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1 INTRODUCTION 
An application for the proposed 3822 South Figueroa Project (Project) has been submitted to the City of 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning for discretionary review. The City of Los Angeles (City), as 
Lead Agency, has determined that the project is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), and that the preparation of an Initial Study is required. 

This Initial Study (IS) evaluates the potential environmental effects that could result from the construction, 
implementation, and operation of the proposed Project. This Initial Study has been prepared in 
accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations, §15000 et seq.), and the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines 
(1981, amended 2006). The City has determined to use Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines as 
the thresholds of significance for the Project unless another threshold of significance is expressly 
identified in this document. Based on the analysis provided within this Initial Study, the City has concluded 
that the Project may result in significant impacts on the environment and the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required. This Initial Study (as part of the forthcoming EIR) is 
intended as an informational document, which is ultimately required to be considered and certified by the 
decision-making body of the City prior to approval of the Project. 

1.1 PURPOSE OF AN INITIAL STUDY 
The California Environmental Quality Act was enacted in 1970 with several basic purposes, including: 
(1) to inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential significant environmental 
effects of proposed projects; (2) to identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or 
significantly reduced; (3) to prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring 
changes in projects through the use of feasible alternatives or mitigation measures; and (4) to disclose 
to the public the reasons behind a project’s approval, even if significant environmental effects are 
anticipated. 

An Initial Study is a preliminary analysis conducted by the Lead Agency, in consultation with other 
agencies (responsible or trustee agencies, as applicable), to determine whether there is substantial 
evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. If the Initial Study shows that 
there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the project may have 
a significant effect on the environment, the Lead Agency shall prepare a Negative Declaration. If the 
Initial Study identifies potentially significant effects but revisions have been made by or agreed to by the 
applicant that would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects 
would occur, a Mitigated Negative Declaration is appropriate. If the Initial Study concludes that neither a 
Negative Declaration nor a Mitigated Negative Declaration is appropriate, an EIR is normally required.1    

 
1
  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(b)(1) identifies the following three options for the Lead Agency when there is substantial evidence that 

the project may cause a significant effect on the environment: “(A) Prepare an EIR, or (B) Use a previously prepared EIR which the Lead 
Agency determines would adequately analyze the project at hand, or (C) Determine, pursuant to a program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate 
process, which of a project’s effects were adequately examined by an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 
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1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE INITIAL STUDY 

This Initial Study is organized into sections as follows: 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Describes the purpose and content of the Initial Study and provides an overview of the CEQA process. 

2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Provides Project information, identifies key areas of environmental concern, and includes a determination 
of whether the Project may have a significant effect on the environment. 

3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, including Project characteristics and 
a list of discretionary actions. 

4 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Contains the completed Initial Study Checklist and discussion of the environmental factors that would be 
potentially affected by the Project.  

1.3 CEQA PROCESS 

Below is a general overview of the CEQA process. The CEQA process is guided by the CEQA statutes 
and guidelines, which can be found on the State of California’s website. 

1.3.1 Initial Study 
At the onset of the environmental review process, the City has prepared this Initial Study to determine if 
the proposed Project may have a significant effect on the environment. This Initial Study has determined 
that the proposed Project may have a significant effect(s) on the environment and that an EIR will be 
prepared. 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) is prepared to notify public agencies and the general public that the Lead 
Agency is starting the preparation of an EIR for the proposed Project. The NOP and Initial Study are 
circulated for a 30-day review and comment period. During this review period, the Lead Agency requests 
comments from agencies and the public on the scope and content of the environmental information to be 
included in the EIR. After the close of the 30-day review and comment period, the Lead Agency continues 
the preparation of the Draft EIR and any associated technical studies, which may be expanded in 
consideration of the comments received on the NOP. 

