








































































































































































Comment Letter No. FORM 1 – General Opposition Letter

Full Name Address 



Paul Caporaso <paul.caporaso@lacity.org>

Big 5 Property Development
2 messages

john lorick <johnlorick@att.net> Tue, Jul 13, 2021 at 3:42 PM
To: "paul.koretz@lacity.org" <paul.koretz@lacity.org>, daniel.skolnick@lacity.org, paul.caporaso@lacity.org

I am writing thank you for your efforts to limit the size of the proposed building at this Wilshire and San Vicente location
and for working to enforce the requirements for adequate parking  at the site.    


As everyone in the area has experienced, this section of Wilshire and San Vicente is already heavily congested.   The
area suffers from inadequate street parking and equally inadequate, expensive structure  parking.  A poorly planned
massive new building will only add to the traffic volume and congestion. 


 Reducing the required amount of parking at the proposed new building will aggravate current traffic congestion because
the building’s new occupants and business patrons will be searching for street parking nearby or in the adjacent
residential neighborhoods.  They will not be riding and parking bicycles.  


The intersection is also a potential crossing point for the future light rail extension.   Overbuilding and inadequate parking
at this site will influence future design options and may result in sub-optimal rider access, reduced overall ridership,  and
overall compromised design choices for the light rail. 


Please continue your efforts to limit the size of this porposed development and to enforce the building code parking space
requirements.


Sincerely


John Lorick

124 South Harper Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90048


johnlorick@att.net

(310) 418-4624

Comment Letter No. IND 1

IND 1-1

IND 1-2

IND 1-3

IND 1-4

~~ ~~=~t~ 
Collaborate • • -------

I 

I 
I 



Paul Caporaso 
<paul.caporaso@lacity.org>

Zoom Sessions
1 message

Sun, Jul 18, 2021 at 3:20 PMP. E. Siman <pesiman@twc.com> To: 
656sanvicente@collaborate-la.com Cc: 
paul.caporaso@lacity.org

Community Out-Reach
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Asking for variances requires giving back to the community, which is lacking.  The developer is asking
for variances without making any type of enhancement for the area.

One example is the cross-walk from the West side of San Vicente and Wilshire to the East side where
the building is situated.  The broad width of the street means that people

are stranded in the middle island, and vehicles wishing to make a right turn onto San Vicente-narrowly
miss the person, or hold up Wilshire west bound due to pedestrians.

The cross-walk is lacking in visual applications, and if one were to go by the developers premise of
transit use, the station on the West side of San Vicente will impede traffic and endanger

pedestrians.   

I would be happy to speak with the public relations team and a person from the developers office about
the areas concerns before voicing objection

at the Council level.  The project is a year behind schedule? 

I look forward to hearing back as when additional community presentations may be scheduled, or to get
a few dates for me to select to have an in-depth conversation.

Paul Siman
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Paul Caporaso <paul.caporaso@lacity.org>

656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project
2 messages

Avrielle Gallagher <avrielle@religionofsports.com> Wed, Jul 28, 2021 at 10:04 PM
To: paul.caporaso@lacity.org

Environmental Case # - ENV-2017-468-EIR

State Clearinghouse # - 2020010172

Project Name - 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project 

Hi Paul,


I strongly oppose the building of the 656 South San Vicente Medical office project. I have lived on 6611 Orange St for 6
years. 

If you need to know why, I’m happy to share. But as a resident of the building that is about 50 feet away, I am expressing
my opposition to the construction of this building. 


Thanks,

Avrielle 
323.646.4238
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Paul Caporaso <paul.caporaso@lacity.org>

Opposition Letter - 656 South San Vicente Medical Office Project
1 message

Carisa Barah <carisabarah@gmail.com> Thu, Jul 29, 2021 at 1:04 PM
To: Paul Caporaso <paul.caporaso@lacity.org>

Hi Paul, please kindly confirm this was received and that you have the attachment included. Thank you.

