless technically infeasible.

e Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through
Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday.

e Demolition and construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several pieces of
equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels.

e The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and
muffling devices.

e Temporary noise barriers shall be used along the northern, eastern and western property boundaries to
block the line-of-sight between the construction equipment and the adjacent residences. The noise
barrier shall provide minimum 5 dBA noise reduction to the residences to the west (receptor R1) and
northeast (receptor R3) and 15 dBA noise reduction to the residence to the north (receptor R1).

Mitigation Measure XlI-2

The Applicant shall retain the services of a qualified acoustical engineer with expertise in the design of
building sound insulation, who shall submit a signed report to the City during a plan check for review and
approval, indicating that the proposed building design sound insulation achieves an interior sound
environment of maximum 45 dBA CNEL, per the City of Los Angeles Building Code (LAMC Section 91.1207).

Mitigation Measure XII-3

Retain the services of a qualified vibration consultant to monitor ground-borne vibration at the exterior of the
adjacent buildings to the north, south and west of the Project Site during site grading/excavation (when the
use of heavy construction equipment, such as a large bulldozer, drill rig, or loaded truck occurs) within
15 feet of the off-site building structures adjacent to the Project Site. If the measured ground-borne vibration
levels exceed 0.2 inch/second (PPV) at the adjacent off-site structures, the project contractor shall evaluate
and employ alternative construction methods, so that the ground-borne vibration levels would be below 0.2
inch/second (PPV) at the adjacent off-site structures to the north, south and west.

ENV-2016-2264-MND



XVI. Transportation/Traffic

Mitigation Measure XVI-1

Plan construction and construction staging as to maintain adequate and safe pedestrian access on adjacent
sidewalks throughout construction.

Mitigation Measure XVI-2
Covered walkways shall be provided where pedestrians are exposed to potential injury from falling objects.

Mitigation Measure XVI-3

Applicant shall keep sidewalk open during construction until only when it is absolutely required to close or
block sidewalk for construction staging. Sidewalk shall be reopened as soon as reasonably feasible taking
construction and construction staging into account.

ENV-2016-2264-MND
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 615, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDY
AND CHECKLIST

(Article IV B City CEQA Guidelines)

LEAD CITY AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICT DATE

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 13 October 27, 2016
RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

To be determined
PROJECT TITLE/NO. CASE NO.

1717 Wilcox ENV-2016-2264-MND
PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO.

[] DOES have significant changes from previous actions.

[] DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project involves the construction of a 134-room hotel and approximately 3,580 square feet of restaurant uses
(Project) on an approximately 0.47-acre site located at 1717 Wilcox Avenue (Project Site) in the Hollywood
Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles (City). The Project would replace an existing asphalt-paved surface
parking lot and approximately 593-square-foot restaurant with approximately 60,693 square feet of hotel and
restaurant uses within one building that would range in height up to six stories with a maximum building height of
approximately 89 feet. The proposed uses would be supported by 104 parking spaces that would be located within a
two-level subterranean garage and in a partial above grade parking level. Overall, the Project would remove
approximately 593 square feet of existing floor area and construct approximately 60,693 square feet of new floor
area, resulting in a net increase of 60,100 square feet of floor area within the Project Site.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The Project Site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The Project Site is
generally bounded by multi-family residential uses to the north, Wilcox Avenue to the east, commercial uses to the
south, and Hudson Avenue to the west. Primary regional access is provided by the Hollywood Freeway (US-101),
which runs north-south approximately 0.5 mile east of the Project Site. Major arterials providing regional and sub-
regional access to the Project Site vicinity include Sunset Boulevard, Highland Avenue, Santa Monica Boulevard,
Hollywood Boulevard, and Western Avenue. In addition, several transit lines operated by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority and the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (DASH) provide
public transit access in the vicinity of the Project Site.

PROJECT LOCATION

1717 N. Wilcox Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90028

PLANNING DISTRICT STATUS:

] PRELIMINARY
Hollywood [] PROPOSED

X ADOPTED 1998

EXISTING ZONING MAX. DENSITY ZONING
X DOES CONFORM TO PLAN
C4-2D-SN, [Q]R5-2
PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN

] DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN
Regional Center Commercial/High | C2-2D: 3:1
Density Residential; C2-2D-SN/
[Q]R5-2




SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY
] NO DISTRICT PLAN

Commercial, retail, and multi-family
residential

T[] DETERMINATION (To be completed by Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

(] | find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

X | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.
A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[J 1 find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required.

[ I find the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact’ or “potentially significant unless mitigated”
impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier analysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to
be addressed.

[(11 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
including revisiops or mitigat’ion | neasures that are impased upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.




EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls
outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant
with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially
Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“‘Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of a mitigation measure has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to
“Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from
Section XVII, “Earlier Analysis,” cross referenced).

Earlier analysis must be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR, or negative declaration.
Section 15063 (c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. ldentify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources
for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared
or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where
the statement is substantiated

Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s
environmental effects in whichever format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.



ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Transportation/Traffic Utilities/Service Systems Tribal Cultural Resources

[ Aesthetics [0 Agricultural and Forestry Resources [ Air Quality

[J Biological Resources [J Cultural Resources [0 Geology/Soils

[0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions [0 Hazards & Hazardous Materials [0 Hydrology/Water Quality
O Land Use/Planning O Mineral Resources [ Noise

[ Population/Housing [ Public Services [ Recreation

O O O

O

Mandatory Findings of Significance

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency)

<[] BACKGROUND

PROPONENT NAME PHONE NUMBER
Adolfo Suaya (323) 468-0200
PROPONENT ADDRESS

6541 Hollywood Boulevard, Suite 111, Los Angeles, CA 90028

AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST DATE SUBMITTED

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning October 27, 2016

PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable)

1717 Wilcox




<~ ] ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

(Explanations of all potentially and less than significant impacts

are required to be attached on separate sheets)

I. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a.
b.

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or

quality of the site and its surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. In

determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer

to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California

Department of Conservation as an optional model to use

in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In

determining whether impacts to forest resources, including

timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the

Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon

measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols
adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the

project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

b.

C.

d.

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(qg)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(qg))?

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

[l

[
[
[

]

[l

[
[
[

[l

Y

[
X
X

[l

[l

X
[
[
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
e. Involve other changes in the existing environment [] [] [] X

which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

lll. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or
air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [] []
applicable air quality plan?

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute [] []
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of [] []

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
0zone precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant [] []
concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial [] []

number of people?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or [] []
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian [] []
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally [] []
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native [] []
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting [] []
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy

X

X

[]

[l



Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

or ordinance?

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat [] [] [] X
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined in §15064.57

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

I I W R
O X O O
X O X KX
I

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of dedicated cemeteries (see Public Resources
Code, Ch. 1.75, §5097.98, and Health and Safety
Code §7050.5(b))?

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or
death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated [] [] X []
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv. Landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Ood oo
oo oo
MNXNX XX
oo oo

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

[]
[]
X
[]

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use [] [] [] X
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?



Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or [] [] X []
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation [] [] X []
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the
project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the [] [] X []
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the [] [] X []
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or [] [] X []
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of [] [] X []
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, [] [] [] X
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, [] [] [] X
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an [] [] X []
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, [] [] X []
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge [] [] X []
requirements?



Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere [] [] X []
substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the [] [] X []

site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the [] [] X []
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off site?

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed [] [] X []
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? [] [] ¢ []
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as [] [] [] X
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?
h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures [] [] [] X

which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of [] [] X []
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j.  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? [] [] X []

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
Physically divide an established community?

10
10
X
10

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan [] [] [] X
or natural community conservation plan?

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral [] [] [] X
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?



b.

Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

XIl. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a.

XIl.

a.

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,

would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

a.

Fire protection?

b. Police protection?

Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

[] [] [] X
[] X [] []
[] X [] []
[] [] X []
[] X [] []
[] [] [] X
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10

X
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
c. Schools? [] [] X []
d. Parks? [] [] X []
e. Other public facilities? [] [] X []
XV. RECREATION.
a. Would the project increase the use of existing ] [] X []
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require [] [] [] X

the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy [] X [] []
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management ] L] ¢ []
program, including, but not limited to, level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?

c. Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?

f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?

0 N
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XVIl.

XVIIL.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register
of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources
Code section 5020.1(k), or

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the

project:

a.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal
needs?

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Other utilities and service systems?

Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

[l

]

1 O

[]

[]

X

X

[]

[]



XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects).

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
[] X [] []

[ [

[] X
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Attachment A: Project Description

A. Introduction

The project involves the construction of a 134-room hotel and approximately
3,580 square feet of restaurant uses (Project) on an approximately 0.47-acre site located at
1717 Wilcox Avenue (Project Site) in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of
Los Angeles (City). The Project would replace an existing asphalt-paved surface parking
lot and approximately 593-square-foot restaurant’ with approximately 60,693 square feet of
hotel and restaurant uses within one building that would range in height up to six stories
with a maximum building height of approximately 89 feet. The proposed uses would be
supported by 104 parking spaces that would be located within a two-level subterranean
parking garage and in a partial above-grade parking level. Overall, the Project would
remove approximately 593 square feet of existing floor area and construct approximately
60,693 square feet of new floor area, resulting in a net increase of 60,100 square feet of
floor area within the Project Site.

B. Project Location and Surrounding Uses

The approximately 20,622-square-foot Project Site is located in the Hollywood
Community Plan Area (Community Plan) of the City of Los Angeles, and has a primary
address of 1717 Wilcox Avenue. The Project Site is generally bounded by multi-family
residential uses to the north, Wilcox Avenue to the east, commercial uses to the south, and
commercial uses and Hudson Avenue to the west. Primary regional access is provided by
the Hollywood Freeway (US-101), which runs north-south approximately 0.5 mile east of
the Project Site. Major arterials providing regional and sub-regional access to the Project
Site vicinity include Sunset Boulevard, Highland Avenue, Santa Monica Boulevard,
Hollywood Boulevard, and Western Avenue. In addition, several transit lines operated by
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority and the City of Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (DASH) provide public transit access in the vicinity of the
Project Site. A map of the Project Site and the surrounding area is provided in Figure A-1
on page A-2.

! City of Los Angeles, ZIMAS Parcel Profile Report for 1717 Wilcox Avenue.

City of Los Angeles 1717 Wilcox
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Attachment A:  Project Description

As shown in the aerial photograph provided in Figure A-2 on page A-4, the Project
Site is located in a highly urbanized area that includes a mixture of low- and mid-rise
buildings occupied primarily by multi-family residential and commercial uses, including
retail stores and restaurants. Specifically, directly north of the Project Site are two-story
multi-family residential buildings and a four-story multi-family residential building located
north of these uses. Directly east of the Project Site, across Wilcox Avenue, is the one- to
four-story vacant Pacific Theatre building. Directly south of the Project Site is a one- to
two-story commercial building consisting of a cafe, restaurants, and several specialty
stores. Additional commercial uses are located along Hollywood Boulevard, across from
the one- to two-story commercial building bounding the Project Site. Directly west and
south of portions of the Project Site is a one-story commercial building. West of the Project
Site, across Hudson Avenue, is a four-story multi-family residential building and a surface
parking lot for the tenants of the building.

C. Existing Project Site Conditions

As shown in Figure A-3 on page A-5, the Project Site is currently primarily
developed as an asphalt-paved surface parking lot that provides parking for 78 vehicles. A
portion of the Project Site, along the northeast boundary, includes a restaurant that
comprises approximately 593 square feet. Ingress to the Project Site is available via
driveways along Wilcox Avenue and Hudson Avenue. Egress is only provided at the
driveway along Hudson Avenue. Landscaping within and surrounding the Project Site is
very limited. With the exception of a few on-site ornamental shrubs, the Project Site is
paved. Existing pole lights are also located on the Project Site.

D. Land Use and Zoning

1. Hollywood Community Plan Area

The Project Site is located within the planning boundary of the Hollywood
Community Plan (Community Plan), which was adopted in December 1988. As shown in
Figure A-4 on page A-6, the Project Site comprises two adjacent parcels. As illustrated in
Figure A-4, one of the two parcels is designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses
by the Community Plan. The other parcel is designated for High Density Residential land
uses by the Community Plan.

City of Los Angeles 1717 Wilcox
October 2016
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Attachment A:  Project Description

2. Los Angeles Municipal Code

As shown in Figure A-4 on page A-6, the Project Site is predominantly zoned
C4-2D-SN (Commercial, Height District 2D, Signage Supplemental Use District) with a
small portion of the Project Site zoned [Q]R5-2 (Qualified Multiple Dwelling Residential,
Height District 2).

Subject to some limitations, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) provides that
all uses permitted in the C1, C1.5, and C2 zone are also permitted in the C4 zone. Those
uses include retail stores, offices, hotels, schools, parks, and theaters. The C4 zone also
permits any land use permitted in the R4 (Multiple Dwelling) zone, which includes one-
family dwellings, two-family dwellings, apartment houses, multiple dwellings, and home
occupations at a maximum density of one dwelling unit per 400 square feet of lot area).

Height District 2 within the C4 zone normally imposes a maximum Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) of 6:1 with no height limit. The D limitation attached to the Project Site’s C4 zoning
restricts building height to 45 feet above grade. In addition, total floor area of a structure is
limited to two times the buildable area of the lot (2:1 FAR). The SN in the zoning prefix
indicates that the C4 zoned portion of the Project Site is located in the Hollywood Signage
Supplemental Use District.

The R5 Multiple Dwelling zone permits any use permitted in the more restrictive R1,
R2, R3, and R4 residential zones, as well as hotels, motels, and apartment hotels,
including accessory business uses.

Pursuant to Ordinance No. 165659, the Q Condition attached to the R5 zone
covering a small portion of the Project Site limits the types of development that would
otherwise be allowed in the R5 zone under the LAMC. Uses permitted by right pursuant to
the Q condition include residential uses permitted in the R4 zone, and hotels, motels, and
apartment hotels. Subject to the Zoning Administrator’'s approval, the Q Condition also
permits parking buildings that are accessory to the main use of the lot or accessory to the
main use of another lot located within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, any use
permitted in the C1 zone within buildings which were in existence on the lot upon the
effective date of Ordinance 165659 (March 28, 1990), and any other use permitted in the
C1 zone provided that such use does not exceed a FAR of 1:1 and provided that such
commercial use is combined with a multiple unit residential use with a minimum FAR of 2:1
and with at least 12 dwelling units.

As discussed above, the Project Site comprises two adjacent parcels. One of the
two parcels is designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses while the other parcel
is designated for High Density Residential land uses. The portion of the Project Site

City of Los Angeles 1717 Wilcox
October 2016
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Attachment A:  Project Description

designated Regional Center Commercial is subject to LAMC Section 12.22-A.18, which
provides exceptions from certain LAMC requirements for projects within either the Central
City Community Plan Area or portions of other community plan areas designated as
Regional Centers or Regional Commercial. The exception provided by LAMC Section
12.22-A.18 applies to the requirement set forth in LAMC Sections 12.13-A(1.5) and
12.16-A(2) that hotels within the C4 zone (such as the Project) be situated more than
500 feet from any R zone, absent a Conditional Use Permit. Thus, the Project’s location
within 500 feet of the [Q]R5 zone would not require a Conditional Use Permit.
Notwithstanding the exceptions set forth in LAMC Section 12.22-A.18, the Project would
require a Conditional Use Permit in order to allow a commercial use in the R5 zone
pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24 W.15.

3. Other Applicable Land Use Regulations

In addition to the Hollywood Community Plan area, the Project Site is within the
boundaries of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, Hollywood
Redevelopment Project, Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area, Transit Priority Area, and Los
Angeles Promise Zone. The Project Site is also subject to Historic Preservation Review.

E. Description of Proposed Project

1. Project Overview

The Applicant proposes to develop a 134-room hotel and approximately 3,580
square feet of restaurant uses. The Project would replace an existing asphalt-paved
surface parking lot and approximately 593-square-foot restaurant with approximately
60,693 square feet of hotel and restaurant uses. The proposed uses would be provided
within one hotel building that would range in height up to six stories with a maximum
building height of approximately 89 feet. The proposed uses would be supported by 104
parking spaces that would be located within a two-level subterranean parking garage and
in a partial above-grade parking level. Overall, the Project would remove approximately
593 square feet of existing floor area and construct approximately 60,693 square feet of
new floor area, resulting in a net increase of 60,100 square feet of floor area within the
Project Site. A conceptual illustration of the Project is shown in Figure A-5 on page A-9.