1.3.2 Draft EIR 
Once the Draft EIR is complete, a Notice of Completion and Availability is prepared to inform public 
agencies and the general public of the availability of the document and the locations where the document 
can be reviewed. The Draft EIR and Notice of Availability are generally circulated for a 45-day review and 
comment period. The purpose of this review and comment period is to provide public agencies and the 
general public an opportunity to review the Draft EIR and comment on the document, including the 
analysis of environmental effects, the mitigation measures presented to reduce potentially significant 
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impacts, and the alternatives analysis. After the close of the 45-day review and comment period, 
responses to comments on environmental issues received during the comment period are prepared. 

1.3.3 Final EIR 
The Lead Agency prepares a Final EIR, which incorporates the Draft EIR or a revision to the Draft EIR, 
comments received on the Draft EIR and list of commenters, and responses to significant environmental 
points raised in the review and consultation process. 

The decision-making body then considers the Final EIR, together with any comments received during the 
public review process and may certify the Final EIR and approve the Project. In addition, when approving 
a Project for which an EIR has been prepared, the Lead Agency must prepare findings for each significant 
impact identified, a statement of overriding considerations if there are significant impacts that cannot be 
mitigated, and a mitigation monitoring program. 
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
PROJECT TITLE 3822 South Figueroa  

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.  ENV-2024-6372-EIR 

RELATED CASES   CPC-2024-6371-DB-PR-HCA; VTT-84555-CN 

  

PROJECT LOCATION 3822-3828 South Figueroa Street, 3801-3833 ½ South Flower 
Drive, and 468-470 West 39th Street, Los Angeles, California 
90037 

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA South Los Angeles 

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION Community Commercial 

ZONING C2-1L and RD1.5-1 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 9 

  

LEAD AGENCY City of Los Angeles  

CITY DEPARTMENT Department of City Planning 

STAFF CONTACT  Tamar Gharibian 

ADDRESS 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

PHONE NUMBER (213) 978-1797 

EMAIL tamar.gharibian@lacity.org 

  

APPLICANT Red Penguins QOZB, LLC 

ADDRESS 6789 Quail Hill Parkway, Unit 225, Irvine, CA, 92603 

PHONE NUMBER (310) 595-3208 
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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). 

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

3) 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. 

4) "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 "Earlier 
Analysis," as described in (5) below, may be cross referenced). 

5) 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.  Identify 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. 

6) 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.   

7) Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
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8) 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. 

9) 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 significant.  
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3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

3.1 PROJECT SUMMARY  

The Project proposes a new seven-story, mixed-use building comprised of 209 dwelling units (including 
16 units for Low-Income households (15 percent), 22 units for Very Low-Income households (14 percent), 
and four units for Extremely Low-Income households (two percent)); and 2,705 square feet of ground 
level retail and restaurant uses. The Project would have a maximum building height of 86 feet, and a total 
floor area of 252,148 square feet on a 62,989 square-foot (1.4-acre) Project Site (Project Site), for a FAR 
of 4:1. The Project involves the demolition of eight multi-family residential buildings (seven of which are 
within the Flower Drive Historic District), and the removal of surface parking areas. The Project’s 209 
units would exceed the number of existing housing units that would be removed by the Project, and would 
provide a net increase of 158 units on the Project Site consisting of 34 studios, 43 one-bedroom units, 
45 two-bedroom units, 34 three-bedroom units, and 53 four-unit bedroom units. Additionally, the Project 
would include 23,127 square feet of open space consisting of private patios, courtyard areas, roof decks, 
and indoor amenities for residents, as well as 34 residential parking spaces and six commercial parking 
spaces at the ground level.  

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
3.2.1 Project Location  
The 1.4-acre Project Site is located directly east of Exposition Park at 3822-3828 South Figueroa Street; 
3801-3833 ½ South Flower Drive; and 468-470 West 39th Street, within an urbanized area located 
approximately two miles southwest of Downtown Los Angeles within the City’s South Los Angeles 
Community Plan area, as shown in Figure 1, Regional Map. The Project Site is generally bounded by 
South Figueroa Street to the west, West 38th Street to the north, South Flower Drive and the Interstate 
110 (I-110) freeway to the east, and existing residential uses and an auto servicing center to the south. 