I am a resident of 6611 Orange Street and I am writing in opposition to the proposed project of 656 South San Vicente
Medical Office Project Environmental Case # - ENV-2017-468-EIR
State Clearinghouse # - 2020010172. 

It is the responsibly of the City of LA, to put the safety and health of its residents first and in turn I hope you strike down
this proposed medical building and replace it with either housing or a park which would ground the exchange of the
Purple line La Cienega & Fairfax stations together helping ridership grow.  A medical building would not accomplish that
objective the city is very desperate to attain. 

Here is a list of my concerns and objections:


- Property is only zoned for 45ft but they are trying to get it rezoned to Wilshire Corridor.. this property is NOT located on
Wilshire rand should NOT be allowed a rezoning for any other purpose but housing. The city has a clear initiative to
building more affordable house, not a medical building.

- Beverly Hills put a moratorium on exactly this type of building so the developer is trying to get the Beverly Hills doctor by
being across the street from Beverly Hills - this is NOT a valid reason to have this building built AND does nothing to
revitalize the area.

- Truck access and travel would be on Orange Street.. the developer wishes for trucks to go north on Sweetzer and west
on Orange.. both residential streets -  they feel ok with bringing medical waste & other building services in and out of all
day and night.

- the proposed truck route will hinder and prevent emergency vehicles from accessing both Orange & Sweeter streets,
creating a harmful and potentially deadly impact for residents.

- Limited amount of parking, using bicycle parking to circumvent the lack of parking

- They are trying to use the amount of bike parking spots as a selfing point.. which is a complete manipulation. The
destinations along the new Purple line extension will be LACMA & The Motion Picture Museum, NOT San Vicente.
Commuters who ride bikes will not be the workers in this proposed building NOR the patients who will be commuting by
car. Patients going to see doctors don’t ride their bikes.. they take ride-shares or drive themselves.

- Increased greenhouse gasses due to lack of parking - ride-shares increase greenhouse gases by 2 fold.. equaling 4 car
rides per visitor. Decrease in pubic transport both before and now substantially because of  Covid has been documented
many times, and the California environmental quality act means this building and the current draft EIR will significantly erode the
local environment this building is proposed on

- As of the date of this letter, the medical office building at 640 S. San Vicente still has “for lease” banners up. It makes
one curious why these medical offices would be attractive here with apparent vacancies next door.  The draft EIR does
not offer any.

- Proximity to the new Purple Line extension as well as the fact that this building is on a mostly residential street means
this property should ideally be residential. The project site parcels currently addressed 666, 668 and 676 S San Vicente
have been identified as “suitable for residential development without the need for any legislative action by the City.”  If
there is to be development of such massive scale on this particular site, necessity and context both demand a greater
proportion of residentially-oriented uses.  This could mean including actual dwelling units that directly take on the housing
crisis; more ground-floor, pedestrian friendly retail and services as inclusionary programs for the nearby residents and
commuters; publicly available open space such as a parklet or plaza.  In fact, a 2016 Forbes article pointed to the synergy
of retail and medical uses when near one another. (https://www.forbes.com/sites/bisnow/2017/06/23/healthcare-is-
becoming-the-new-retail/?sh=26abc1667946)
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- They are proposing double height parking so they can build out future offices, which on the Zoom they held July 12, their
land use consultant  Nicole Kuklok-Wladman, who was also at the in person PLUC MCW meeting feb 2020 , stated she
didn't remember that being the case and they don't remember Mid Cit West questioning them and having concerns about
that and the overall height of the building. **I was AT that meeting... I was the one to bring up that point and was part of
that questioning with the MCW panel. These developers will lie any chance they get even when already on the record.

- They also would not share who was on the July 12 Zoom.. neighbors or parties of interest could not see how many had
joined in and when I asked them to share that info they would not. It is the default setting of zoom to allow all parties to
see on another, speak, and make public comments. Nicole Kuklok-Wladman needed to manually change these settings
and in turn was not acting in good faith. (Screen snap attached)

- The only shared the Zoom link 90min before the zoom.. which meant anyone signing up earlier, there was no notification
that a link was even coming, leaving people (like myself and my neighbor) to think the meeting may not be happening..
which I am sure led to less attendance. Again not acting in good faith. (Attached is a pdf of the email for the zoom sent
out at 3:26pm the day of the event) Even started at 6pm. There was no email notification when I signed up to attend on
Sunday July 11.. the only notification was this email.