2. Project Design

The proposed hotel would be designed in a contemporary architectural style. As
shown in Figure A-6 through Figure A-9 on pages A-10 through page A-13, the proposed
hotel would comprise three to six levels above a podium level and would feature openings

City of Los Angeles 1717 Wilcox
October 2016
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Conceptual Elevation - East Elevation

Source: Roschen Van Cleve Architects, 2016.
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Conceptual Elevation - South Elevation

Source: Roschen Van Cleve Architects, 2016.
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west elevation

Source: Roschen Van Cleve Architects, 2016.
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Conceptual Elevation - West Elevation
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Conceptual Elevation - North Elevation

Source: Roschen Van Cleve Architects, 2016.
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Attachment A:  Project Description

throughout the building for terraces that would include seating and landscaping. The roof
of the proposed hotel would also include terraces with seating and landscaping as well as a
rooftop bar and a rooftop suite. A transparent architectural roof feature that would include
translucent photovoltaic panels would extend above portions of the seating areas provided
at the rooftop level. As specifically shown in Figure A-6 on page A-10, the primary
structure of the proposed hotel would be designed as a five-story structure above the
podium level located within the central portion of the Project Site. That primary structure
would be flanked by four three- to six-story structures connected to the primary five-story
structure. Two structures would flank the primary structure along the northern boundary of
the Project Site, adjacent to the multi-family-residential uses to the north, including a
three-story structure on the northeast corner of the building and a four-story structure on
the northwest corner of the building. As shown in Figure A-5 on page A-9, along the
northern boundary and in between the two structures that would flank the primary structure,
the building would feature a setback that would include a terrace area with seating and
landscaping to buffer the proposed hotel from the adjacent multi-family residential uses to
the north. Along the southern boundary of the Project Site, toward Hollywood Boulevard
and adjacent to the neighboring one- to two-story commercial building, the primary
structure would be flanked by a four-story structure on the southeast corner of the primary
building and a six-story structure on the southwest corner of the primary building. The
southern boundary of the primary building would feature a setback similar to that along the
northern boundary that would include a terrace area with seating and landscaping. An
additional terrace with landscaping and seating would also be provided along the western
boundary of the Project Site.

The primary five-story structure above the podium level would reach a height of
approximately 67 feet. The six-story structure, which would include the roof suite, would
reach a height of approximately 78 feet. Including the rooftop bar and the architectural roof
feature, the proposed hotel would feature a maximum height of approximately 89 feet. The
hotel would include building fenestration, a variety of surface materials and colors, and a
stepped back design along all the fagades of the building to create horizontal and vertical
articulation, provide visual interest, and minimize the mass of the building. Building
materials would include precast concrete, terra cotta, plaster, aluminum, glass, tile, metal,
and prefinished metal. Glass used in building fagades would be non-reflective or treated
with a non-reflective coating in order to minimize glare. Additionally, all major utilities would
be placed underground.

The ground floor level would feature the hotel lobby and a restaurant. As previously
discussed, the proposed uses would be supported by 104 parking spaces that would be
located within a two-level subterranean parking garage and in a partial above grade
parking level. The subterranean parking garage would extend to a depth of approximately
25 feet below the existing ground surface.

City of Los Angeles 1717 Wilcox
October 2016
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3. Access and Parking

Vehicular access to the Project Site would primarily be provided via a driveway from
Wilcox Avenue. Secondary access would be provided through a driveway from Hudson
Avenue for deliveries and hotel loading. Pedestrian access to the Project Site would be
provided along Wilcox Avenue.

The Project would provide 104 parking spaces that would be located within a
two-level subterranean parking garage and in a partial above grade parking level.
Specifically, approximately 45 parking spaces would be located within the first
subterranean level, 51 parking spaces would be located within the second subterranean
level, and eight parking spaces would be provided in a partial above-grade parking level.
The proposed parking supply would meet the parking requirements of the LAMC. In
addition, in accordance with the LAMC, the Project would provide 29 on-site bicycle parking
spaces, including 13 short-term bicycle parking spaces located on the ground level and
16 long-term bicycle parking spaces located on the lower parking level in.

4. Lighting and Signage

Project lighting would include low-level exterior lights adjacent to the building and
along pathways for aesthetic, security, and wayfinding purposes. Lighting would comply
with current energy standards and codes while providing appropriate light levels for accent
signage, architectural features, and landscaping elements. Light sources would be
shielded and/or directed toward areas to be illuminated thereby minimizing spill-over onto
nearby areas.

The Project’s signage would be designed to be aesthetically compatible with the
proposed architecture of the Project Site and to contextualize lighting designs with other
signage in the surrounding neighborhood. Proposed signage would include general street
level tenant/site identification, visitor directional signage, and temporary construction
signage, as permitted per the LAMC. The Project could also include neon signage. No
off-site or billboard advertising is proposed as part of the Project.

5. Landscaping and Open Space

The Project would provide landscaped terrace areas with seating throughout the
building and would include openings throughout the building for the placement of planter
boxes. As shown in Figure A-5 on page A-9, the Project would include a north terrace, a
south terrace, and a west terrace, as well as additional smaller terraces located above
some of the structures flanking the central portion of the building. Specifically, the north
terrace would be located between the two structures on the northeast and northwest

City of Los Angeles 1717 Wilcox
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corners of the primary building and would be landscaped and include seating. Smaller
terraces would also be located above the two northern structures flanking the primary
structure that would include landscaping and seating. The south terrace would be located
between the two structures on the southeast and southwest corners of the primary building
and would be landscaped and include seating. A smaller terrace would also be provided
above the southeast structure flanking the primary structure and would include landscaping
and seating. The west terrace would be located along the western boundary of the Project
Site and would similarly include landscaping and seating. Landscaping and additional
amenities such as lounge chairs, tables, and umbrellas would also be provided at the roof
level. In addition, a small landscaped area would be located between the entryways to the
hotel lobby and the restaurant on the ground floor of the building and would include space
for bicycle parking.

6. Sustainability Features

The Project would be designed to comply with the City of Los Angeles Green
Building Code. Specifically, the Project would include the installation of translucent
photovoltaic panels that would serve to reduce energy use. Overall energy efficiency
would be maximized with Energy Star-rated appliances, advanced lighting, dual glazed
windows with low-e coating, and an energy efficient thermal building envelope. In addition,
the Project would include low-flow bathroom and plumbing fixtures in accordance with the
City’s Green Building Code. Further, 20 percent of the total code-required parking spaces
would include infrastructure for future electric vehicle charging stations. The Project would
also reduce water use by selecting plant material with low water requirements.

F. Project Construction and Scheduling

Project construction is anticipated to occur over approximately 24 months beginning
in 2017 and completed in 2019. Construction of the Project would commence with
demolition of the existing surface parking area and restaurant, followed by grading and
excavation for the subterranean parking garage. Building foundations would then be laid,
followed by building construction, paving/concrete installation, and landscape installation.
It is estimated that approximately 20,000 cubic yards of export material (e.g., concrete and
asphalt debris) and soil would be hauled from the Project Site during the demolition and
excavation phase. The haul route from the Project Site is anticipated to be via Hollywood
Boulevard to the Hollywood Freeway.
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G. Necessary Approvals

The City of Los Angeles has the principal responsibility for approving the Project and
is the Lead Agency for environmental review. Approvals required for development of the
Project may include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Vesting Zone and Height District Change, pursuant to LAMC Sections 12.32 F
and Q, to change the existing zoning of the portion of the Project Site zoned
C4-2D-SN to C2-2D-SN and to remove the existing D Limitation and impose a
new D Limitation permitting a maximum FAR of 3:1;

e Zoning Administrator’'s Adjustment, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.28, to permit
zero-foot setbacks at the northerly and southerly side yards (above the ground
floor) in lieu of the otherwise required yards;

e Conditional Use Permit, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-W.15, to allow a
commercial use in the R5 Zone;

e Conditional Use Permit, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-W,1, to permit the
on-site sale and consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages;

e Site Plan Review, pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, for a development creating
50 guest rooms and over 50,000 square feet of floor area.

e Haul Route Approval
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Attachment B: Explanation of Checklist
Determinations

The following discussion provides responses to each of the questions set forth in the
City of Los Angeles Initial Study Checklist. As demonstrated by the responses herein, with
the implementation of mitigation measures, the Project would not result in any potentially
significant environmental impacts.

With regard to the Project’s potential impacts on aesthetics and parking, it is noted
that in September 2013, the State of California enacted Senate Bill 743, which instituted
changes to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) when evaluating
environmental impacts to projects located in areas served by transit. Specifically, Senate
Bill 743 added Public Resources Code Section 21099, which provides that “aesthetic and
parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an
infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the
environment.”' This state law supersedes the aesthetic impact threshold in the L.A. CEQA
Thresholds Guide.

The Project is an infill development within a site that is zoned for commercial uses
with a floor area ratio greater than 0.75 and that is within a transit priority area, as
designated by the City. Therefore, the Project satisfies SB 743’s definition of an
‘employment center project.” Therefore, the Project’s aesthetic and parking impacts shall
not be considered significant impacts on the environment pursuant to Public Resources

Public Resources Code Section 21099 defines an employment center project as a project located on
property zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and that is located within a
transit priority area. Public Resources Code Section 21099 defines an infill site as a lot located within an
urban area that has been previously developed, or on a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the
perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way, from parcels that
are developed with qualified urban uses. Public Resources Code Section 21099 defines a “transit priority
area” as an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is “existing or planned, if the planned
stop is scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon included in a Transportation Improvement
Program adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations.”
Public Resources Code Section 21064.3 defines “major transit stop” as “a site containing an existing rail
transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or
more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and
afternoon peak commute periods.”
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Code Section 21099. Nonetheless, the following aesthetics analysis is provided for
informational purposes.

I. Aesthetics

Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less Than Significant Impact. Pursuant to the Conservation Element of the City
of Los Angeles General Plan, scenic vistas are views of valued visual resources such as
natural features, striking or unusual terrain, or unique urban or historic features that are
available from public parklands, private and publicly owned sites, and public rights-of—way.2

As described in Attachment A, Project Description, of this Initial Study, the Project
Site is currently developed primarily as a surface parking lot and includes a small
restaurant. No valued visual resources are located on the Project Site. Thus, the visual
resources identified include off-site resources that may be viewed within the same
viewshed as the Project Site from nearby or distant vantage points. The visual resources
identified for this analysis include the Hollywood Hills to the north and the Warner
Theatre/Pacific Building, which is a historic resource and a portion of which is located
across Wilcox Avenue from the Project Site. Scenic vistas of these visual resources from
public rights-of-way are limited due to the predominantly flat terrain of the vicinity and
the dense, intervening development that blocks long-range, expansive views. Visual
resources that can be seen in combination with the Project Site are primarily limited to
those located adjacent to the Project Site due to the densely developed nature of the
Project Site area. Intermittent views of the Hollywood Hills can also be seen in conjunction
with the Project Site.

Views of the Hollywood Hills in the vicinity of the Project Site are primarily available
along Wilcox Avenue at Hollywood Boulevard, with a very limited portion of the Hollywood
Hills visible at Hudson Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. The proposed design of the
Project featuring setbacks would not obstruct existing views of the Hollywood Hills from
either Wilcox Avenue or Hudson Avenue. Views of the Hollywood Hills would also continue
to be available on an intermittent basis along adjacent roadway segments.

Views of the Warner Theatre/Pacific Building in the vicinity of the Project Site are
primarily available along Wilcox Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. The upper portions of

2 City of Los Angeles General Plan, Conservation Element.
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the building are visible along Hudson Avenue, including across the Project Site. The
Project has been designed to respect the existing mid-size scale and character of the
surrounding area, including the Warner Theatre/Pacific Building, by introducing a mid-size
building that includes stepbacks throughout the fagcades of the building to minimize
massing. While the Project would partially block existing views of the Warner Theatre/
Pacific Building available along Hudson Avenue, the more holistic views of the building
along Wilcox Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain.

Panoramic views that include the Project Site are available from a variety of vantage
points in the Hollywood Hills to the north. As is the case under existing conditions, future
views with implementation of the Project would continue to depict the highly urbanized area
stretching from Hollywood to downtown Los Angeles and beyond. Despite the increase in
building height and density that would result from the Project, the Project Site would remain
difficult to discern within the greater fabric of urban development. In terms of long-range
views, the Project would not interfere with current views of the downtown skyline
and distant horizon line that are available from public rights-of-way in the vicinity of the
Project Site.

Based on the analysis above, the Project would not have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista. In accordance with Senate Bill 743, impacts would not be
considered significant.

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located along or in proximity to a state or City-
designated scenic highway.®> In addition, the Project Site does not include any scenic
resources. With the exception of a few ornamental trees and landscaping, the Project Site
is paved with asphalt surface. One ornamental street tree flanks the Project Site on Wilcox
Avenue. The on-site trees and off-site street tree are not considered scenic resources.
Furthermore, there are no unique geologic or topographic features located on the Project
Site, such as hilltops, ridges, hillslopes, canyons, ravines, rock outcrops, water bodies,
streambeds, or wetlands. The Project Site also does not include any buildings on-site that
are historic resources. Thus, construction and operation of the Project would not result in
impacts to scenic resources within a state- or City-designated scenic highway.

* los Angeles Department of City Planning, Mobility Plan 2035: An Element of the General Plan, Map A4—

Central, Midcity Subarea, 2015, http://planning.lacity.org/documents/policy/mobilityplnmemo.pdf,
accessed April 13, 2016.
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c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site, located between Hudson Avenue
and Wilcox Avenue, north of Hollywood Boulevard, within the Hollywood Community Plan
area of the City of Los Angeles, is currently developed with a paved surface parking lot and
a small restaurant. The Project Site is situated in an area of the City of Los Angeles that
primarily comprises dense residential and commercial uses. The Project Site is generally
bounded by multi-family residential uses to the north, the Warner Theatre/Pacific Building
to the east across Wilcox Avenue, and commercial uses to the south and west. Additional
commercial uses are located along Hollywood Boulevard, across from commercial uses
bounding the south side of the Project Site. Across Hudson Avenue, west of the Project
Site, is a residential building and a surface parking lot for the tenants of the building.
Located in a highly urbanized area, the Project Site vicinity includes a mixture of low- and
mid-rise buildings occupied primarily by multi-family residential and commercial uses,
including retail stores and restaurants. The existing structure on the Project Site was built
in 1936 and possesses no distinctive architectural characteristics. There is no natural open
space on the Project Site and minimal discontinuous landscaping, primarily in the form of
ornamental trees and shrubs. Similar to most of the properties in the Project area, the
Project Site exhibits little topographic relief with no slopes or hillsides. The Project Site
does not contain any notable aesthetic resources. The buildings surrounding the Project
Site vary considerably in design, including both historic and modern architecture, consistent
with the varied visual character that comprises the Hollywood community. The following
discussion addresses the Project’s potential to degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the Project Site and its surroundings during construction and operation.

Construction

Construction activities generally cause a temporary contrast to, and disruption in, the
general order and aesthetic character of an area. Although temporary in nature,
construction activities may cause a visually unappealing quality in a community. During
construction activities for the Project, the visual appearance of the Project Site would be
altered due to the removal of the existing surface lot and restaurant. Other construction
activities including site preparation, grading, and excavation; the staging of construction
equipment and materials; and the construction of the building foundation and proposed
structure. Some of the activity would be visible from roadways adjacent to the Project Site,
as well as to viewers within nearby buildings. Temporary construction fencing would be
placed along the periphery of the Project Site to screen much of the construction activity
from view at the street level, and graffiti would be removed, as needed, from all temporary
walkways and construction fencing throughout the Project construction period.
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The Project would also require the removal of the existing street tree adjacent to the
Project Site on Wilcox Avenue. This tree is an ornamental species. The removal of this
street tree would temporarily reduce the visual quality of the street during the construction
phase of the Project, but not to a substantial degree. Furthermore, the removed street tree
would be replaced in accordance with the requirements of the City’s Urban Forestry
Division. Given that the loss of the individual street tree would be temporary, that the
removed tree does not contribute substantially to the visual quality of the area, and that the
Project would replace the streetscape along the Project perimeter, the removal of street
trees during construction activities would not substantially alter or degrade the existing
visual character of the Project area.