Local access to the Project Site is provided by South Figueroa Street located west of the Project Site, 
and primary regional access is provided by the I-110 freeway located directly east of South Flower Drive 
and Interstate 10 (I-10) located 1.6 miles north of the Project Site. The Project is served by two transit 
agencies. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) E (Expo) line is located 
0.3 miles north of the Project Site on Exposition Boulevard and provides service to Santa Monica and 
Downtown Los Angeles. Metro also operates multiple local and express bus lines that serve the Project 
Site, including Line 2, 81, and 550 which travel north/west along South Figueroa Street. The Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) also serves the Project Site with the DASH Southeast – 
Clockwise and Counterclockwise service routes.  



N.T.S.

SOURCE: ESRI, 2025
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3.2.2 Existing Conditions 
Figure 2, Aerial of the Project Site, on page 12 provides an aerial photograph of the Project Site and 
its surrounding properties, including the existing student housing center, Hub Los Angeles Coliseum, as 
well as the residential uses and auto servicing center located immediately south of the Project Site. These 
buildings are not a part of the Project or the Project Site, and therefore, would remain in their current 
condition.  

As shown in Figure 2, the Project Site is currently developed with seven, two-story multi-family residential 
buildings that are part of the Flower Drive Historic District along Flower Drive, and a two-story multi-family 
residential building and surface parking along Figueroa Street. Existing development on the site totals 51 
residential units and 26,597 square feet of floor area.  

The Project Site is relatively flat with limited ornamental landscaping. Existing landscaping within the 
Project Site includes a total of 14 on-site trees and nine street trees located within the public right-of-way 
surrounding the Project Site. Existing on-site trees include eight species such as Mexican Fan Palm), 
Spinless Yucca, and Queen Palm. None of the on-site trees or street trees are protected by the City of 
Los Angeles Protected Tree and Shrubs Ordinance No. 186,873.2,3  

The Project Site has a General Plan Land Use designation of Community Commercial within the South 
Los Angeles Community Plan area, and is zoned as C2-1L (Commercial, Height District 1L) along 
South Figueroa Street and RD1.5-1 (Residential Density Multiple Dwelling Zone, Height District 1) along 
South Flower Drive. The C2 Zone is an expressly corresponding zone to the Project Site’s Community 
Commercial land use designation, although the RD1.5 Zone is not. The C2 Zone includes various retail, 
restaurant, and residential uses by right.  

Specific to the Project, the C2 Zone expressly permits uses including multiple dwellings, apartment 
houses, and restaurant uses. The “1L” in the Project’s zoning designation refers to the Project Site’s 
location in Height District No. 1L. All uses located in the C2 Zone and within Height District No. 1L are 
restricted to a maximum FAR of 1.5:1, a maximum of 75 feet in height, and a maximum of six stories. 
The C2 Zone imposes no front yard setback requirements, although it imposes a side yard requirement 
of at least five feet with an additional foot per story above the second story for buildings more than two 
stories in height (with a set maximum of 16 feet), and a rear yard requirement of at least 15 feet, with an 
additional foot per story above the third story (with a set maximum of 20 feet). The RD1.5 Zone includes 
residential uses, community centers and parks, and accessory building uses by right. Specific to the 
Project, the RD1.5 Zone expressly permits multiple dwellings and apartment uses. The “1” in the Project’s 
zoning designation refers to the Project Site’s location in Height District No. 1. All uses located in the 
RD1.5 Zone and within Height District No. 1 are restricted to a maximum FAR of 3:1 and a maximum of 
45 feet in height. The RD1.5 Zone imposes a 15-foot front yard setback requirement, a side yard 
requirement of at least five feet with an additional foot for every story above the second story for buildings 
more than two stories in height (with a set maximum of 16 feet), and a 15-foot rear yard requirement.  