- They would not let people speak, which I asked to do and was denied, and told they didn't knwo how to let people.. it's a
zoom.. that is the default setting.. you have to change them to make it inaccessible!
Participants could only text into private chat their questions or concerns… so the public couldn’t see their comments.
When pressed with information they did not like, they ignored it. I have screen snaps (attached) - Again not acting in good
faith

- The Zoom only lasted 15min and basically was only to show to access the documents on these websites. They didn't
actually wish to engage with the public at all.. though was "the public" even on it? Who knows. - again not acting in good
faith

- The developer has sent out letters with no return address, making their outreach look like trash.. preventing the public
from fully being aware of their intentions. This was also notated and brought up at the PLUC meeting Feb 2020. - again
not acting in good faith.

*** THE DEVELOPER IS INTENTIONALLY AND CONSISTENTLY NOT ACTING IN GOOD FAITH TO AVOID PUSH
BACK.  A developer who behaves in such a way should NOT be allowed to proceed with their project, as there are in
breach of their fiduciary responsibly. 

Thank you for your time, 
Carisa 

Carisa Barah
Producer
917-667-1161
smallbattles.com

July 12 Zoom - Chat screen snaps.pdf

1810K
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mag:656sanvicente.ltr210802.1/04

WHAT:  design and production
WHERE:  architecture, design and media fields
HOW:  analog and digital

MARK GEE
6611 ORANGE ST, NO 7
LOS ANGELES, CA USA
90048

Mr. Caporaso,          

I am an architect and resident of the neighborhood to the immediate north of the proposed 
project. I find several aspects of the project at 656 South San Vicente troubling upon 
reviewing the Draft EIR.  I respectfully submit my comments and suggestions below.

- The building is grossly out of scale with the stated intensity of use.  The floor-to-floor
heights on the drawings are much greater than those of typical commercial buildings,
especially the parking levels, which are twice the height of a common garage.

- The unusually extra-generous parking levels add 40’ to the overall building height
compared to similar use buildings.

- Indeed, the Applicant’s 12-story project dwarfs the 10-story 8383 Wilshire (160’
according to Beverly Hills records, 16’ average floor-to-floor) by adding 69’-6” for
only two more stories.  This is clearly illustrated in the southerly aerial perspective
rendering of the Draft EIR.

- Another nearby building, the Jewish Federation’s Goldsmith Building, is also 12
stories but 147’ tall per original building permit (12’-3” average floor-to-floor).

- At 6500 Wilshire the tower is 23 stories and 316’ tall (13’-9” average floor-to-floor).

- The proposed excessive height contributes to a problematic massing, which in
turn presents inappropriateness to context and results in expansive facades which
themselves need greater articulation and scale differentiation.

- A quick survey of space planning literature from medical device manufacturers,
including MRI and CT scanners, did not indicate a need for such tall headroom.