Overall, while affecting the visual character of the Project area on a short-term basis,
Project construction activities would not substantially alter or degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the Project Site and surrounding area, for the following reasons:
(1) views of construction activity would be limited in duration and location; (2) the Project
Site appearance would be typical of construction sites in urban areas; (3) construction
would occur within an urban setting with a high level of human activity and development;
and (4) construction fencing would be placed along the periphery of the Project Site to
screen much of the construction activity from view at the street level. In accordance with
Senate Bill 743, impacts would not be considered significant.

Operation

The Project would replace an existing surface parking lot and a small one-story
restaurant with a hotel that would range in height from three to six stories, thereby altering
the visual character of the Project Site. Specifically, the Project would replace a an
underutilized site that does not contribute to local scenic resources with a new building that
incorporates appropriate design elements for the area and enhances the pedestrian
experience adjacent to the Project Site. The Project would also be compatible with and
would complement existing and future development in the Project area, including other
proposed hotel developments.

The Project would further increase the amount and quality of landscape and
streetscape on and adjacent to the Project Site, and would provide new street trees and
landscaping along Wilcox Avenue, which currently features very limited landscaping.
Overall, development of the proposed hotel and associated landscaping would visually “fill
in” the existing underutilized Project Site and would represent an extension and reflection
of the surrounding urban environment, thus creating a complementary visual connection
between the Project Site and the Project vicinity.

Relative to surrounding development, an inconsistent visual character is evident
throughout the Project vicinity due to the eclectic nature and varying age of existing
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buildings and their associated variations in architecture, building heights, massing, and
materials. There is a wide range of aesthetic characteristics and contrasts within the City
of Los Angeles due to the intermingled suburban neighborhoods, dense urban areas,
hillside residential areas, and accompanying urban fabric and infrastructure.* This urban
mosaic is also evident in the vicinity of the Project Site. In the surrounding community and
region, the aesthetic environment reflects a multitude of interspersed low-, mid-, and
high-rise structures with commercial and residential uses and associated infrastructure with
no discernible theme. The Project would become part of this urban fabric and the Project
massing, height, and aesthetic character would be consistent with many of the existing and
proposed commercial and residential structures in the vicinity of the Project Site. Further,
the Project area continues to transform, with new and ongoing development incorporating
mixed uses with mid- and high-rise buildings of contemporary design. The Project would
not be in substantial conflict with the surrounding visual environment in terms of building
height, design, massing, and scale.

The Project has been appropriately designed to be consistent and compatible with
the uses found in the Hollywood Community Plan area, which is highly urbanized and
characterized by a wide array of building heights ranging from low-rise to high-rise. In
particular, the proposed maximum height of up to six stories and approximately 89 feet at
one area of the building would be consistent with other building heights in the vicinity,
including the four-story multi-family residential buildings to the north of the Project Site and
the up to four-story vacant Pacific Theatre building to the east of the Project Site. As
discussed in Attachment A, Project Description, of this Initial Study, the building has been
designed primarily as a five-story structure above the podium level that would be flanked by
four three- to six-story structures extending from the primary five-story structure. In
comparison to the uses immediately north, south, and west of the Project Site, the Project
would appear taller than most of the structures. These lower-rise residential and
commercial structures are one element of the varied visual character of the area that also
includes several modern mid-rise and high-rise buildings. In addition, the Project includes
project design features and incorporates design elements that would visually moderate the
differences in height between lower-rise structures in the immediate vicinity and the
proposed building.

The proposed hotel would include building fenestration, a variety of surface
materials and colors, and a stepped back design to create horizontal and vertical
articulation, provide visual interest, and reduce the building scale. In particular, with regard
to the residential uses to the north, commercial uses to the south, and residential and
commercial uses to the west of the Project Site, the Project would include landscaped

* L.A. CEQA Guide, Section A.1, page A.1-2, 20086.
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terraces that would be set back from these uses and provide relief from the primary
five-story portion of the proposed hotel and the three- to six-story extensions of the hotel.
These elements would serve to reduce the perceived height and massing of the proposed
structure when viewed from any direction, and provide substantial visual relief and variety
when viewed from uses to the north. Overall, the proposed design elements would ensure
that the Project would be a visually compatible structure to other similar buildings
in the vicinity of the Project Site. Additionally, proposed parking on-site would be designed
to maximize efficiency and minimize visual impacts. The parking to be provided on-site
would be located primarily within a one-level subterranean parking garage with a partial
level above grade and would be largely screened by the proposed building from off-site
public views along surrounding streets.

Project signage would be designed to be aesthetically compatible with the existing
and proposed architecture and other signage in the area. Proposed signage would include
building identity signage and general ground level and wayfinding pedestrian signage, in
accordance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) and Hollywood Signage
Supplemental Use District requirements. The building identity sign would consist of a
horizontal building-mounted sign presenting the Project name and/or address (see
Figure A-6, Figure A-7, and Figure A-9 in Attachment A, Project Description, of this Initial
Study). Parking signs would be located at parking entrances. Signs would also be used to
identify lobby entrances at a pedestrian scale. Wayfinding signs would be located at
parking garage entrances and elevator lobbies. All Project signs would feature colors that
are complementary to the architectural design of the proposed building. In addition, low-
level accent lighting to highlight the Project’s signage would be incorporated. The Project
would not include any of the types of signs that are prohibited in the Hollywood Signage
Supplemental Use District pursuant to Ordinance No. 181,340, either within the Project Site
or off-site. Therefore, the types and arrangement of signs would be appropriately designed
and scaled within the context of the Project and the Project area.

In summary, the visual simulations of the Project and images of the existing
aesthetic character in the vicinity illustrate that the Project would change the visual
character of the Project Site. In contrast with the existing surface parking lot and small
restaurant, the Project would introduce a new multi-story, mixed-use building that would be
interspersed with commercial and residential uses among the surrounding urban fabric and
infrastructure.  Overall, the building height, design, massing, and scale would be
compatible with the existing urban uses that set the aesthetic character of the vicinity.
Based on the analysis above, the Project would not substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the Project Site or surrounding vicinity. In accordance with
Senate Bill 743, impacts would not be considered significant.
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Shading

As provided in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the visual character or quality of a
site and its surroundings can also be affected by shading cast upon adjacent areas by
proposed structures. Shadows may provide positive effects, such as cooling effects during
warm weather, or negative effects, such as the loss of natural light necessary for solar
energy purposes, or the loss of warming influences during cool weather. Shadow effects
depend on several factors, including the local topography, height and bulk of a project’s
structural elements, sensitivity of adjacent land uses, existing conditions on adjacent land
uses, season, and duration of shadow projection. According to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds
Guide, facilities and operations sensitive to the effects of shading include: routinely useable
outdoor spaces associated with residential, recreational, or institutional land uses (e.g.,
schools, convalescent homes); commercial uses such as pedestrian-oriented outdoor
spaces or restaurants with outdoor dining areas; nurseries; and existing solar collectors.

As previously discussed, land uses surrounding the Project Site include multi-family
residences to the north, the vacant Pacific Theatre building to the east, and commercial
uses to the south and west. The multi-family residential buildings to the north do not
contain routinely useable outdoor spaces immediately adjacent to the Project Site that
would be considered sensitive to shading from the Project. In addition, while there is a
courtyard area associated with the multi-family residential building to the north (along
Wilcox Avenue), the courtyard area is situated between two existing buildings and is
currently shaded by the existing buildings. Therefore, the Project would not generate new
shadows that would shade existing routinely useable outdoor spaces associated with the
multi-family residential developments to the north. As such, the shadows to be generated
by the proposed hotel would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the Project Site and its surroundings. In accordance with Senate Bill 743,
impacts would not be considered significant.

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site currently generates low to
moderate levels of artificial light and glare typical of urbanized areas. Light sources include
low-level security lighting fixtures that illuminate the surface parking lot, vehicle headlights,
and exterior and interior lighting emanating from the on-site restaurant. Nighttime light is
common throughout the City of Los Angeles and urbanized areas in general. Artificial light
may be directly generated from sources or indirect sources of reflected light. The Project
vicinity is highly urbanized and includes a varied mix of residential and commercial uses.
There are no natural open spaces or biologically sensitive areas in the Project vicinity.
Rather, the surrounding ambient nighttime lighting environment is typical of a developed,
urban environment. To the south of the Project Site, the numerous theaters, restaurants,
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and nightclubs that line Hollywood Boulevard create an active night life characterized by
high levels of ambient nighttime lighting. Medium ambient nighttime lighting levels
characterize the areas to the north, west, and east of the Project Site, which primarily
contain multi-family residential uses interspersed with a mix of commercial uses. The
primary nighttime lighting sources in the Project Site vicinity include interior light spillage
from buildings, vehicle headlights along roadways and in parking areas, signage, street
lamps, and security/parking lighting. In the immediate Project vicinity, the nearest off-site
receptors with views of the Project Site that are considered sensitive relative to nighttime
light are limited to the multi-family residential uses to the north and west of the Project Site.
Daytime glare is generally associated with reflected sunlight from buildings with reflective
surfaces such as glass, shiny surfaces, metal, or other reflective materials. Glare sources
within the Project Site are generally limited to vehicular windows and windows on the
restaurant. These glare sources are not considerable in the context of the urban
environment. In the immediate Project vicinity, the nearest off-site receptors that are
considered sensitive relative to daytime glare and have views of the Project Site include the
multi-family residential uses to the north and west of the Project Site and motorists along
adjacent roadways including Wilcox Avenue, Hudson Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard.

Construction

Lighting needed during Project construction has the potential to generate temporary
light spillover to off-site sensitive land uses in the Project vicinity, including the residential
uses directly north and west of the Project Site. However, construction activities would
occur in accordance with the provisions of LAMC Section 41.40, which limits the hours of
construction to between 7:00 A.M. and 9:00 p.M. on weekdays and between 8:00 A.M. and
6:00 P.M. on Saturdays and national holidays, with no construction permitted on Sundays.
Therefore, construction would occur primarily during daylight hours, and construction
lighting would only be used for the duration needed if construction were to occur in the
evening hours during the winter season when daylight is no longer sufficient. Furthermore,
construction-related illumination would be used for safety and security purposes only,
and would be shielded and/or aimed so that no direct beam illumination is provided outside
of the Project Site boundary. Therefore, light resulting from construction activities
would not result in a new source of substantial light which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area. In accordance with Senate Bill 743, impacts would not be
considered significant.

Daytime glare could potentially occur during construction activities if reflective
construction materials were positioned in highly visible locations where the reflection of
sunlight could occur. However, any glare would be highly transitory and short-term, given
the movement of construction equipment and materials within the construction area and the
temporary nature of construction activities. In addition, large, flat surfaces that are
generally required to generate substantial glare are typically not an element of construction
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activities. Furthermore, as noted above, construction would primarily occur during the
daytime hours in accordance with the LAMC. Therefore, there would be a negligible
potential for nighttime glare associated with construction activities to occur. In accordance
with Senate Bill 743, impacts would not be considered significant.

Operation

The Project would replace the existing surface parking lot and restaurant on the
Project Site with a new structure and would increase the number of vehicle trips to and
from the Project Site. However, the Project would eliminate sources of glare associated
with the existing surface parking lot. New sources of artificial lighting that would be
introduced by the Project would include: low-level interior lighting visible through the
windows of the hotel rooms and the ground-floor lobby; signage lighting; architectural
lighting on the building, including lighting associated with rooftop uses and activities; low-
level security and wayfinding lighting; landscape lighting; and automobile headlights. The
Project could also include neon signage. New sources of glare would include building
surfaces and Project-related vehicles.

The proposed lighting sources would be similar to other lighting sources in the
Project vicinity and would not generate artificial light levels that are out of character with the
surrounding area, which is densely developed and characterized by a high degree of
human activity during the day and night. All exterior lights, including lights on the terraces
and rooftop, would be directed towards the interior of the Project Site to avoid light spillover
onto adjacent sensitive uses. The stepped back design would further ensure that lighting
on the upper levels and the rooftop is concentrated in the central portion of the building,
and would provide space along the building edges to serve as a buffer for rooftop light
spillover. Project lighting would also meet all applicable LAMC lighting standards. As
required by LAMC Sec. 93.0117(b), exterior light sources and building materials would not
cause more than two (2) foot-candles of lighting intensity or generate direct glare onto
exterior glazed windows or glass doors on any property containing residential units; an
elevated habitable porch, deck, or balcony on any property containing residential units; or
any ground surface intended for uses such as recreation, barbecue or lawn areas, or any
other property containing a residential unit or units.

As discussed above, Project signage would include building identity signage and
directional/wayfinding signs. In general, new signage would be architecturally integrated
into the design of the building and would establish appropriate identification for the hotel
and restaurant uses. Project signage would be illuminated by means of low-level external
lighting, internal halo lighting, or ambient light and may include neon signs. Exterior lights
would be directed onto signs to avoid creating off-site glare, in accordance with
the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. In accordance with the LAMC,
illumination used for Project signage would be limited to a light intensity of 3 foot-candles
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above ambient lighting, as measured at the property line of the nearest residentially
zoned property.

With regard to glare, the Project would be designed in a contemporary architectural
style and would feature various surface materials. Building materials could include
concrete, stucco, aluminum, and glass. The Project would use non-reflective glass or glass
that has been treated with a non-reflective coating in all exterior windows and building
surfaces to reduce potential glare from reflected sunlight. Metal building surfaces would be
used as accent materials and would not cover expansive spaces. Therefore, these
materials would not have the potential to produce a substantial degree of glare. In addition,
the proposed parking garage would be subterranean, which would eliminate the reflection
potential from parked cars as viewed from surrounding areas and roadways during the day
and night, and would substantially reduce lighting levels from vehicle headlights during the
night. While headlights from vehicles entering and exiting the Project’s driveways would be
visible from the residential receptors immediately north and west of the Project Site during
the evening hours, such lighting sources would be typical for the Project area and would
not be anticipated to result in a substantial adverse impact.

Based on the above, lighting and glare associated with Project operation would not
result in a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area. In accordance with Senate Bill 743, impacts would not be
considered significant.

Il. Agriculture and Forest Resources

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?
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No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the City of Los
Angeles and is currently improved with a surface parking lot and a small restaurant. The
Project Site does not include any agricultural uses and no agricultural operations occur
within the Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. In addition, the Project Site and
surrounding area are not mapped as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency Department of Conservation. Therefore, development of the
Project would not result in the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use. No impacts
would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

b. Conflict with the existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?

No Impact. As discussed in Attachment A, Project Description, of this Initial Study,
the Project Site is predominantly zoned C4-2D-SN (Commercial Zone, Height District 2D)
with a small portion of the Project Site zoned [Q]R5-2 (Multiple Dwelling Zone, Height
District 2). The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural use under the LAMC. In addition,
no agricultural zoning is present in the surrounding area. Furthermore, the Project Site and
surrounding area are also not enrolled under a Williamson Act Contract.® Therefore,
development of the Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses or a
Williamson Act Contract. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are
required.

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))?

No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the City of Los
Angeles and does not include any forest land or timberland as defined by the Public
Resources Code. In addition, the Project Site is currently zoned for commercial and
high-density residential uses, is not zoned for forest land or timberland, and is not used as
forest land or timberland. Therefore the Project would not conflict with existing zoning
for, or cause rezoning of forest land or timberland as defined in the applicable sections of
the Public Resources Code. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures
are required.

®  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information and Map Access System, Parcel

Profile Report, http://zimas.lacity.org/, accessed April 15, 2016.
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d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

No Impact. As discussed above, the Project Site is located in an urbanized area, is
not zoned for forest land, and does not include any forest or timberland. Therefore,
development of the Project would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land. No
impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. As noted above, the Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the
City of Los Angeles and is currently improved with a surface parking lot and a small
restaurant. The Project Site does not contain any agricultural or forest uses. In addition,
no agricultural or forest uses are located in the vicinity of the Project Site. Thus,
development of the Project would not result in the conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impacts would occur,
and no mitigation measures are required.

. Air Quality

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
Plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within the 6,745-square-
mile South Coast Air Basin (Basin). The South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) is required, pursuant to the Clean Air Act, to reduce emissions of criteria
pollutants for which the Basin is in non-attainment (i.e., ozone and PM;5). The Project
would be subject to the SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The AQMP
contains a comprehensive list of pollution control strategies directed at reducing emissions
and achieving ambient air quality standards. These strategies are developed, in part,
based on regional population, housing, and employment projections prepared by the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).