 
2  Tree Assessment Report For: 3822 Figueroa, Arborgate Consulting, Inc., May 21, 2024.See Appendix A of this Initial Study. 
3
  Pursuant to Ordinance No. 186,873 and as defined in LAMC Section 17.02, a protected tree or shrub includes any of the following Southern 

California indigenous tree species, which measure four inches or more in cumulative diameter, 4.5 feet above the ground level at the base of 
the tree, or any of the following Southern California indigenous shrub species, which measure four inches or more in cumulative diameter, 
4.5 feet above the ground level at the base of the shrub: Oak tree; Southern California Black Walnut tree; Western Sycamore tree; California 
Bay tree; Mexican Elderberry shrub; and Toyon shrub. This definition does not include any tree or shrub grown or held for sale by a licensed 
nursery, or trees planted or grown as part of the tree planting program. 
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The Project Site is located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743. SB 743 
established new rules for evaluating aesthetic and parking impacts under CEQA for certain types of 
projects. Specifically, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21099(d) states: “Aesthetic and parking 
impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center on an infill site within a transit 
priority area (TPA) shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”  TPAs are defined as 
areas within 0.5 miles of a major transit stop that are existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled 
to be completed within the planning horizon included in an adopted Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP) (PRC, Section 21099.)  The Project qualifies as a mixed-use residential Project on an infill site 
located within a TPA, as the Project Site is located within 0.5 miles of several major Metro bus stops.  
Thus, in accordance with SB 743 and the City’s Zoning Information file (ZI) No. 2452, the Project’s 
aesthetic and parking impacts are not considered significant as a matter of law.   

The Project Site is also located within the boundaries of the Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone pursuant 
to the City’s ZI No. 2374, the greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area pursuant to the City’s ZI No. 
2385, the Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project Area pursuant to the City’s ZI No. 2488, the 
Freeway Adjacent Advisory Notice of Sensitive Uses pursuant to the City’s ZI No. 2427, the Housing 
Element Inventory of Sites pursuant to the City’s ZI No. 2512, the South Los Angeles Alcohol Sales 
Specific Plan pursuant to the City’s ZI No. 1231, and the Figueroa Street Corridor, Planned Development 
pursuant to the South Los Angeles Community Plan. The Project is also within the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Ordinance: North University Park- Exposition Park-West Adams (NSO) pursuant to the City’s 
ZI No. 2397. However, the NSO overlay is not applicable to projects with frontage on S. Figueroa Street.  
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3.2.3 Surrounding Land Uses 
The area surrounding the Project Site is highly urbanized and includes a mix of low- to mid-rise buildings 
containing a variety of commercial, residential, and public facilities uses. The surrounding properties are 
generally zoned C2-1L, RD1.5-1, and PF-1, which are generally consistent with the zoning on the Project 
Site. Bordering the Project Site to the south are two, two-story multi-family units, surface parking, and 
commercial uses (currently an auto servicing center) which are zoned C2-1L and RD1.5-1. Further south 
across West 39th Street is the mixed-use 3900 South Figueroa Street project currently under 
construction, that would construct student housing, affordable housing, and ground floor retail and 
restaurant uses.  The western portion of the Project Site fronting South Figueroa Street is bordered to 
the north by the seven-story “Hub Los Angeles Coliseum,” a private student housing development that 
includes ground floor retail, multi-family units, and various residential amenities.  

Exposition Park is located west of the Project Site across South Figueroa Street. Exposition Park includes 
the Los Angeles Memorial Coliseum, the BMO Stadium, the California Science Center, the Dr. Theodore 
T. Alexander Jr. Science Center School, the California African American Museum, the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum, the Exposition Park Rose Garden, the Wallis Annenberg Building, the 
Expo Center, and the Lucas Museum of Narrative Art which is currently under construction.  To the north 
of the Project Site across West 38th Street are commercial and residential developments including the 
University of Southern California’s (USC) University Park Campus and Garrett Gardens apartment 
complex. To the east of the Project Site is the I-110 freeway.  