- The Applicant should justify needing the unusual 20’ parking level floor heights.  One
interpretation is a need to park tall vehicles on every level. Speaking as a residential
neighbor, the prospect of increased numbers of large vehicles traveling along Orange
Street or Sweetzer Avenue on a daily basis is very undesirable.  At an online outreach
meeting July 12, the Applicant’s land use consultant stated that she believed the City had 
imposed a requirement to utilize stacking parking which necessitated the height.  I find 
this explanation hard to believe, but if it is true, as an architect I do not fault the designers
for taking advantage of the required headroom to help create more attractive occupied
interior environments alongside the parking -- renderings and elevations suggest this
to be the case but plans are not explicit -- yet I find the resultant overall height increase,
massing, and exterior expression problematic and not effectively resolved architecturally.
The Draft EIR states, “the parking spaces would be designed to blend with the building’s 
architecture to minimize views of the Project’s parking uses from the street front,” but
the “blend” solution misses the opportunity to introduce architectural differentiation with
a variety of scales.  It results in a monotonous expanse.  One can look to examples of
the Miami Museum and work by Ned Kahn to see that parking facades can be dealt with 
creatively.  Stacked parking saves lateral space; perhaps it is possible to consolidate it
vertically as a tower rather than the plinth that forces the offices higher.   I ask the City
to require the Applicant to identify the need for such tall parking areas to insure that
vehicle types do not pose a significant impact.  If it is true that the City has imposed a 
such a specific entitlement requirement for stacked parking in this project, it would be in
the City’s interest at this time to understand that it is planned for effectively.  Therefore I
also request that the City ask the Applicant to state how much stacked parking is being 
provided and where.  There are additional potential significant environmental concerns
with tall levels that I will describe below and explain why I additionally request that the 
City have the Applicant clarify if parking levels are solely for parking or shared with office.
Finally on this point I urge the City to have the Applicant reassess the partitioning of
parking and office architecturally and arrive at a less imposing facade.

PAUL CAPORASO
CITY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
221 N. FIGUEROA ST
SUITE 1350
LOS ANGELES, CA
90012

RE: ENV-2017-468-EIR

AUGUST 02, 2021
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HOW:  analog and digital

MARK GEE
6611 ORANGE ST, NO 7
LOS ANGELES, CA USA
90048

- The 716 proposed valet bicycle parking spaces are also unusual but not unwelcome.  
The plans show room for what might possibly be 108 stacked racks on the ground floor, 
by my estimation.  I urge the City to require a covenant to provide and maintain all on-
site bicycle parking and valet services within the parking areas.

- Throughout the entire project the extremely generous floor-to-floor heights suggest 
the possibility of additional real floor area using mezzanines.  These are not counted in 
building code floor area limitations but the result is real added floor area and occupant 
load that may be difficult to enforce during tenant improvements.  This translates into 
greater strain on traffic, parking, and transit in the future than the nominal number of 
stories and shell and core exiting capacity are accounted for at time of entitlement and 
permitting. The applicant is asking for a reduction in parking requirements, which seems 
antithetical to implied future occupant loads and significant traffic-related impacts.  The 
requested parking reduction per LAMC 12.32 P does not seem justified in light of this 
without further study and explanation.  I strongly urge the City to address this possibility 
when examining the traffic and parking impacts and their requirements.  The City may 
desire to require covenants, affidavits, development agreements, or other instruments to 
insure that FAR is respected during tenant improvements.

- The architectural expression is underwhelming -- indeed, banal --  and not befitting the 
location.  The facade has an undifferentiated horizontal monotony similar to suburban 
office parks.  Unlike those low-rise complexes, the project is tall enough to be visible 
from street level at a great distance.  The separation of the upper three floors by use 
of the recessed terraces begins to break down bulk and create distinct masses, but 
this is undermined by applying the same facade as the floors below.  The developers 
can choose to spend money on whatever building elements they prefer, but the added 
building volume and its cladding do not present an attractive, well-proportioned 
structure that is sensitive to its context. This intersection will be of increasing 
importance in the very near future and it is deserving of a better urbanistic response – 
one that addresses needs of commuters a là transit-oriented destination services, one 
that enhances the character of the intersection as an identifiable and inviting urban node, 
one that enhances the neighborhood such that the local residents would want to claim 
it. A landmark building of the proposed height would not necessarily be out of place 
at this location, yet this proposal is unfortunately an unremarkable mass.  The draft 
EIR identifies potential environmental impacts, but the project vicinity presents a great 
number of notable characteristics that should be strengthened, among them being:

- Adjacency to Beverly Hills, a not-insignificant factor in socio-economic terms for 
property owners, residents and visitors;

- The terminus of the residential area and green median of San Vicente south of 
Wilshire to the more commercial zone in the north;

- Entry to Miracle Mile;

- A nexus of transit modalities;

- Proximity to notable cultural, recreational, and leisure sites.