SCAG is the regional planning agency for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside,
San Bernardino and Imperial Counties and addresses regional issues relating to
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transportation, the economy, community development and the environment.® With regard
to future growth, SCAG has prepared the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016-2040 RTP/SCS) which provides population,
housing, and employment projections for cities under its jurisdiction. The growth
projections in the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS are based in part on projections originating under
County and City General Plans. These growth projections were utilized in the preparation
of the air quality forecasts and consistency analysis included in the Draft 2016 AQMP.
However, as the Draft 2016 AQMP is not yet adopted, this analysis relies on the 2012
AQMP, which utilized the growth projections in the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2012-2035 RTP/SCS). The 2016-2040 RTP/
SCS contains similar declining growth projections as the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, and it is
expected to support similar conclusions.

As discussed in Response to Checklist Question X.b, Land Use, below, because the
Project is consistent with the land use designations in the General Plan of the City of Los
Angeles, the Project is also considered consistent with the region’s AQMP. In addition, as
discussed below, Project implementation would not exceed any ambient air quality standards
or thresholds. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
SCAQMD’s AQMP.

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) was enacted by the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro) to address traffic congestion issues that could impact quality
of life and economic vitality. The intent of the program is to provide an analytical basis for
transportation decisions throughout the state. An analysis is required at all CMP monitoring
intersections for which a project is projected to add 50 or more trips during any peak hour. In
addition, analysis is required for all freeway segments for which a project is projected to add
150 or more hourly trips, in each direction, during the peak hours analyzed.

As described in further detail below in Response to Checklist Question XVI.b
Transportation/Circulation, the Project is not expected to generate additional trips which
would result in an increase of 50 or more trips during any peak hour at the nearest CMP
intersection. As a result, the Project would not exceed any CMP thresholds, and no impact
to the CMP network would occur. Thus, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the CMP.

®  SCAG serves as the federally designated metropolitan planning organization (MPQ) for the southern

California region.
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Based on the above, implementation of the Project would result in less than
significant impacts associated with consistency with the AQMP and CMP, and no mitigation
measures are required.

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

Less Than Significant Impact. As previously discussed in Response to Checklist
Question No. lll.a, the Project Site is located within the South Coast Air Basin, which is
characterized by relatively poor air quality. State and federal air quality standards are often
exceeded in many parts of the Basin, including those monitoring stations nearest to the
Project Site, which exceed the most stringent ambient air quality standard for ozone and
particulate matter (PM). The Project would contribute to local and regional air pollutant
emissions during construction (short-term) and Project occupancy (long-term). However,
as demonstrated by the following analysis, construction and operation of the Project would
result in less-than-significant impacts relative to the daily significance thresholds for criteria
air pollutant emissions established by the SCAQMD. Worksheets detailing this air quality
analysis are included in Appendix A of this MND.

Construction

Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the
level of activity, the specific type of operation and, for dust, the prevailing weather
conditions. Construction of the Project has the potential to create regional air quality
impacts through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips
generated by construction workers traveling to and from the Project Site. In addition,
fugitive dust emissions would result from demolition, site preparation, and construction
activities. Mobile source emissions, primarily nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulate matter
(PM), would result from the use of construction equipment such as loaders, cranes, and
haul trucks. During the finishing phase, the application of architectural coatings (i.e.,
paints) and other building materials would release volatile organic compounds (VOC:s).

Regional Impacts

Regional construction-related emissions associated with heavy construction
equipment were calculated using the SCAQMD’s California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod). Model results are provided in Appendix A of this MND. The calculations
reflect the types and quantities of construction equipment that would be used to renovate
the Project Site. A summary of unmitigated maximum daily regional emissions by
construction year is presented in Table B-1 on page B-16, along with the regional
significance thresholds for each air pollutant. As shown therein, maximum regional
construction emissions would not exceed the thresholds for VOC of 75 Ibs/day, NOx of
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Table B-1
Regional and Localized Unmitigated Construction Emissions®
(pounds per day)

Emission Source voc NOx co SO,5 PM,o° PM,s°
Regional Emissions
2017 3.3 37.9 29.5 0.1 3.3 1.6
2018 43.1 19.7 21.0 0.1 23 1.3
Maximum Peak Daily° 43 38 30 <1 3 2
SCAQMD Significance Threshold’ 75 100 550 150 150 55
Over/(Under) (32) (62) (520) (150) (147) (53)
Significant? No No No No No No
Localized Emissions
2017 2.0 21.1 12.2 <0.1 26 1.2
2018 42.6 17.7 13.4 <0.1 1.0 1.0
Maximum Peak Daily® 43 21 13 <1 3 1
SCAQMD Significance Threshold®" NA 41 680 NA 5 3
Over/(Under) NA (20) (667) NA (2) (2)
Significant? NA No No NA No No

Compiled using the CalEEMod emissions inventory model. Results from the CalEEMod model output are
rounded to the nearest tenth.

PM,, and PM, s emissions estimates are based on compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements for
fugitive dust suppression.

Maximum Peak Daily emissions are rounded to the nearest whole number.

SCAQMD significance thresholds are available at www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/
scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2.

SCAQMD LSTs based on SRA 1, 1-acre active site area, and 25-meter receptor distance (the smallest
acreage and closest receptor distance on the mass rate LST look-up tables). Consistent with SCAQMD
LST methodology, the 25-meter receptor distance should be used for receptors closer than 25 meters and
would be representative of adjacent sensitive receptors (Page 3-3 of the LST Methodology). The
SCAQMD Jlocalized threshold for NOx was revised to account for the recently adopted 1 hour NO,
National Ambient Air Quality Standard of 188 ug/m°.

SCAQMD does not provide an LST for SO, since land use development projects typically result in
negligible construction and long-term operation emissions. Since VOCs are not a criteria pollutant, there
is no ambient standard or SCAQMD LST for VOCs. Due to the role VOCs play in ozone formation, it is
classified as a precursor pollutant and only a regional emissions threshold has been established.

Source: Eyestone Environmental, 2016.

100 Ibs/day, carbon monoxide (CO) of 550 Ibs/day, sulfur dioxide (SOx) of 150 Ibs/day,
PMjo of 150 Ibs/day, or PMys of 55 Ibs/day. Thus, potential impacts associated with
regional construction emissions would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures

are required.
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Localized Impacts

The localized effects of daily construction emissions generated on-site were
evaluated for sensitive receptor locations potentially impacted by the Project according to
the SCAQMD’s localized significance threshold (LST) methodology, which utilizes on-site
mass emissions rate look-up tables and project-specific modeling, where appropriate.
LSTs are only applicable to the following criteria pollutants: NOx, CO, PM4y, and PMys.
LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or
contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or State ambient air
quality standard, and are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant
for each source receptor area (SRA) and distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. The
Project Site is located in SRA 1, which encompasses the downtown Los Angeles area.
The mass rate look-up tables were developed for each SRA and can be used to determine
whether or not a project may generate significant adverse localized air quality impacts.
The LST mass rate look-up tables apply to projects that have active construction areas that
are less than or equal to 5 acres in size.

The nearest sensitive receptors are multi-family residences located directly adjacent
to the Project Site, to the north. To evaluate the potential localized air quality impacts at
these sensitive receptors, a conservative estimate of maximum local (on-site) daily
emissions for NOx, PM+o, PM> 5, and CO for each phase of construction was used.

Localized construction emissions thresholds, based on the construction site acreage
and distance to the closest off-site sensitive receptor, were obtained from the LST look-up
tables and are summarized in Table B-1 on page B-16. As presented in Table B-1,
construction-related daily maximum localized emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD
daily significance thresholds of 41 Ibs/day for NOx, 680 Ibs/day for CO, 5 Ibs/day for PMo,
and 3 Ibs/day for PM,5. Therefore, localized emissions associated with construction of
the Project would not result in a significant short-term impact, and no mitigation measures
are required.

Recognizing the correlation between potential impacts on local air quality and
human health, the SCAQMD developed the LSTs discussed above, which are based on
compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). The NAAQS and CAAQS are established
at concentration levels to provide public health protection, including protecting the
health of “sensitive” populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. As shown
in Table B-1, the Project would not exceed any of the SCAQMD’s LSTs at near-by
residential uses.
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Operational

The SCAQMD has also established separate significance thresholds to evaluate
potential impacts associated with the incremental increase in criteria air pollutants
associated with long-term Project operations. Project operations could result in mobile
source emissions, as well as emissions generated by area sources (e.g., natural gas
combustion, landscape fuel combustion, consumer products, and architectural coatings).
Operational emissions related to the Project were evaluated using the SCAQMD
recommended CalEEMod model.

Regional Impacts

The Project would result in an increase in emissions from vehicular exhaust and
from the consumption of fossil fuels for comfort heating and the generation of electricity
for cooling, lighting, and power needs. The results of the detailed emissions calculations
are provided in Table B-2 on page B-19, and CalEEMod output files are contained in
Appendix A of this MND. As indicated therein, the Project would result in an increase of
criteria pollutant emissions. However, the increase in emissions would be well below the
SCAQMD daily significance thresholds of 55 Ibs/day for VOC, 55 Ibs/day for NOx,
550 Ibs/day for carbon monoxide (CO), 150 Ibs/day for sulfur dioxide (SOx), 150 Ibs/day for
PMo, or 55 Ibs/day for PM,s. Therefore, impacts associated with regional operational
emissions would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

Localized Impacts

Operation of the Project would not introduce any major new sources of air pollution
within the Project Site. Emissions estimates for criteria air pollutants from on-site sources
are presented in Table B-2. The SCAQMD LST mass rate look-up tables, which apply to
projects that have active areas that are less than or equal to 5 acres in size, were used to
evaluate potential localized impacts. As shown in Table B-2, on-site operational emissions
would not exceed any of the LSTs. Therefore, localized impacts from on-site emission
sources would be less than significant.

The SCAQMD recommends a hot-spot evaluation of potential localized CO impacts
when vehicle-to-capacity (V/C) ratios are increased by two percent or more at intersections
with a level of service (LOS) of D or worse. As discussed further in Response to Checklist
Question No. XVI.b, and in the Traffic Study included in Appendix F, of this MND, the
Project would generate a maximum of 20 trips during any peak-hour period at the
intersections with a LOS of D or worse. Thus, none of the signalized intersections
analyzed in the Traffic Study included in Appendix F of this MND meet these requirements
and thus, no additional analysis of this issue was necessary. As such, the Project would
not cause any new or exacerbate any existing CO hotspots. As a result, impacts related to
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Table B-2
Maximum Increase in Project-Related Operational Emissions®
(pounds per day)

Emission Source vVOC NOx co SOy PMo PM_5

On-Site

Area 6.0 <0.1 <01 <01 <01 <0.1

Energy 0.1 1.2 1.0 <0.1 0.1 0.1

Subtotal 6.1 1.2 1.0 <0.1 0.1 0.1
Off-Site

Mobile 4.5 8.5 37.3 0.1 5.4 1.5

Total 10.6 9.5 37.6 0.1 5.4 1.6
Comparison to SCAQMD Thresholds (Regional)

Project Emissions® 11 10 39 <1 5 2

SCAQMD Significance Threshold® 55 55 550 150 150 55

Over/(Under) (44) (45) (511) (150) (145) (53)

Significant? No No No No No No
Comparison to SCAQMD Thresholds (Localized)

Project Emissions® <1 1 1 <1 0.1 0.1

SCAQMD Significance Threshold®® - 41 680 - 2 1

Over/(Under) (40) (679) - (1.9) (0.9)

Significant? No No - No No

Compiled using the CalEEMod emissions inventory model. Results from the CalEEMod model output are
rounded to the nearest tenth.

Project emissions are rounded to the nearest whole number.

SCAQMD significance thresholds are available at www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/
scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2.

SCAQMD LSTs based on SRA 1, 1-acre active site area, and 25-meter receptor distance (the smallest
acreage and closest receptor distance on the mass rate LST look-up tables). Consistent with SCAQMD
LST methodology, the 25-meter receptor distance should be used for receptors closer than 25 meters and
would be representative of adjacent sensitive receptors (Page 3-3 of the LST Methodology). The
SCAQMD localized threshold for NOx was revised to account for the recently adopted 1 hour NO, NAAQS
of 188 ug/m°.

SCAQMD does not provide an LST for SO, since land use development projects typically result in
negligible construction and long-term operation emissions. Since VOCs are not a criteria pollutant, there
is no ambient standard or SCAQMD LST for VOCs. Due to the role VOCs play in ozone formation, it is
classified as a precursor pollutant and only a regional emissions threshold has been established.

Source: Eyestone Environmental, 2016.

localized mobile-source CO emissions would be less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are required.

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
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releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

Less Than Significant Impact. As the Project is not part of an ongoing regulatory
program, the SCAQMD recommends that project-specific air quality impacts be used to
determine the potential cumulative impacts to air quality. As discussed above, peak daily
emissions of operation-related pollutants associated with the Project would not exceed
SCAQMD regional or localized significance thresholds. By applying SCAQMD’s cumulative
air quality impact methodology, implementation of the Project would not result in an
addition of criteria pollutants such that cumulative impacts, in conjunction with related
projects in the region, would occur. Therefore, the emissions of non-attainment pollutants
and precursors generated by Project operation would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are required.

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. Certain population groups are especially sensitive to
air pollution and should be given special consideration when evaluating potential air quality
impacts. These population groups include children, the elderly, persons with pre-existing
respiratory or cardiovascular illness, and athletes or others who engage in frequent exercise.
As defined in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, a sensitive receptor to air quality is
defined as any of the following land use categories: (1) long-term health care facilities;
(2) rehabilitation centers; (3) convalescent centers; (4) retirement homes; (5) residences;
(6) schools (i.e. elementary, middle school, high schools); (7) parks and playgrounds;
(8) child care centers; and (9) athletic fields. The nearest sensitive receptors are multi-
family residences located directly adjacent to the Project Site, to the north.

As discussed above in Response to Checklist Question No. lll.b, construction and
operation of the Project would result in a less than significant impact for both regional and
localized air pollution emissions. Therefore, the Project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, Project construction activities
would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 regarding the control of fugitive dust and other
specified dust control measures. As such, impacts to off-site sensitive receptors would be
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

When considering potential air quality impacts under CEQA, consideration is given
to the location of sensitive receptors within close proximity of land uses that emit
toxic air contaminants (TACs). The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has published
and adopted the “Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective
(2005),” which provides recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses
near potential sources of air toxic emissions (e.g., freeways, distribution centers, rail yards,
ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities).
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The SCAQMD adopted similar recommendations in their “Guidance Document for
Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning (2005).” Together the
CARB and SCAQMD guidelines recommend siting distances for both the development of
sensitive land uses in proximity to TAC sources, and the addition of new TAC sources in
proximity to existing sensitive land uses.

Although the Project would result in limited amounts of TAC emissions primarily from
mobile source emissions, the Project would be consistent with CARB and SCAQMD
guidance documents discussed above and would not include any substantial TAC sources
as defined in the guidance documents. Therefore, TAC impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. No objectionable odors are anticipated as a result
of either construction or operation of the Project. Specifically, construction of the Project
would use conventional building materials typical of construction projects of similar type
and size. Any odors that may be generated during construction would be localized and
temporary in nature and would not be sufficient to affect a substantial number of people
given the surrounding primarily single-family residential and commercial uses that
characterize the vicinity of the Project Site.

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with
odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food
processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass
molding. The Project would not involve these types of uses. In addition, on-site trash
receptacles would be contained, located, and maintained in a manner that promotes odor
control, and would not result in substantial adverse odor impacts. Therefore, potential odor
impacts during construction and operation of the Project would be less than significant, and
no mitigation measures are required.

IV. Biological Resources
Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?
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No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area and is currently
primarily developed as a surface parking lot with a small restaurant. Small ornamental
trees and shrubs exist on portions of the Project Site. Due to the improved nature of the
Project Site and the highly urbanized surrounding areas, as well as lack of large expanses
of open space areas, species likely to occur on-site are limited to small terrestrial and avian
species typically found in developed urban settings. As such, the Project would not have a
substantial adverse effect, either directly or indirectly through habitat modification, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area and is currently
primarily developed as a surface parking lot with a small restaurant. The Project Site and
vicinity do not contain riparian habitats or any other sensitive natural communities. As
such, the Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures
are required.