3.3 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
3.3.1 Project Overview  
As discussed above and summarized in Table 1: Summary of Existing and Proposed Floor Area on 
page 14, the Project proposes a new seven-story, mixed-use building comprised of 209 dwelling units 
(including 16 units for Low-Income households (15 percent), 22 units for Very Low-Income households 
(14 percent), and four units for Extremely Low-Income households (two percent)); and 2,705 square feet 
of ground level retail and restaurant uses. The Project would have a maximum building height of 86 feet, 
and a total floor area of 252,148 square feet on a 62,989 square-foot (1.4-acre) Project Site, for a FAR 
of 4:1.  The Project would include 23,127 square feet of open space consisting of private patios, courtyard 
areas, roof decks, and indoor amenities for residents, as well as 34 residential parking spaces and six 
commercial parking spaces at the ground level. The Project involves the demolition of eight multi-family 
residential buildings (seven of which are within the Flower Drive Historic District), and the removal of 
surface parking areas. 
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Table 1: Summary of Existing and Proposed Floor Area  

Use 
Existing 

(sf) 
Demolition 

(sf)b 

Proposed New 
Construction 

(sf) 
Total Project Floor Area 

(sf) 
Residential a 26,597 26,597 249,443 249,443 
Retail and 
restaurant 

0 0 2,705 2,705 

Total 26,597 26,597 252,148 252,148 
sf = square feet 
a Inclusive of affordable housing units. Thirty-two (32) units would be reserved for Very Low-Income households, and ten 

units would be reserved for Low-Income households. 
b  Demolition of structures would be  26,597 sf. Total demolition including structures, driveways and pavement is 31,400 sf. 
Source: KTGY, 2024. 

 

As shown in Figure 3, Conceptual Site Plan on page 15, and Table 2: Project Development Program 
on page 18, the 209 residential units would consist of 34 studios, 43 one-bedroom units, 45 two-bedroom 
units, 34 three-bedroom units, and 53 four-unit bedroom units. The Project would include four units (two 
percent) for Extremely Low Income Households, 22 units (14 percent) for Very Low-Income households 
and 16 units (15 percent) for Low-Income households.   

The ground floor of the Project would include a main entry lobby for the residential uses and 
approximately 2,705 square feet of retail and restaurant uses along South Figueroa Street.  A secondary 
residential lobby would be located along West 38th street adjacent to a small dog washroom available 
for residents.  A large internal courtyard as well as an at-grade, wrapped parking garage with long-term 
bicycle parking inclusive of a small 100 sf workspace for bicycle repairs and maintenance, and various 
mechanical rooms would also be located on the ground floor. Residential units would also be located on 
the ground floor. The second through seventh floors of the building primarily contain residential units and 
amenities. 

In addition to residential units, the second floor would also contain three internal open space courtyards 
with lounging and seating areas and a pool, as well as a fitness room, a club and game room, and a co-
working space.  The third floor through sixth floor would include a lobby area and a study room in addition 
to residential units. The seventh floor includes residential units as well as residential amenities including 
a roof deck area which would include a lounge an additional to with BBQ areas, game lawn, lounge 
chairs, and umbrellas.  

As shown in Figure 4, Building Sections, West and South Elevations and Figure 5, Building 
Sections, East and North Elevations on pages 16 and 17, respectively, the Project would include 40 
vehicle parking spaces including 34 for residents and six for visitors in a wrapped ground floor parking 
area. The Project would also provide 128 long-term bicycle spaces and 14 short-term bicycle spaces for 
residents, and two long-term bicycle spaces and two short-term bicycle spaces for visitors. 
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Table 2: Project Development Program  