- A Metro Purple Line stop 

- I am sure that both the developer and City want an attractive, notable building due to the 
location, but the neighborhood deserves improved aesthetics for the given height and 
bulk to create an urban placemaker.  Taking a cue from the Gruen Associates website 
about their remodel of the Jewish Federation building:  “The 12-story, 135,000-SF 
building, originally constructed in 1955, received a new exterior façade to highlight the 
architectural importance of its location.”  It is regrettable that the proposed project does 
not present an urban node that demonstrates the same recognition of place and its 
possibilities.  

- There are a number of successful existing, transit-oriented, nodal centers along Wilshire 
Blvd (Western Ave, Vermont Ave, Normandie) that should be held up as examples.  

RE: ENV-2017-468-EIR
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MARK GEE
6611 ORANGE ST, NO 7
LOS ANGELES, CA USA
90048

The urban form is often a tower or a mid-rise volume of narrower plan proportions 
as opposed to a bulky mass as proposed.  We see plazas, a great proportion of retail 
wrapping the ground levels.  While these examples are directly adjacent to the Metro 
Purple Line stations, the La Cienega station is mere steps away in Beverly Hills and 
this proximity within the City should inform the urban placemaking.  Looking ahead to 
the future Purple Line stops, we see Fairfax, La Brea, Rodeo Drive, Century City, and 
Westwood.  These are all notable locations with strong urban identities and abundance 
of ground-level pedestrian amenities.  One would hope new development on this site 
would aspire to the same qualities but is sadly lacking.  The project not only intends 
to take advantage of various by-right transit-oriented opportunities but also seeks 
rezoning and delivers little to the community in return. 

- The terraces help to break up the massing, but simply varying glazing types and 
mullion rhythms will create more “visual interest” by reducing the monotony.

One can see that many of my concerns derive from the very tall floors. I urge the City and 
its Planning Commission to fully understand the reasons behind this.  Without a clear 
explanation of necessity, the City should take measures to have the Applicant remedy 
the egregious height, and outsize massing, which are directly related to the potential 
significant impacts of unenforced occupant load increases.  It would be to the benefit 
of all if reducing the size of the project also alleviated the unremarkable architectural 
expression.  As the project currently stands, I ask the City not to grant the requested FAR 
and height limit increases.

In addition, I request that the City consider the following to be included as Mitigation 
Measures, Development Conditions, or other requirements as appropriate:

- Include vertical breaks in the massing along San Vicente using wall plane relief and 
different materials.  This would also be welcome on the northeast (alley) facade which 
is currently undifferentiated.

- Introduce finer articulation and features to the facade to break up the monotony.

- It is unclear whether level 6 has a terrace along the northeast (alley) facade or 
not. Elevations and renderings distinctly show it, but landscaping plans do not. 
This elevation is especially sensitive to the appearance of bulk toward the low-rise 
residential. Any breakup, setback/stepback, and variation in the facade would be 
welcome to break down the monotonous appearance and improve the likelihood of 
identifying the building from the north and east.

- The Draft EIR states that the generator will be run up to 50 hours per year for 
maintenance and testing.  Noise analysis needs to be made available and restrictions 
on time of day for testing should be adopted.  The Draft EIR does not indicate the 
location of combustion and heat exhausts.  Both are presumably on Orange Street.  
Mitigation measures should be included that address expected noise impact to the 
neighboring residential uses as well as STC/attenuation requirements of the enclosure 
and attenuation by mufflers on the exhausts.

- Expand noise mitigation measure NOI-MM-1 to include fencing along Orange Street.

- Add a noise mitigation measure to post on jobsite limitations on use of loud equipment 
outside of certain hours.  The lingering effects of the pandemic with work from home 
make residences even more sensitive to noise than before.  

- Louvers facing Orange Street on levels 6-9 should have sound attenuating devices 
installed to mitigate fan or mechanical noise.

- Upfront, concrete commitments for Traffic Demand Mitigation measures.  Incentives for 
utilizing public transportation should be required in the Conditions of Approval.