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area and is currently
primarily developed as a surface parking lot with a small restaurant. No water bodies or
federally protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, are
present on, or in the vicinity of the Project Site. As such, the Project would not have an
adverse effect on federally protected wetlands. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation
measures are required.

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area and
is currently primarily developed as a paved surface parking lot with a small restaurant. In
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addition, the areas surrounding the Project Site are fully developed and there are no large
expanses of open space areas within and surrounding the Project Site which provide
linkages to natural open spaces areas and which may serve as wildlife corridors.
Accordingly, development of the Project would not interfere substantially with any
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites. Furthermore, no water bodies that could serve as habitat for fish
exist on the Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. In addition, on-site vegetation
is limited to small ornamental, non-native trees and shrubs, and a few small non-native
trees are present adjacent to the Project Site on Wilcox Avenue. Although unlikely, these
trees could potentially provide nesting sites for migratory birds. Thus, in the event these
trees are removed during Project development, the Project would comply with the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), which regulates vegetation removal during the nesting season to
ensure that significant impacts to migratory birds would not occur. In accordance with the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, tree removal activities would take place outside of the nesting
season (February 15-September 15), if and to the extent feasible. To the extent that
vegetation removal activities must occur during the nesting season, a biological monitor
would be present during the removal activities to ensure that no active nests would be
impacted. If active nests are found, a 300-foot buffer (500 feet for raptors) would be
established until the fledglings have left the nest. With compliance with the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required.

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as tree preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact. The City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Regulations included in
Section 17.05.R of the LAMC (Tree Regulations) regulates the relocation or removal of
specified protected trees, including all Southern California native oak trees (excluding scrub
oak), California black walnut trees, Western sycamore trees, and California Bay trees of at
least 4 inches in diameter at breast height. These tree species are defined as “protected”
by the City of Los Angeles. As previously discussed, the Project Site includes a few small
ornamental trees and shrubs, which would be removed with implementation of the Project.
None of the trees found within the Project Site and adjacent to the Project Site are
considered protected trees per the City’s Tree Regulations. Therefore, the Project would
not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. No
impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area and is currently
developed as a paved surface parking lot with a small restaurant. As previously described,
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ornamental trees and limited ornamental landscaping exist on portions of the Project Site.
In addition, the Project Site and areas surrounding the Project Site are fully developed and
do not include large expanses of open space. The Project Site does not support any
habitat or natural community. Accordingly, no Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved habitat conservation plans apply to the
Project Site. Thus, the Project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other related plans. No
impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

V. Cultural Resources
Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact. Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines generally
defines a historic resource as a resource that is: (1) listed in, or determined to be eligible
for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register);
(2) included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the
Public Resources Code); or (3) identified as significant in an historical resources survey
(meeting the criteria in Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code). Additionally, any
object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering,
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of
California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency’s
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally,
a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the
resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register, which are based on the
National Register criteria. The California Register automatically includes all properties
listed in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) and those formally
determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register.

A Historic Resources Assessment and Impacts Report for 1717 North Wilcox
Avenue (Historic Resources Assessment) was prepared for the Project by Leslie Heumann,
Historic Resources Consultant, and is included as Appendix B to this MND. The Historic
Resources Assessment considers the historic significance of the Project Site in terms of
eligibility for inclusion in the National Register and California Register; for designation as a
City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM); and as a contributing resource to
an identified or potential City of Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ).
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As part of the Historic Resources Assessment, the findings of previous historic
resources surveys of Hollywood were reviewed, including SurveyLA (November 2015), the
City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency survey (February 2010), the
National Register nomination form for the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and
Entertainment District, the Historic Property Data File (2011) maintained by the State Office
of Historic Preservation, and the Los Angeles ZIMAS database. In addition, a site visit was
performed on August 7, 2016 to gather information on the existing conditions within and
surrounding the Project Site. Digital photographs of the exterior of the Project Site and its
vicinity, as well as specific research of the Project Site were also reviewed.

As detailed in the Historic Resources Assessment, the Project Site, including the
existing structure within the Project Site, has not been individually listed in or formally
determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register or the California Register. In
addition, the Project Site has not been designated, or taken under consideration for
designation, as a Historic-Cultural Monument. Furthermore, the survey of the Hollywood
Community Plan area for SurveyLA concluded that the Project Site does not satisfy any of
the criteria as a historical resource. The 2010 Survey of the Hollywood Redevelopment
Project area also indicated that the Project Site was found ineligible for National Register,
California Register, or local designation. Moreover, the Project Site is not located within an
existing Historic Preservation Overlay Zone. Therefore, as no historic resources are
located within the Project Site, removal of the existing uses within the Project Site would
not create a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.

With regard to the surrounding uses, the Project Site is located at the northern edge
of and, according to the City, within the boundaries of the Hollywood Boulevard
Commercial and Entertainment District, which is listed in the National Register. However,
as discussed in the Historic Resources Assessment, the Project Site does not contribute to
the significance of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District.
Notwithstanding, the Project would not result in the physical demolition, destruction,
relocation, or alteration of any nearby historical resource, including resources within the
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, such that the significance of
a historical resource would be materially impaired. In addition, given the Project Site’s
location relative to the Warner Theatre/Pacific Building, a historic resource, the Project
would not impinge on noteworthy views of the building from Hollywood Boulevard or Wilcox
Avenue. The upper stories and roof of the Project may be visible from some vantage
points on Hollywood Boulevard, but this new addition to the skyline would not block nor
significantly impinge upon views of the Warner Theatre/Pacific Building or of the Hollywood
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District from any potential vantage points to the
east, west, or south. Furthermore, the Project would comply with required setbacks and
would not result in any demolition or alteration to the Holly Cinema, which is a contributor to
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District and a significant historical
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resource located at 6523 Hollywood Boulevard, adjacent to the Project Site. Overall, the
characteristics of the Project are compatible with its location north of the Hollywood
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. No parcels will be assembled for the
Project, thus preserving the existing rhythm and scale of the neighborhood. The height
of the Project is compatible with nearby buildings, including Hollywood Boulevard
Commercial and Entertainment District contributors, such as the Security Trust Building
(6381 Hollywood Boulevard, seven stories), Guaranty Building (6331 Hollywood Boulevard,
12 stories), and the Equitable Building (6253 Hollywood Boulevard, 12 stories). To the
extent applicable, the Project would also conform to the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation.

In summary, development of the Project would not cause an adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact. Section 15064.5(a)(3)(D) of the CEQA Guidelines
generally defines archaeological resources as any resource that “has yielded, or may be
likely to yield, information important to prehistory or history.” Archaeological resources are
features, such as tools, utensils, carvings, fabric, building foundations, etc., that document
evidence of past human endeavors and that may be historically or culturally important to a
significant earlier community.

The Project Site is located within an urbanized area and has been subject to ground
disturbance in the past. Thus, surface archaeological resources that may have existed at
one time have likely been previously disturbed. In addition, although, the Project proposes
additional grading, excavation and other construction activities, the potential to encounter
archaeological resources is anticipated to be low due to the developed nature of the Project
Site and previous grading activities. Furthermore, the records search conducted for the
Project Site by the SCCIC (see Appendix B to this MND) indicates that there are no known
archaeological resources on the Project Site or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site.
While this does not preclude the potential for an archaeological site to be identified during
construction activities associated with the Project, it is unlikely since disturbance of the
ground surface has previously occurred onsite. However, given the maximum depth of
excavation for Project development would be approximately 25 feet below the existing
ground surface, if an archaeological resource were to be discovered during construction of
the Project, then work in the area would cease, and deposits would be treated in
accordance with federal and state regulatory requirements, including those set forth in
California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 with respect to any unique
archaeological resource. With compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, any
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potential impacts related to archaeological resources would be less than significant, and
mitigation measures are not required.

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Paleontological resources
are the fossilized remains of organisms that have lived in a region in the geologic past and
whose remains are found in the accompanying geologic strata. This type of fossil record
represents the primary source of information on ancient life forms, since the majority of
species that have existed on earth from this area are extinct. Section 5097.5 of the Public
Resources Code specifies that any unauthorized removal of paleontological remains is a
misdemeanor. Further, the California Penal Code Section 622.5 sets the penalties for
damage or removal of paleontological resources.

Based on the records search conducted by the Natural History Museum and
included as part of Appendix B to this MND, there are no fossil localities that lie directly
within the boundaries of the Project Site. The records search indicates that within the
greater vicinity of the Project Site, there are fossil localities at depth in similar sediments as
those underlying the Project Site. The closest identified localities in proximity to the Project
Site are LACM 6297-6300, which are located approximately 1.5 miles east of the Project
Site, between Western Avenue and the Hollywood Freeway along Hollywood Boulevard.
These localities produced a fossil specimen of a horse (Equus), bison (Bison), camel
(Camelops), and mastodon (Mammut americanum) at depths between 47 to 80 feet below
grade. The next closest identified locality is LACM 3371, which is located approximately
3.0 miles southwest of the Project Site, near the intersection of Sierra Bonita Avenue and
Oakwood Avenue. This locality produced fossil specimens of bison (Bison antiquus) at a
depth of 12 feet below the surface. In addition, locality LACM 3250 near the intersection of
Madison Avenue and Middlebury Street, approximately 3.2 miles southeast of the Project
Site produced a fossil specimen of mammoth (Mammuthus), at a depth of about 8 feet
below street level. Approximately 3.6 miles southeast of the Project Site, near the
intersection of Western Avenue and Council Street locality LACM 5845 produced
specimens of mastodon (Mammut americanum) at a depth of 5 to 6 feet below the surface.

While the Project Site has been subject to grading and development in the past,
grading for the two-level subterranean parking garage would require excavation at depths
of approximately 25 feet below the existing ground surface. Thus, there is a possibility that
paleontological artifacts that were not recovered during prior construction or other human
activity may be present. As set forth in Mitigation Measure V-1, a qualified paleontologist
would be retained to perform periodic inspections of excavation and grading activities of the
Project Site. In the event paleontological materials are encountered, the paleontologist
would be allowed to temporarily divert or redirect grading and excavation activities in the
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area of the exposed material to facilitate evaluation and, if necessary, salvage. Therefore
implementation of Mitigation Measure V-1 would ensure that any potential impacts related
to paleontological resources would be less than significant.

The Project Site does not include any known unique geologic features and no
unique geologic features are anticipated to be encountered during project construction.
Therefore, the Project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique geologic feature.
The impact associated with unique geologic features would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are required.

Mitigation Measure V-1: A qualified paleontologist shall be retained to perform
periodic inspections of excavation and grading activities at the
Project Site. The frequency of inspections shall be based on
consultation with the paleontologist and shall depend on the rate of
excavation and grading activities, the materials being excavated, and
if found, the abundance and type of fossils encountered. If
paleontological materials are encountered, the paleontologist shall
temporarily divert or redirect grading and excavation activities in the
area of the exposed material to facilitate evaluation and, if
necessary, salvage. The paleontologist shall then assess the
discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report
evaluating the impact. The Applicant shall then comply with the
recommendations of the evaluating paleontologist, and a copy of the
paleontological survey report shall be submitted to the Los Angeles
County Natural History Museum. Ground-disturbing activities may
resume once the paleontologist's recommendations have been
implemented to the satisfaction of the paleontologist.

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
dedicated cemeteries (see Public Resources Code, Ch. 1.75, §5097.98,
and Health and Safety Code §7050.5(b))?

Less Than Significant Impact. Although no human remains are known to have
been found on the Project Site, there is the possibility that unknown resources could be
encountered during Project construction, particularly during ground-disturbing activities
such as excavation and grading. If human remains were discovered during construction of
the Project, work in the immediate vicinity would be halted, the County Coroner,
construction manager, and other entities would be notified per California Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5, and disposition of the human remains and any associated
grave goods would occur in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 5097.91
and 5097.98, as amended. Therefore, with compliance with applicable regulatory
requirements, any potential impacts related to human remains would be less than
significant, and mitigation measures are not required.
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VI. Geology and Soils

The following analysis is based, in part, on the Preliminary Geotechnical
Investigation and Fault-Rupture Study Report for the Proposed Wilcox Hotel (Geotechnical
Report), prepared by GeoRox Engineering, dated February 16, 2016. The Geotechnical
Report is included as Appendix C of this MND.

Would the project:

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury or death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

Less Than Significant Impact. Fault rupture occurs when movement on a fault
deep within the earth breaks through to the surface. Based on criteria established by the
California Geological Survey (CGS), faults can be classified as active, potentially active, or
inactive. Active faults are those having historically produced earthquakes or shown
evidence of movement within the past 11,000 years (during the Holocene Epoch).
Potentially active faults have demonstrated displacement within the last 1.6 million years
(during the Pleistocene Epoch) while not displacing Holocene Strata. Inactive faults do not
exhibit displacement more recent than 1.6 million years before the present. In addition,
there are buried thrust faults, which are faults with no surface exposure. Due to their
buried nature, the existence of buried thrust faults is usually not known until they produce
an earthquake.

The CGS establishes regulatory zones around active faults, called Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zones (previously called Special Study Zones). These zones, which
extend from 200 to 500 feet on each side of the known fault, identify areas where a
potential surface fault rupture could prove hazardous for buildings used for human
occupancy. Development projects located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone
are required to prepare special geotechnical studies to characterize hazards from any
potential surface ruptures. Additionally, the City of Los Angeles designates Fault Rupture
Study Areas along the sides of active and potentially active faults to establish areas of
potential hazard due to fault rupture.

The State of California released the official Earthquake Zones of Required
Investigation Map for the Hollywood Quadrangle on November 6, 2014 (Earthquake
Fault Zones Map). This map is State of California’s CGS official earthquake fault zone map
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for the Hollywood area. It is the most current and accurate map available to delineate the
boundaries of earthquake fault zones in the Hollywood area. As discussed in the
Geotechnical Report, the Project Site is located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone according to the Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation Map for the
Hollywood Quadrangle.

As stated in the Geotechnical Report, field explorations revealed no evidence of
faulting within the Project Site. In addition, review of aerial photographs did not indicate
any geomorphic evidence of faulting within the Project Site or the immediate surrounding
area. Although the geotechnical investigation noted the truncated ridge between Whitley
Avenue and Wilcox Avenue, which defines the southern strand of the Hollywood fault, in a
number of aerial photos, the surface trace of the southern strand of the Hollywood fault was
mapped approximately 350 feet north of the Project Site. Based on the lack of faulting
observed, the Geotechnical Report concluded that there are no active faults present
beneath the Project Site. Thus, the potential for surface rupture due to faulting to occur on
the Project Site is considered low. In addition, the Geotechnical Report concluded that the
surface trace of the southern strand of the Hollywood fault is a sufficient distance to the
north of the Project Site and therefore, the Project would meet potential setback
requirements. Furthermore, the Project would comply with the current seismic design
provisions of the 2013 California Building Code (CBC). The CBC incorporates the latest
seismic design standards for structural loads and materials, as well as provisions from the
National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) to mitigate losses from an
earthquake and provide for the latest in earthquake safety. Additionally, construction of the
Project would be required to adhere to the seismic safety requirements contained in the
Los Angeles Building Code, as well as the applicable recommendations provided in the
geotechnical investigations required by the City to minimize seismic-related hazards. Thus,
with adherence to regulatory requirements and geotechnical recommendations, impacts
related to the rupture of a known earthquake fault would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are required.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in the seismically active
Southern California region and could be subjected to moderate to strong ground shaking in
the event of an earthquake on one of the many active Southern California faults. As
previously stated, the closest active fault to the Project Site is the Hollywood Fault.

As with any new development in the State of California, building design and
construction for the Project would be required to conform to the current seismic design
provisions of the CBC. As indicated above, the 2013 CBC incorporates the latest seismic
design standards for structural loads and materials, as well as provisions from the NEHRP
to mitigate losses from an earthquake and provide for the latest in earthquake safety.
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Additionally, construction of the Project would be required to adhere to the seismic safety
requirements contained in the Los Angeles Building Code, as well as the applicable
recommendations provided in the geotechnical investigations required by the City to
minimize seismic-related hazards. With compliance with regulatory requirements, impacts
associated with seismic ground shaking would be less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are required.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a form of earthquake-induced
ground failure that occurs primarily in relatively shallow, loose, granular, water-saturated
soils. Liquefaction can occur when these types of soils lose their shear strength due to
excess water pressure that builds up during repeated seismic shaking. A shallow
groundwater table, the presence of loose to medium dense sand and silty sand, and a long
duration and high acceleration of seismic shaking are factors that contribute to the potential
for liquefaction. Liquefaction usually results in horizontal and vertical movements from
lateral spreading of liquefied materials.

As discussed in the Geotechnical Report, based on the State of California Seismic
Hazards Map, Hollywood Quadrangle, the Project Site is not mapped within a potential
liquefaction zone. Similarly, the Project Site is also not mapped as an area susceptible to
liquefaction by the City of Los Angeles.” In addition, as described in the Geotechnical
Report, the Project Site is underlain by predominantly very stiff clayey soils and medium
dense to dense sandy soils within the upper 50 feet. Furthermore, groundwater was not
encountered within borings at depths ranging from 50 to 71.5 feet below the ground surface
of the Project Site and Cone Penetration Test soundings to depths of 50 to 86 feet.
Therefore, the Geotechnical Report determined that the potential for liquefaction on the
Project Site is very low. As such, impacts associated with seismic-related liquefaction
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

iv. Landslides?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is not located within a City-
designated Hillside Grading Area and is not subject to the City’s Hillside Ordinance.
Additionally, the Project Site is generally flat and there is a general lack of elevation
difference in the vicinity of the Project Site. Further, the Project Site is not in close
proximity to any mountains or steep slopes. As such, there is no potential for landslides to
occur on or near the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not expose people or

7 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, ZIMAS, Parcel Profile Report, http://zimas.lacity.org/,

accessed February 18, 2016.
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structures to substantial adverse effects involving landslides and impacts would be less
than significant. Thus, no mitigation measures are required.

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the Project would require grading
and excavation and other construction activities that have the potential to disturb existing
soils and expose soils to rainfall and wind, thereby potentially resulting in soil erosion.
Although Project development has the potential to result in the erosion of soils, this
potential would be reduced by implementation of standard erosion controls imposed during
site preparation and grading activities. Specifically, all grading activities would require
grading permits from the City’s Department of Building and Safety, which would include
requirements and standards designed to limit potential impacts associated with erosion to
acceptable levels. In addition, on-site grading and site preparation would comply with all
applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Article 1 of the LAMC, which addresses grading,
excavations, and fills. Regarding soil erosion during Project operations, the potential is
relatively low since the Project Site would be paved over and/or landscaped. Therefore,
with compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, impacts regarding soil erosion or
the loss of topsoil would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse?

Less Than Significant Impact. Potential impacts with respect to liquefaction and
landslides were determined to be less than significant based on the analysis presented in
Checklist Questions VI(a)(iii) and (iv), above.

Lateral spreading is a term referring to landslides that commonly form on gentle
slopes and that have rapid fluid-like flow movement. As previously discussed in Response
to Checklist Question No. Vl.a(iv), the Project Site is generally flat and there is a general
lack of elevation difference in the vicinity of the Project Site. Further, the Project Site is not
in close proximity to any mountains or steep slopes. Therefore, as discussed in Response
to Checklist Question No. Vl.a(iv), potential impacts with respect to landslides would be
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

Subsidence occurs when subsurface fluids (e.g., petroleum, groundwater, natural
gas) are withdrawn from the ground. Based on the Geotechnical Report, seeps, springs, or
groundwater were not encountered during site exploration. Therefore, no groundwater
would be expected to be encountered during Project construction. Thus, impacts with
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respect to subsidence would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures
are required.

Additionally, with respect to lateral spreading, subsidence, or collapse, all Project
construction would comply with the CBC as supplemented by additional requirements in
the LAMC. These regulations are designed to assure safe construction and include
building foundation requirements appropriate to the conditions present at the Project Site.
As part of these requirements a grading plan would be reviewed and approved by the
consulting geologist and soils engineer followed by review by the Department of Building
and Safety. In addition, in accordance with regulatory requirements, grading activities
would be conducted under the direction and supervision of a licensed engineering geologist
and/or soils engineer.

Overall, with compliance with standard City requirements, impacts associated with
landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Less Than Significant Impact. As set forth in the Geotechnical Report, existing
native soils at depths of 18 to 19 feet below the Project Site were identified as clayey silty
soils and considered to have low expansion potential. Notwithstanding, construction of the
Project would be required to comply with the CBC and supplemental requirements of the
LAMC, as enforced by the City of Los Angeles. These requirements would include building
foundation and other requirements appropriate to site-specific conditions that would be
provided in accordance with the design level geotechnical investigation required by the
City. Thus, with implementation of existing regulatory requirements, impacts with respect
to expansive soils would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?

No Impact. Wastewater generated by the Project would be accommodated by the
existing City sewer infrastructure. As such, the Project would not require the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Thus, the Project would not result in
impacts related to the ability of soils to support septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. As no impact would result, no mitigation measures are required.
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VIl. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Would the project:

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less Than Significant Impact (a and b). Until the passage of AB 32, CEQA
documents generally did not evaluate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions or impacts of
projects on global climate change. Rather, the primary focus of air pollutant analysis in
CEQA documents was the emission of criteria pollutants, or those identified in the
California and federal Clean Air Acts as being of most concern to the public and
government agencies (e.g., toxic air contaminants). With the passage of AB 32 and SB 97,
CEQA documents must now contain a more detailed analysis of GHG emissions.
However, the analysis of GHGs is different from the analysis of criteria pollutants. Since
the half-life of CO, is approximately 100 years, GHGs affect the global climate over a
relatively long timeframe. Conversely, for criteria pollutants, significance thresholds/
impacts are based on daily emissions; and the determination of attainment or non-
attainment are based on the daily exceedance of applicable ambient air quality standards
(e.g., 1-hour and 8-hour exposures). Also, the scope of criteria pollutant impacts is local
and regional, while the scope of GHG impacts is global.

OPR’s recommended amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for analysis of GHGs
were adopted by the California Natural Resources Agency on December 30, 2009.
Analysis of GHG emissions in a CEQA document presents unique challenges to lead
agencies. However, such analysis must be consistent with existing CEQA principles and,
therefore, the amendments comprise relatively modest changes to various portions of the
existing CEQA Guidelines. The amendments add no additional substantive requirements;
rather, the Guidelines merely assist lead agencies in complying with CEQA’s existing
requirements. Modifications address those issues where analysis of GHG emissions may
differ in some respects from more traditional CEQA analysis. Other modifications clarify
existing law that may apply both to an analysis of GHG emissions, as well as more
traditional CEQA analyses.

As set forth above, the following two questions relating to the effects of GHGs were
added to the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G (Environmental Checklist).

e Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment?
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e Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs?

Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines was adopted to assist lead agencies in
determining the significance of the impacts of GHGs. Consistent with developing practice,
this section urges lead agencies to quantify GHG emissions of projects where possible and
includes language necessary to avoid an implication that a “life-cycle” analysis is required.
In addition to quantification, this section recommends consideration of several other
qualitative factors that may be used in the determination of significance (i.e., extent to
which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions; whether the project exceeds an
applicable significance threshold; and extent to which the project complies with regulations
or requirements adopted to implement a reduction or mitigation of GHGSs).

Section 15064.4 does not establish a threshold of significance. Lead agencies are
called on to establish significance thresholds for their respective jurisdictions in which a
lead agency may appropriately look to thresholds developed by other public agencies, or
suggested by other experts, such as the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA), so long as any threshold chosen is supported by substantial
evidence (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(c)). The CEQA Guidelines amendments
also clarify that the effects of GHG emissions are cumulative, and should be analyzed in
the context of CEQA’s requirements for cumulative impact analysis (see CEQA Guidelines
Section 15130(f)).

Although GHG emissions can be quantified, the California Air Resources Board
(CARB), South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), and the City of Los
Angeles, have yet to adopt project-level significance thresholds for GHG emissions that
would be applicable to the Project.®

As indicated above, in response to Senate Bill 97, the CEQA Guidelines were
amended to specify that compliance with a GHG emissions reduction plan renders a
cumulative impact insignificant. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), a project’s
incremental contribution to a cumulative impact can be found not cumulatively considerable
if the project will comply with an approved plan or mitigation program that provides specific
requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative problem within the

See generally Section 15130(f); see also Letter from Cynthia Bryant, Director of the Office of Planning
and Research to Mike Chrisman, Secretary for Natural Resources (April 13, 2009).

The South Coast Air Quality Management District has formed a GHG Significance Threshold Working
Group. More information on this Working Group is available at www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/
air-quality-analysis-handbook/ghg-significance-thresholds/page/2, accessed March 2, 2016.
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geographic area of the project.10 To qualify, such a plan or program must be specified in
law or adopted by the public agency with jurisdiction over the affected resources through a
public review process to implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or
administered by the public agency."" Thus, in the absence of any adopted, quantitative
threshold, the Project would not have a significant effect on the environment if it is found to
be consistent with the applicable regulatory plans and policies to reduce GHG emissions
including the emission reduction measures discussed within the AB 32 Climate Change
Scoping Plan, SCAG’s Sustainable Communities Strategy, and the City of Los Angeles
Green Building Code. The Project would result in direct and indirect GHG emissions
generated by different types of emissions sources, including:

e Construction: emissions associated with demolition of existing parking lot for
construction of the proposed hotel and restaurant uses, site preparation,
excavation, grading, and construction-related equipment and vehicular activity;

e Area sources: emissions associated with consumer products, and landscape
equipment;

e Building operations: emissions associated with space heating and cooling, water
heating, and lighting;

e Mobile: emissions associated with vehicular exhaust from trips to and from the
Project site;

e Solid waste: emissions associated with waste streams (embodied energy of
materials); and

e Water: emissions associated with energy used to pump, convey, deliver, and
treat water.

The Project would generate an incremental contribution to and cumulative increase
in sources of GHGs. However, it should be noted that even a very large individual project
would not generate enough GHG emissions on its own to significantly influence global
climate change.

GHG emissions during construction and operation of the Project were calculated
using the SCAQMD recommended California Emissions Estimator Model. As shown in
Table B-3 on page B-37, construction of the Project is estimated to generate a total of
878 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e). As recommended by the SCAQMD,

0 14 CCR Section 15064(h)(3).
11 /d
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Table B-3
Construction and Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions
CO.e
Emission Source (metric tons)

Construction Emissions

2017 542

2018 399

Total 941
Emissions Amortized over 30 years 31
Project Emissions

Area <1

Energy 866

Mobile 989

Waste 22

Water 24

Construction 31

Total 1,932
Source: Eyestone Environmental, 2016.

the total GHG construction emissions were amortized over the 30-year lifetime of the
Project (i.e., total construction GHG emissions were divided by 30 to determine an annual
construction emissions estimate that can be added to the Project’s operational emissions)
in order to determine the Project's annual GHG emissions inventory. As presented in
Table B-3, the Project’s operational emissions, combined with the Project’s amortized
construction emissions, would result in an annual total of 31 metric tons of COse.

As discussed above, CARB, SCAQMD and the City of Los Angeles, have yet to
adopt project-level significance thresholds for GHG emissions that would be applicable to
the Project. In September 2010, the SCAQMD CEQA Significance Thresholds GHG
Working Group staff proposal recommended use of a 3,000 metric-ton (MT) CO.e
screening threshold for all land use projects.” While this screening value is not considered
a significance threshold, it does represent the level of GHG emissions that the SCAQMD
considered not to require further analysis. As shown in Table B-3, project-related GHG
emissions would be well below the screening value considered by the SCAQMD.

2 SCAQMD, Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group #15,
September 28, 2010, www.aqgmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-
significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting-15/ghg-meeting-15-minutes.pdf?sfvrsn=2.
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The following discussion describes the extent the Project is consistent with the
applicable regulatory plans and policies to reduce GHG emissions.

AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan

The goal to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (Executive Order S-3-05)
was codified by the Legislature as the 2006 Global Warming Solutions Act (Assembly Bill
32). In 2008, CARB approved a Climate Change Scoping Plan as required by AB 32."
The AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan proposes a “comprehensive set of actions
designed to reduce overall carbon GHG emissions in California, improve our environment,
reduce our dependence on oil, diversify our energy sources, save energy, create new jobs,
and enhance public health.”"* The AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan has a range of
GHG reduction actions which include direct regulations, alternative compliance
mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, market-based
mechanisms such as a cap-and-trade system, and an AB 32 implementation fee to fund
the program. The following discussion focuses on pertinent reduction actions that have the
greatest potential to reduce Project-related GHG emissions.

As shown in Table B-3 on page B-37, Project operation would result in 1,901
MTCOze. The breakdown of emissions by source category show approximately 46 percent
from energy consumption, 52 percent from mobile sources, one percent from solid waste
generation, and one percent from water supply, treatment and distribution. Provided below
is an evaluation of applicable reduction actions/strategies by emissions source category to
determine the extent the Project's design features comply with or exceed the reduction
actions/strategies outlined in the AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan.

Applicable GHG reduction actions and strategies from the emission reduction
measures discussed within the AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan that would serve to
reduce GHG emissions from the Project are included in the following tables by source type:
Table B-4, Energy, on page B-39; Table B-5, Mobile, on page B-41; Table B-6, Solid Waste
Diversion, on page B-43; and Table B-7, Water, on page B-44. These GHG reduction
actions and strategies would serve to reduce GHG emissions from the Project. As shown
in the tables below, the Project would be consistent with these reduction actions and
strategies. These GHG reduction actions and strategies would primarily be implemented at
the state and federal level, but would reduce GHG emissions from the Project. As shown
in the tables, the Project would be consistent with these reduction actions and strategies.

" Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan was approved by CARB on December 11, 2008.

" Climate Change Scoping Plan, CARB, December 2008, www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/

scopingplandocument.htm, accessed March 7, 2016.
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Table B-4

AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan Reduction Measures—Energy

Actions and Strategies

Project Consistency Analysis

California Renewables Portfolio Standard
(RPS) program: Senate Bill 2X modified
California’s RPS program to require that both
public and investor-owned utilities in California
receive at least 33 percent of their electricity
from renewable sources by the year 2020.
California Senate Bill 2X also requires regulated
sellers of electricity to meet an interim milestone
of procuring 25 percent of their energy supply
from certified renewable resources by 2016.

Consistent. These levels of reduction are consistent with
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP)'s
commitment to achieve 35 percent renewables by 2020. In
2011, LADWP indicated that 20 percent of its electricity
came from renewable resources in Year 2010.° As LADWP
would provide electricity service to the Project Site, the
Project would use electricity consistent with this
performance based standard. Electricity GHG emissions
provided in Table B-3 on page B-37 reflect consistency with
this regulation.

Senate Bill 350 (SB 350): The Clean Energy
and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015 increases
the standards of the California RPS program by
requiring that the amount of electricity generated
and sold to retail customers per year from

eligible renewable energy resources be
increased to 50 percent by 2030 and also
requires the State Energy Resources

Conservation and Development Commission to
double the energy efficiency savings in
electricity and natural gas final end uses of retail
customers through energy efficiency and
conservation.”

Consistent. LADWP would be required to meet this
performance based standard. As LADWP would provide
electricity service to the Project Site, the Project would use
electricity consistent with this performance based standard.
Table B-3 on page B-37 presents projected GHG emissions
for 2019 and would not include the additional reductions in
GHG emissions from implementation of this regulation.
Electricity GHG emissions presented in Table B-3 would be
further reduced by 17 percent.

Doubling of the energy efficiency savings from final end
uses of retail customers by 2030 would primarily rely on the
existing suite of building energy efficiency standards under
the California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6
(consistency with this regulation is discussed below) and
utility-sponsored programs such as rebates for high-
efficiency appliances, heating ventilation and air-conditioning
(HVAC) systems and insulation. The Project would support
this action/strategy through compliance with specific
requirements of the Los Angeles Green Building Code
(consistency with this regulation is discussed below).

California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title
20: The 2012 Appliance Efficiency Regulations,
adopted by the California Energy Commission
(CEC), include standards for new appliances
(e.g., refrigerators) and lighting, if they are sold
or offered for sale in California.

Consistent. This performance standard applies to new
appliances and lighting that are sold or offered for sale in
California. As such, appliances and lighting used by the
Project would comply with this performance based standard.

CCR, Title 24, Building Standards Code: The
2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards
contained in Title 24, Part 6 (also known as the
California Energy Code), requires the design of
building shells and building components to
conserve energy. The standards are updated
periodically to allow for consideration and
possible incorporation of new energy efficiency
technologies and methods.