RE: ENV-2017-468-EIR
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MARK GEE
6611 ORANGE ST, NO 7
LOS ANGELES, CA USA
90048

- Off-site development conditions in the immediate intersection context.   Remove, or 
relocate further north, the vehicular access between the San Vicente frontage road and 
S. San Vicente proper -- this has been a very awkward and hazardous condition for both 
motorists and pedestrians.  In conjunction, create a better resolution to the southern 
terminus of Sweetzer Avenue at Wilshire.  Widen the frontage road median enough 
for a turnout onto the frontage road from S. San Vicente; improve the greenery of the 
median.   Improve the pedestrian street crossings and traffic flow as Caltrans suggests.  
Create protected right turns from Wilshire to San Vicente (both directions) and increase 
the pedestrian crossing timing, especially in light of the greater amount of expected foot 
traffic coming from the new Metro station.  These improvements would all further the 
aims of the City’s Policies 2-2.1, 3-2.3 and Objectives 3.16, 11-2.

- Because many residential neighbors only have street parking, entitlements should 
stipulate not to include Jacarandas or other messy species. 

On a final note as to use, as of the date of this letter, the medical office building at 640 
S. San Vicente still has “for lease” banners up. It makes one curious how and why the 
proposed medical offices would be more attractive with apparent vacancies next door.  It 
also pains me to see this sort of development proposed when Los Angeles sorely needs 
residential development to address the affordable housing crisis.  Indeed, the project 
site parcels currently addressed 666, 668 and 676 S San Vicente have been identified 
in the City’s own Housing Element as “suitable for residential development without the 
need for any legislative action by the City.”  If there is to be development of such massive 
scale on this particular site, necessity and context both demand a greater proportion of 
residentially-oriented uses.  This could mean including actual dwelling units that directly 
take on the housing crisis; more ground-floor, pedestrian friendly retail and services as 
inclusionary programs for the nearby residents and commuters; publicly available open 
space such as a parklet or plaza.  The Draft EIR itself points out that the project is within a 
Regional Center overlay and quotes the desired attributes:

The development of sites and structures integrating housing with commercial uses 
is encouraged in Regional Centers, in concert with supporting services, recreational 
uses, open space, and amenities.

Some of my comments could be construed to fall within the exemption criteria of SB 743 
and ZI File No. 2542 for TDAs.  Most of them relate directly to the effects of the rezoning 
request.  I call on the City to examine closely these concerns in terms of potential 
significant impacts related to traffic and land use.  In my view, the Draft EIR seeks 
avoidance of broader goals of the General Plan and pays lip service to policy statements.  
If the City commits to allowing the height and volume as requested on this site, it should 
use the opportunity to encourage a much richer project than what is being proposed.  It’s 
use intensity should not require the volume and massing proposed.  Given the prominent 
site and requested envelope, something much more aspirational and inviting would be 
welcome.

Yours,

Mark Gee
310.694.6042
mark@mimsync.com

cc:  CD5

RE: ENV-2017-468-EIR
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Paul Caporaso <paul.caporaso@lacity.org>

Opposition to Stockdale Capital Partners - ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-2017-
468-EIR
5 messages

Jose Nazar <me@josenazar.com> Mon, Aug 2, 2021 at 1:54 PM
To: "paul.caporaso@lacity.org" <paul.caporaso@lacity.org>

Dear Mr. Paul Caporaso,

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-2017-468-EIR;
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO.: 2020010172

PROJECT NAME: 656 South San Vicente Medial Office Project;
PROJECT ADDRESS: 650-676 South
San Vicente Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90048 

The closing of the Montessori School and the new ownership of the building and land at 650-676 South San
Vicente Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90048 by Stockdale Capital
Partners has been an environmental disaster for our
neighborhood. For more than a year, Stockdale allowed, without lifting a finger, its abandoned property and building to
be overtaken by vagrants who ended up covering the adjacent S. San Vicente Blvd. and
Orange St. blocks with dozens
of tents upon an ocean of garbage. 