The California Green Building Standards Code
(Part 11, Title 24) established mandatory and

Consistent. The Project would comply with applicable
provisions of the 2013 Los Angeles Green Building Code
which in turn requires compliance with mandatory
requirements included in the California Green Building
Standards. The 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards
are 25 percent more efficient than the 2008 standards for
residential construction and 30 percent better for
nonresidential construction. The 2013 Standards are
approximately 40 to 45 percent more efficient than the 2020
Projected Emissions under Business-as-Usual in the AB 32
Climate Action Scoping Plan. The standards offer builders
better windows, insulation, lighting, ventilation systems and
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Table B-4 (Continued)
AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan Reduction Measures—Energy

Actions and Strategies

Project Consistency Analysis

voluntary standards on planning and design for
sustainable site development, energy efficiency
(extensive update of the California Energy
Code), water conservation, material
conservation, and internal air contaminants.

other features that reduce energy consumption in homes
and businesses.

Energy Independence and Security Act of
2007 (EISA): EISA requires manufacturing for
sale within the Untitled States to phase out
incandescent light bulbs between 2012 and
2014 resulting in approximately 25 percent
greater efficiency for light bulbs and requires
approximately 200 percent greater efficiency for
light bulbs, or similar energy savings, by 2020.

Consistent. This performance based standard would serve
to reduce the use of incandescent light bulbs for the Project.
Electricity GHG emissions provided in Table B-3 on page
B-37 conservatively account for a 25 percent reduction in
lighting electricity consumption with implementation of this
regulation.

Assembly Bill 1109 (AB 1109): The Lighting
Efficiency and Toxic Reduction Act prohibits a
person from manufacturing for sale in the state
requires the establishment of minimum energy
efficiency standards for all general purpose
lights. The standards are structured to reduce
average statewide electrical energy
consumption by not less than 50 percent from
the 2007 levels for indoor residential lighting and
not less than 25 percent from the 2007 levels for
indoor commercial and outdoor lighting by
2018.°

Consistent. As with the Energy Independence and
Security Act of 2007 discussed above, the Project would
meet this performance based standard.

The Cap-and-Trade Program: This program is
designed to reduce GHG emissions from major
sources, such as refineries and power plants,
(deemed “covered entities”) by setting a firm cap
on statewide GHG emissions and employing
market mechanisms to achieve AB 32’s
emission-reduction mandate of returning to 1990
levels of emissions by 2020.

Consistent. The Cap-and-Trade Program provides a firm
cap, ensuring that the 2020 statewide emission limit will not
be exceeded. In sum, the Cap-and-Trade Program will
achieve aggregate, rather than site-specific or project-level,
GHG emissions reductions. The Cap-and-Trade Program
covers the GHG emissions associated with electricity
consumed in California, whether generated in-state or
imported.  Accordingly, GHG emissions associated with
CEQA projects’ electricity usage are covered by the Cap-
and-Trade Program. The analysis of GHG emissions
provided above in Table B-3 on page B-37 conservatively
did not account for reductions in electricity usage covered by
the Cap-and-Trade Program.

@ Website www.ladwpnews.com/go/doc/1475/987799/, accessed March 7, 2016.
b Senate Bill 350 (2015-2016 Reg, Session) Stats 2015, Ch. 547.

California Building Standards Commission, Energy Commission Approves More Efficient Buildings for
California’s Future, News Release, May 31,

2012, www.energy.ca.gov/releases/2012_releases/2012-05-

31_energy _commission_approves_more_efficient _buildings _nr.html, accessed March 7, 2016.
¢ 2007b. Assembly Bill 1109 (2007—-2008 Reg. Session) Stats. 2007, Ch. 534.

Source: Eyestone Environmental, 2016.
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Table B-5

AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan Reduction Measures—Mobile

Actions and Strategies

Consistency Analysis

Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493) “Pavley
Standards”: AB 1493 requires the
development and adoption of regulations to
achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of
greenhouse gases” emitted by noncommercial
passenger vehicles, light-duty trucks, and other
vehicles used primarily for personal
transportation in the State. In compliance with
AB 1493, CARB adopted regulations to reduce
GHG  emissions  from non-commercial
passenger vehicles and light duty trucks of
model year 2009 through 2016. Model years
2017 through 2025 are addressed by
California’s Advanced Clean Cars program
(discussed below).

Consistent. GHG emissions related to vehicular travel by
the Project would benefit from this regulation and mobile
source emissions generated by the Project would be
reduced with implementation of AB 1493 consistent with
reduction of GHG emissions under AB 32. Mobile source
GHG emissions provided in Table B-3 on page B-37 reflect
consistency with this regulation.

Executive Order S-01-07: The Low Carbon
Fuel Standard (LCFS) requires a 10-percent or
greater reduction by 2020 in the average fuel
carbon intensity for transportation fuels in
California regulated by CARB. CARB identified
the LCFS as a Discrete Early Action item under
AB 32, and the final resolution (09-31) was
issued on April 23, 2009 (CARB 2009).7°

Consistent. GHG emissions related to vehicular travel by
the Project would benefit from this regulation and mobile
source emissions generated by the Project would be
reduced with implementation of the Low Carbon Fuel
Standard consistent with reduction of GHG emissions
under AB 32. Mobile source GHG emissions provided in
Table B-3 on page B-37 reflect consistency with this
regulation.

Advanced Clean Cars Program: In 2012,
CARB approved the Advanced Clean Cars
Program, a new emissions-control program for
model year 2017 through 2025. The program
combines the control of smog, soot, and GHGs
with requirements for greater numbers of zero-
emission vehicles. By 2025, when the rules will
be fully implemented, the new automobiles will
emit 34 percent fewer global warming gases
and 75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions.

Consistent. These standards will apply to all passenger
and light duty trucks used by customers, employees, and
deliveries to the Project. GHG emissions related to
vehicular travel by the Project would benefit from this
regulation and mobile source emissions generated by the
Project would be reduced with implementation of this
performance based standard consistent with reduction of
GHG emissions under AB 32. Mobile source GHG
emissions provided in Table B-3 on page B-37
conservatively do not include this additional 34-percent
reduction in mobile source emissions as the CalEEMod
model does not yet account for this regulation. The Project
would further support this regulation since the Project
Applicant would provide at least 20 percent of the total
code-required parking spaces for the Project to be capable
of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment.

Senate Bill (SB) 375: SB 375 requires
integration of planning processes for
transportation, land-use and housing. Under
SB 375, each Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) would be required to adopt
a Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) to
encourage compact development that reduces
passenger vehicle miles traveled and trips so
that the region will meet a target, created by
CARSB, for reducing GHG emissions.

Consistent. SB 375 requires SCAG to direct the
development of the SCS for the region. The Project would
be consistent with SCAG’s RTP/SCS by locating the
Project within a HQTA and by reducing Project-related
transportation emissions by 29 percent (See Appendix A of
this MND). The RP/SCS targets a nine percent reduction in
VMT by 2020 and a 16 percent reduction by 2035. Thus,
the Project would be consistent with SB 375.

City of Los Angeles

1717 Wilcox
October 2016

Page B-41




Attachment B: Explanation of Checklist Determinations

Table B-5 (Continued)
AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan Reduction Measures—Mobile

Actions and Strategies Consistency Analysis

California Air Resources Board, Initial Statement of Reason for Proposed Regulation for The
Management of High Global Warming Potential Refrigerant for Stationary Sources, October 23, 2009,
www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2009/gwprmpQ9/isorref.pdf, accessed March 7, 2016.

Carbon intensity is a measure of the GHG emissions associated with the various production, distribution,
and use steps in the “lifecycle” of a transportation fuel.

Source: Eyestone Environmental, 2016.

SCAG’s Sustainable Communities Strategy

As described in Table B-5 on page B-41, SB 375 requires each Metropolitan
Planning Organization to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) in its regional
transportation plan (RTP). SCAG’s SCS is included in the SCAG 2016-2040 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016-2040 RTP/SCS). The goals
and policies of the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS that focus on reducing vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) feature transportation and land use planning that include building infill projects,
locating residents closer to where they work and play and designing communities so there
is access to high quality transit service. The 2016-2040 RTP/SCS is expected to reduce
per capita transportation emissions by eight percent by 2020 and 18 percent by 2035.

This level of reduction would meet and exceed the region’s GHG targets set by
CARB of eight percent per capita by 2020 and 13 percent per capita by 2035."
Furthermore, although there are no per capita GHG emission reduction targets for
passenger vehicles set by CARB for 2040, the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS’s GHG emission
reduction trajectory shows that more aggressive GHG emission reductions are projected
for 2040." The 2016—2040 RTP/SCS would result in an estimated 21-percent decrease in
per capita GHG emissions by 2040. By meeting and exceeding the SB 375 targets for
2020 and 2035, as well as achieving an approximately 21-percent decrease in per capita
GHG emissions by 2040 (an additional 3-percent reduction in the five years between 2035
[18 percent] and 2040 [21 percent]), the 2016—-2040 RTP/SCS is expected to fulfill and
exceed its portion of SB 375 compliance with respect to meeting the state’s GHG emission
reduction goals.

® Southern California Association of Governments, Final 2016-2040, RTP/SCS, Executive Summary, p. 8,

April 2016.
' Southern California Association of Governments, Final 2016—2040, RTP/SCS, April 2016, p. 153.
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Table B-6

AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan Reduction Measures—Solid Waste Diversion

Actions and Strategies

Consistency Analysis

California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989
and Assembly Bill 341: The California Integrated
Waste Management Act of 1989 requires each
jurisdiction’s source reduction and recycling element to
include an implementation schedule that shows
(1) diversion of 25 percent of all solid waste by
January 1, 1995, through source reduction, recycling,
and composting activities; and (2) diversion of 50
percent of all solid waste on and after January 1, 2000,
through source reduction, recycling, and composting
facilities.®

Consistent. GHG emissions related to solid
waste generation from the Project would
benefit from this regulation and solid waste
disposal emissions generated by the Project
would be reduced with implementation of this
performance based standard consistent with
reduction of GHG emissions under AB 32.
Project-related GHG emissions from solid
waste generation provided in Table B-3 on
page B-37 conservatively do not include this
50- to 75-percent reduction in solid waste

AB 341 (2011) amended the California Integrated Waste generation source emissions.

Management Act of 1989 to include a provision
declaring that it is the policy goal of the state that not
less than 75 percent of solid waste generated be source
reduced, recycled, or composted by the year 2020, and
annually thereafter.”

@ Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 41780(a).
®  Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 41780.01(a).
Source: Eyestone Environmental, 2016.

The 2016-2040 RTP/SCS states that the SCAG region is home to about 18.3 million
people in 2012 and currently includes approximately 5.9 million homes and 7.4 million jobs.
By 2040, the integrated growth forecast projects that these figures will increase by
3.8 million people, with nearly 1.5 million more homes and 2.4 million more jobs. High
Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs) will account for three percent of regional total land, but are
projected to accommodate 46 percent and 50 percent of future household and employment
growth respectively between 2012 and 2040. The overall land use pattern in the 2016—
2040 RTP/SCS reinforces the trend of focusing new housing and employment in the
region’s HQTAs. HQTAs are a cornerstone of land use planning best practices in the
SCAG region because they concentrate roadway repair investments, leverage transit
and active transportation investments, reduce regional life cycle infrastructure costs,
improve accessibility, create local jobs, and have the potential to improve public health and
housing affordability.

Consistent with the SCAG’s RTP/SCS alignment of transportation, land use, and
housing strategies, the Project would provide visitors and employees with convenient
access to public transit, which would facilitate a reduction in VMT and corresponding
vehicular GHG emissions. In particular, the Metro Red Line subway, which operates in the
vicinity of the Project Site, runs between North Hollywood and downtown Los Angeles,
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Table B-7

AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan Reduction Measures—Water

Actions and Strategies

Consistency Analysis

CCR, Title 24, Building Standards Code: The
California Green Building Standards Code (Part 11, Title
24) includes water efficiency requirements for new
residential and non-residential uses, in which buildings
shall demonstrate a 20-percent overall water use
reduction.

Consistent. The Project would comply with
applicable provisions of the 2013 Los Angeles
Green Building Code which in turn requires
compliance with mandatory standards included
in the California Green Building Standards
(20 percent overall water use reduction).

Senate Bill X7-7: The Water Conservation Act of 2009
sets an overall goal of reducing per-capita urban water
use by 20 percent by December 31, 2020. The state is

Consistent. As discussed above under Title
24, the Project would meet this performance
based standard.

required to make incremental progress toward this goal
by reducing per-capita water use by at least 10 percent
by December 31, 2015. This in an implementing
measure of the Water Sector of the AB 32 Scoping Plan.
Reduction in water consumption directly reduces the
energy necessary and the associated emissions to
convene, treat, and distribute the water; it also reduces
emissions from wastewater treatment.

Source: Eyestone Environmental, 2016.

connecting with the Metro Orange Line in North Hollywood, the Metro Purple Line at
Wilshire Boulevard, the Metro Blue Line and Metro Expo Line in downtown Los Angeles,
and the Metro Gold Line at Union Station. In the Project vicinity, the Metro Red Line has
stations at Hollywood Boulevard & Highland Avenue, approximately 0.5 mile west of the
Project Site, and Hollywood Boulevard & Vine Street, approximately 0.33 mile east of the
Project Site. Public bus transit service in the vicinity of the Project Site is provided by
Metro and the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) with nine bus
lines serving the Project area. As shown in Appendix A of this MND, the close proximity of
transit would reduce the number of vehicular trips and related VMT by approximately
29 percent. The Project’s estimated VMT reductions would be consistent with regional
strategies to reduce transportation-related GHG emissions and would be consistent with
and support the goals and benefits of the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, which seeks improved
“mobility and access by placing destinations closer together and decreasing the time and
cost of traveling between them. The Project would also be consistent with SCAG’s GHG
reduction strategy to concentrate job growth within HQTAs. The Project represents a
development within an existing urbanized area that would concentrate new commercial
uses within a HQTA, which is defined by the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS as generally walkable
transit villages or corridors that are within 0.5 mile of a well-serviced transit stop or a transit
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corridor with 15-minute or less service frequency during peak commute hours."”” The
convenient access to public transportation and other measures would further promote a
reduction in vehicle miles traveled and subsequent reduction in GHG emissions, which
would be consistent with the goals of SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS.

Los Angeles Green Building Code

With regard to the Los Angeles Green Building Code, Ordinance No. 182,849
requires that all Projects for which applications were filed on or after January 1, 2014, must
comply with the Los Angeles Green Building Code as amended to comply with various
provisions of the 2013 CALGreen Code. The Project will satisfy provisions of the 2013
CALGreen Code, which is anticipated to be 30 percent more efficient for nonresidential
construction compared to the 2008 CALGreen Code. Therefore, the Project is consistent
with the Los Angeles Green Building Code.

Summary

The Project is consistent with the emission reduction measures discussed within
CARB’s AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan, particularly its emphasis on the identification
of emission reduction opportunities that promote economic growth while achieving greater
energy efficiency and accelerating the transition to a low-carbon economy. In addition, as
recommended by CARB’s AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan, the Project would use
“green building” features consistent with the Los Angeles Green Building Code.

As part of SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, a reduction in VMT within the region is a
key component to achieve the 2020 and 2035 GHG emission reduction targets established
by CARB. As discussed above, the Project results in a VMT reduction of approximately
29 percent as a result of the close proximity to transit and would be consistent with SCAG’s
2016-2040 RTP/SCS.

VIll. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The following analysis is based, in part, on the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment Report (Phase | Environmental Site Assessment) prepared for the Project by
Aaron & Wright Assessment, LLC, dated September 9, 2015. The Phase | Environmental
Site Assessment is included as Appendix D of this MND.

7" Metro, High Quality Transit Areas, Southwest Quadrant, http://media.metro.net/projects_studies/call _

projects/images/Southwest%20Quad%20Map.pdf, accessed February 24, 2016.
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Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less Than Significant Impact. The types and amounts of hazardous materials
that would be used in connection with the Project would be typical of those used during
construction of hotel and restaurant developments, including vehicle fuels, paints, oils, and
transmission fluids. Similarly, the types and amounts of hazardous materials used during
operation of the proposed hotel and restaurant uses would be typical of such developments
and would include cleaning solvents, pesticides for landscaping, painting supplies, and
petroleum products. However, all potentially hazardous materials to be used during
construction and operation of the Project would be contained, stored, and used in
accordance with manufacturers’ instructions and handled in compliance with applicable
federal, State, and local regulations. Any associated risk would be adequately reduced to a
less than significant level through compliance with these standards and regulations.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
included a review of environmental records for the Project Site and a site reconnaissance
to identify potential on-site hazards. As discussed in the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment, the Project Site currently consists of one single-story restaurant building, one
commercial dumpster enclosure, and associated asphalt parking and driveways.
According to the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, the Project Site has been
developed with the existing surface parking lot since the 1920s, the restaurant building
since 1936, and the commercial dumpster enclosure structure since 1978. Prior to the
current development, the Project Site was developed as a portion of a residence in the
early 1900s and was developed with duplexes in the 1910s to the 1920s. Based on the
prior uses at the Project Site, the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment determined that
no prior uses of the Project Site or adjoining properties would be considered a recognized
environmental condition (REC).

With regard to the exiting uses on the Project Site, potential environmental concerns
at the Project Site noted in the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment include asbestos-
containing materials (ACM), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and vapor encroachment
conditions. The Phase | Environmental Site Assessment noted suspect ACM in the form of
vinyl flooring and mastic, roofing materials and drywall/joint compound located in the
restaurant building of the Project Site. However, since the suspect ACM was observed to
be in good condition, the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment determined that these
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materials can be effectively managed as part of an asbestos Operations and Maintenance
Program until such time as renovation or demolition activities necessitate their removal. In
addition, in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1403, Asbestos Emissions from
Demolition/Renovation Activities, prior to demolition activities associated with the Project,
the Applicant would conduct surveys of all buildings to verify the presence or absence of
any ACMs and conduct remediation or abatement before any disturbance occurs. Any
ACMs would be removed by a licensed abatement contractor in accordance with all
federal, State and local regulations prior to renovation or demolition. Mandatory
compliance with applicable federal and State standards and procedures would reduce risks
associated with ACM to less than significant levels.

The Phase | Environmental Site Assessment found no indication of potential
PCB-containing electrical or hydraulic equipment such as elevators, lifts or transformers
that would imply a significant potential for a REC related to PCBs on the Project Site. As
further described in the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, based on topography,
groundwater flow direction, soil and the furthest known extents of the contamination, none
of the properties surrounding the Project Site were suspected of having petroleum or
chemical contaminant plumes that would be identified as a vapor encroachment condition
within the Project Site.

With regard to lead-based paint (LBP), given the age of the restaurant building to be
removed, there is the potential for LBP to be present within the structure. However, the
painted surfaces were noted to be in good condition and, given the nonresidential usage of
the property, LBP was not considered a significant concern. Nevertheless, in accordance
with SCAQMD Rule 1403, Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities, prior
to demolition activities associated with the Project, the Applicant would conduct surveys of
all buildings to verify the presence or absence of any LBPs and conduct remediation or
abatement before any disturbance occurs. Any LBPs would be removed by a licensed
abatement contractor in accordance with all federal, state and local regulations prior to
renovation or demolition. Mandatory compliance with applicable federal and State
standards and procedures would reduce risks associated with LBP to acceptable levels.

As described in the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, reconnaissance of the
Project Site revealed no evidence of past or current presence of underground storage
tanks or above-ground storage tanks on the Project Site.

As noted in the Phase I, local water supplies are not known to have elevated levels
of radon or radium. Further, based on low regional averages, the non-residential usage of
the property and presence of commercial-grade HVAC systems, radon was not considered
a significant concern at the Project Site.
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The Project Site is not within a Methane Zone or Methane Buffer Zone identified by
the City."® Therefore, there is a negligible risk of subsurface methane release.

Based on the above, with compliance with regulatory requirements, the Project
would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into
the environment. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required.

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing
or proposed school?

Less Than Significant Impact. Selma Avenue Elementary School and Larchmont
Charter School, located at 6611 Selma Avenue, are approximately 0.25 mile southwest of
the Project Site. As discussed above, the types and amounts of hazardous materials that
would be used in connection with the Project would be typical of those used during
construction of hotel and restaurant developments, including vehicle fuels, paints, oils, and
transmission fluids. Similarly, the types and amounts of hazardous materials used during
operation of the proposed hotel and restaurant uses would be typical of such developments
and would include cleaning solvents, pesticides for landscaping, painting supplies, and
petroleum products. Therefore, the types of potentially hazardous materials that would be
used in connection with the Project would be consistent with other potentially hazardous
materials currently used in the vicinity of the Project Site. In addition, the Project would not
involve the use or handling of acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste.
Furthermore, all materials during both the construction and operation of the Project would
be used in accordance with manufacturers’ instructions and handled in compliance with
applicable federal, State, and local regulations. In addition, as described in Attachment A,
Project Description, of this MND, truck haul routes during construction of the Project would
likely be along Hollywood Boulevard to and from the Hollywood Freeway and trucks would
not travel adjacent to the two schools identified above. As such, the use of such materials
would not create a significant hazard to nearby schools. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

A City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, ZIMAS, Parcel Profile Report, http://zimas.lacity.org/,

accessed February 18, 2016.
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d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment, the Project Site is not listed on any of the federal, State and local databases
that track hazards, including the use and storage of hazardous materials. Further, as
discussed in the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and summarized in the Response
to Checklist Question VIIl.(b), above, with compliance with regulatory requirements, the
Project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are required.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan or within
2 miles of a public airport. Therefore, the Project would not result in a safety hazard
associated with an airport. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures
are required.

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?

No Impact. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the Project Site and the
Site is not located within a designated airport hazard area. Therefore, the Project would
not result in airport-related safety hazards. No impact would occur, and no mitigation
measures are required.

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Los Angeles’ General Plan Safety
Element addresses public protection from unreasonable risks associated with natural
disasters (e.g., fires, floods, earthquakes) and sets forth guidance for emergency response.
Specifically, the Safety Element includes Exhibit H, Critical Facilities and Lifeline Systems,
which identifies emergency evacuation routes, along with the location of selected
emergency facilities. According to the Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles General
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Plan, the Project Site is not located along a designated disaster route.’ The closest
disaster routes include Highland Avenue located approximately 0.5 mile west of the Project
Site, the Hollywood Freeway (US-101) located approximately 0.5 mile northeast of the
Project Site, and Beverly Boulevard located approximately 2 miles south of the Project Site.

While it is expected that the majority of construction activities for the Project would
be confined to the Project Site, temporary and limited off-site construction activities may
occur in adjacent street rights-of-way during certain periods of the day, which could
potentially affect emergency access adjacent to the Project Site. However, access to the
Project Site and surrounding area during construction of the Project would be maintained in
accordance with standard construction management plans that would be implemented to
ensure adequate circulation and emergency access. Therefore, the Project would not
impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or evacuation plan, and impacts during construction would be less than significant level.

With regard to operation, the Project does not propose the permanent closure of any
local public streets and access to the Project Site would continue to be provided from
Wilcox Avenue and Hudson Avenue. In addition, the Project would not install barriers that
would impede emergency response within and in the vicinity of the Project Site.
Furthermore, according to the Traffic Study prepared for the Project, operation of the
Project would not result in any significant traffic impacts pursuant to the significance
thresholds of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). The Project also
would not have a significant impact on the regional arterial system. The Project would also
be expected to provide adequate emergency access and comply with Los Angeles Fire
Department access requirements during operation. Therefore, the Project would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
evacuation plan during operation of the Project. Impacts during operation would be less
than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within an urbanized
area and is currently developed with a restaurant and paved surface parking areas.
Furthermore, the Project Site is not located within a City-designated Very High Fire Hazard

9 City of Los Angeles Department of Planning General Plan Safety Element—Critical Facilities and Lifeline

Systems, Exhibit H (November 26, 1996).
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Severity Zone (VHFHSZ).ZO However, the Project Site is located within Fire District No. 1,
which consists of areas identified by the City that are required to meet additional
developmental regulations to mitigate fire hazard-related risks. Notwithstanding, there are
no wildlands located adjacent to the Project Site. In addition, the Project Site is located in
an urbanized area and would be developed with new structures that would comply with
LAFD requirements. Therefore, the Project would not subject people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of exposure to wildland fires. Impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

IX. Hydrology and Water Quality
Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less Than Significant Impact. During Project construction, particularly during the
grading and excavation phases, stormwater runoff from precipitation events could cause
exposed and stockpiled soils to be subject to erosion and convey sediments into municipal
storm drain systems. In addition, on-site watering activities to reduce airborne dust could
contribute to pollutant loading in runoff. Pollutant discharges relating to the storage,
handling, use and disposal of chemicals, adhesives, coatings, lubricants, and fuel could
also occur. Thus, Project-related construction activities could have the potential to result in
adverse effects on water quality. However, this potential would be reduced by
implementation of standard erosion controls imposed during site preparation and grading
activities.  Specifically, all grading activities would require grading permits from the City’s
Department of Building and Safety, which would include requirements and standards
designed to limit potential impacts associated with erosion to acceptable levels.
Additionally, Project construction activities would occur in accordance with City grading
permit regulations (Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC), such as the preparation of an
erosion control plan, to reduce the effects of sedimentation and erosion. With compliance
with applicable regulatory requirements, impacts to water quality during construction would
be less than significant.

During operation, the Project would introduce sources of potential stormwater
pollution that are typical of hotel and restaurant uses (e.g., cleaning solvents, pesticides for
landscaping, and petroleum products associated with parking and circulation areas).

20 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information and Map Access System (ZIMAS),

Parcel Profile Report, http://zimas.lacity.org/, accessed February 18, 2016. The VHFHSZ was first
established in the City of Los Angeles in 1999 and replaced the older “Mountain Fire District” and “Buffer
Zone” shown on Exhibit D of the Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element.
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Stormwater runoff from precipitation events could potentially carry urban pollutants into
municipal storm drains. However, in accordance with the City’s Low Impact Development
(LID) Ordinance (Ordinance No. 181,899), Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be
implemented on-site to address City and State water quality requirements.

With compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, including implementation
of best management practices and LID standards as described above, the Project would
not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Impacts would be
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above in Response to Checklist
Question Vl.a.iii, groundwater was not encountered within borings at depths ranging from
50 to 71.5 feet below the ground surface of the Project Site and Cone Penetration Test
soundings to depths of 50 to 86 feet. In addition, as discussed in the Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment, the historic high groundwater level beneath the Project
Site is estimated to be between 25 to 35 feet below the existing ground surface. As
previously discussed, grading for the Project would require excavations of approximately
25 feet below the existing ground surface for development of the proposed subterranean
parking level. Therefore, based on the groundwater levels observed within the Project Site
and depth of excavation, the Project would not be anticipated to encounter groundwater
during construction. As such, construction activities associated with the Project would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level. Thus, impacts on groundwater levels during construction would
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

Operation of the Project would not interfere with groundwater recharge. The
majority of the Project Site is currently primarily developed with a paved surface parking
area and a small restaurant. Therefore, the degree to which surface water infiltration and
groundwater recharge currently occurs on-site is negligible. The Project is an infill
development and would replace the existing surface parking area and restaurant with a
hotel building and restaurant uses. Therefore, with implementation of the Project, existing
impervious surfaces would remain. In addition, the Project would not install any
groundwater wells and would not otherwise directly withdraw any groundwater. As such,
operation of the Project would not substantially affect groundwater levels beneath the
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Project Site, including depleting groundwater supplies or resulting in a substantial net
deficit in the aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table. Therefore, impacts
on groundwater during operation of the Project would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are required.

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?

Less Than Significant Impact. As previously described, the Project Site is primarily
developed with a paved surface parking area and includes a small restaurant.
Landscaping on-site is very limited. The Project Site is not crossed by any water courses
or rivers. Based on the existing uses of the Project Site and the limited landscaping, the
Project Site is primarily comprised of impervious surface areas. Therefore, given the
mostly impervious area of the Project Site, any stormwater that falls on the Project Site is
likely directed to storm drains adjacent to the Project Site on Wilcox Avenue and Hudson
Avenue and not infiltrated or captured on-site. As described above, the Project is an infill
development and would replace the existing surface parking area and restaurant with a
hotel building that would include restaurant uses. Since the Project would be constructed
within the extent of the Project Site, with implementation of the Project, the Project Site
would remain mostly impervious surface area. In addition, the Project would include
several planter boxes throughout the building that would serve to capture some of the
stormwater from the Project Site. Any stormwater not captured by the proposed planter
boxes would continue to flow to the storm drains adjacent to the Project Site along Wilcox
Avenue and Hudson Avenue. Furthermore, as discussed above, the Project would comply
with the City’s LID requirements, which would address erosion control and would minimize
the discharge of pollutants. Therefore, the Project would not substantially alter existing
drainage patterns, including through the alteration of a stream or river, which could result in
an increase in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or off site?

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no streams or rivers within the Project
Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. In addition, as described above in Response to
Checklist Question 1X.c, the Project would not alter drainage patterns or result in an
increase in surface runoff. Therefore, the Project would not substantially increase the rate
or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on-site or off-site.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.
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e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Response to Checklist Questions
IX.a through IX.c, above, the Project would maintain the impervious surfaces within the
Project Site and would not alter drainage patterns or result in an increase in runoff. Thus,
the existing public stormwater system would have sufficient capacity to accommodate the
Project. In addition, with compliance with the City’s LID requirements, the Project would not
result in additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Response to Checklist Question
IX.a, above, with implementation of regulatory requirements, water quality impacts
associated with construction and operation of the Project would be less than significant,
and no mitigation measures are required.

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) or by the City of Los
Angeles.?"?? Further, the Project does not propose housing within the Project Site. Thus,
the Project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. No impacts
would occur, and no mitigation would be required.

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area, structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

No Impact. As discussed above, the Project Site is not located within a designated
100-year flood hazard area. Thus, the Project would not place structures that would
impede or redirect flood flows within a 100-year flood hazard area. No impacts would
occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

2! Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel Number 06037C1605F,

effective September 26, 2008, https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search#tsearchresultsancho, accessed
February 19, 2016.

22 Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan, Exhibit F, City of Los Angeles, November 26, 1996.
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i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

Less Than Significant Impact. As stated above, the Project Site is not located
within a designated 100-year flood plain. In addition, the Safety Element of the City of Los
Angeles General Plan does not map the Project Site as being located within a flood control
basin.?> However, the Project Site is located within a potential inundation area associated
with the Hollywood Reservoir, which is held by the Mulholland Dam. The Mulholland Dam
is a Los Angeles Department of Water and Power dam located in the Hollywood Hills. The
Mulholland Dam was built in 1924 and designed to hold 2.5 billion gallons of water. This
dam, as well as other dams in California are continually monitored by various governmental
agencies (such as the State of California Division of Safety of Dams and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers) to guard against the threat of dam failure. Current design and
construction practices and ongoing programs of review, modification, or total reconstruction
of existing dams are intended to ensure that all dams are capable of withstanding the
maximum considered earthquake for the site. Pursuant to these regulations, the
Mulholland Dam and other dams in California are regularly inspected to ensure compliance
with current safety regulations. In addition, the Department of Water and Power has
emergency response plans to address any potential impacts to its dams. Given the
oversight by the Division of Safety of Dams, including regular inspections, and the
Department of Water and Power's emergency response program, the potential for
substantial adverse impacts related to inundation at the Project Site as a result of dam
failure would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

j- Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Less Than Significant Impact. A seiche is an oscillation of a body of water in an
enclosed or semi-enclosed basin, such as a reservoir, harbor, lake, or storage tank. A
tsunami is a great sea wave, commonly referred to as a tidal wave, produced by a
significant undersea disturbance such as tectonic displacement associated with large,
shallow earthquakes. Mudflows result from the downslope movement of soil and/or rock
under the influence of gravity.

As discussed above in Response to Checklist Question No. 1X.i, the Project Site is
located within a potential inundation area associated with the Hollywood Reservoir.
However, given the distance of the Project Site to the Hollywood Reservoir, a seiche within
the Hollywood Reservoir would not affect the Project Site. In addition, the Project Site is
approximately 13 miles east of the Pacific Ocean and is not mapped by the City as being

2 Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan, Exhibit G, City of Los Angeles, November 26, 1996.
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located within an area potentially affected by a tsunami.®* The Project Site is also not
in close proximity to any mounta