These were not roofless families with children, but mostly common criminals released because of COVID-
19. Neighbors walk or park in fear day or night. Women were
subjected to groping or catcalls. In no time, we had a
wave of violent burglaries and car break-ins reported in the newspapers.

As the owner of the office building next door and to keep my tenants safe, I had to hire security guards 24/7 with no
cooperation from Stockdale.  The guards were
threatened at knifepoint (reported to police) and I had to provide them
with bulletproof vests.

During the burglaries, neighbor Gabriel Donnay, a 31-year-old, was brutally stabbed. Stockdale still didn’t do anything
to secure their property, while the vagrants
lit bonfires in the center of Orange Street. 

A fire broke out inside the Montessori school building. The charred walls became an eyesore. I had to send personnel
to paint their blackened walls. 

I and my diplomat wife, a busy Ambassador to Egypt, did Stockdale’s work and negotiated with the vagrants to go. On
her last day of that work, social workers offered help
to a couple of homeless remaining.

Granted, Stockdale, who was observing our efforts, with the last vagrant gone dropped on the sidewalk flimsy, rental
wire fencing easily pushed aside, which I
had to affix to the sidewalk with my personnel. We still keep repairing it
daily. 

When the vagrants left, the rats abandoned the building, invading our neighborhood. Stockdale did nothing again. The
raticide you can observe behind the fence
was bought by my wife.

Our security personnel still keep watch on Stockdale’s property 24/7 to prevent the vagrants attempts to return.  No
action from Stockdale. 

Please, don’t abandon us in the hands of negligent Stockdale. A permit would be a virtual license to kill our
neighborhood. They have clearly shown their lack
of concern for our environment.  You would promptly end up with
the environmental consequences on your desk. 

We emphatically oppose this project. 

Stockdale.pdf

3270K
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Jose Nazar <me@josenazar.com> Mon, Aug 2, 2021 at 1:58 PM
To: "paul.caporaso@lacity.org" <paul.caporaso@lacity.org>

Picture enclosed.
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Begin forwarded message:
[Quoted text hidden]

Stockdale.pdf

3270K

Jose Nazar <me@josenazar.com> Mon, Aug 2, 2021 at 1:59 PM
To: "paul.caporaso@lacity.org" <paul.caporaso@lacity.org>

Encampment on both sides of San Vicente going around to Orange Street for two and a half blocs.
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Begin forwarded message:

From: Jose Nazar <me@josenazar.com>

Subject: Opposition to Stockdale Capital Partners - ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-2017-468-EIR

Date: August 2, 2021 at 1:54:50 PM PDT

To: "paul.caporaso@lacity.org" <paul.caporaso@lacity.org>


[Quoted text hidden]

Stockdale.pdf

3270K

Paul Caporaso <paul.caporaso@lacity.org> Mon, Aug 2, 2021 at 2:07 PM
To: Jose Nazar <me@josenazar.com>

Hello Jose,

Thank you for your email and associated attachments, it will be added as part of the Project's case file. If you would like to
be added to the Interested Parties List to receive notification of publications and hearings, please let me know.

All the best,

Paul N. Caporaso 
Pronouns: He/Him, They/Them
Planning Assistant

Los Angeles City Planning
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1350
Los Angeles, CA 90012
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[Quoted text hidden]

Jose Nazar <me@josenazar.com> Mon, Aug 2, 2021 at 2:32 PM
To: Paul Caporaso <paul.caporaso@lacity.org>

Thank you, very much. I’m not used to such high speed in answers from the City  I’m impressed.; you are a gem. 
Yes, we are very concerned about Stockdale in our neighborhood, so please include us in all allowed communications. 
Respectfully,
Jose Nazar

PS. 700 bikes? Probably 7 max will be used!  It shows their nerve. That would mean 175 cars roaming for 
parking in streets already crammed to the rim.  

On Aug 2, 2021, at 2:07 PM, Paul Caporaso <paul.caporaso@lacity.org> wrote:


[Quoted text hidden]
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