Project Component Proposed 
Residential a 

Studio 34 units 
One-Bedroom  43 units 
Two-Bedroom 45 units 

Three-Bedroom 34 units 
Four-Bedroom 53 units 

Total 209 units (249,443 sf)  
Affordable and Market-Rate RSO Units   

Extremely Low Income 4 units 
Very Low Income 22 units 

Low Income 16 units 
Market-Rate RSO  12 units 

  
Total  42 affordable units 

Retail and Restaurant 
Total 2,705 sf 

Open Space 
Private Open Space 300 sf 

Common Open Space 22,827 sf 
Total 23,127 sf 

Parking b 
Residential 34 spaces 

Commercial 6 spaces 
Total 40 spaces  

Bicycle Parking  
Long-Term 127 spaces 
Short-Term 13 spaces 

Total 130 spaces 
FAR              4.2:1 
Height         86 feet (7 stories) 
Total Floor Area 252,148 sf 
sf = square feet 
a Inclusive of affordable housing units provided in table. 
b    Per AB 2097, the Project has no minimum parking requirement. 
Source: KTGY, 2024. 
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3.3.2 Design and Architecture 
As shown in Figure 6, Conceptual Rendering - View of Main Entry on South Figueroa Street,  Figure 
7, Conceptual Rendering - Roof Deck View Towards USC, and Figure 8, Conceptual Rendering - 
Freeway View of South Flower Street Elevation on pages 20 through 22, the Project has been 
designed in a contemporary architectural style that is compatible with existing and proposed development 
in the surrounding area. The Project’s contemporary architectural design complements recent and under-
construction Project within the surrounding area such as the BMO Stadium, the HUB Los Angeles 
apartment complex, and the Lucas Museum of Narrative Art. The massing on this façade steps back from 
the existing student housing building to the north, to both reduce massing along South Figueroa Street 
and provide for privacy between buildings. The ground floor level along South Figueroa Street would 
activate the street level with the inclusion of ground floor retail and restaurant l uses. Floor-to-ceiling 
windows at the ground level along South Figueroa Street would further activate the street and provide 
visual transparency into the Project Site. 

The Project facades along South Flower Street (facing the I-110 freeway), West 38th Street, and all 
internal facades feature a cohesive design theme with varied materiality and color and angled bay 
windows to add building articulation and create visual interest.  The Project’s seventh floor roof decks 
provide views of the USC campus and nearby urban landscape as well as distant views of the downtown 
Los Angeles skyline.  Exterior building materials would include white and grey stucco, with metal accents 
and perforated metal panels.     
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3.3.3 Open Space and Landscaping 
As shown in Figure 9, Conceptual Landscape Plan, Figure 10, Level 1 Landscape Plan, Figure 11, 
Level 2 Landscape Plan and Figure 12, Level 7 View Deck Plan, open space and landscaping would 
be provided in accordance with the City of Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.21 G, inclusive 
of a Density Bonus open space reduction. The Project would incorporate accessible indoor and outdoor 
common open space on the ground floor, second floor, and seventh floor, as well as private open space 
for Project residents and guests. The Project would provide 23,127 square feet of open space, which 
includes 287 square feet of non-required open space that would contain amenities such as courtyards, 
pool, roof decks, recreation rooms, and private patios. Open space areas would be accessible from South 
Figueroa Street, West 38th Street, and from the interior of the Project Site.  The landscape design would 
emphasize native and drought-tolerant shrubs and grasses and ornamental trees. The Project would 
provide 54 new trees on the Project Site (one tree provided for every four units, per LAMC Section 12.21 
G).  

There are a total of 23 trees on the Project Site, including nine street trees. All of the street trees are 
proposed to be retained, and the remaining 14 on-site trees would be removed. If any street trees 
ultimately require removal per the direction of the Los Angeles Urban Forestry Division, they will be 
replaced at a 2:1 ratio per current City policy. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 G and Ordinance No. 
153500, the Project would provide 54 trees, including 34 trees on the ground floor (23 on the Project Site 
and 11 new street trees), 17 trees on the second floor, and three trees on the seventh floor.    

3.3.4 Access, Circulation, and Parking  
Vehicular Access and Parking 

The Project would include a new driveway with access along South Flower Drive that would provide 
ingress and egress into the wrapped at-grade parking garage.  The Project would include 40 vehicle 
spaces that would consist of 34 parking spaces for residents and six parking spaces for visitors.  Pursuant 
to Ordinance No. 187,719 and Ordinance No. 186,485, 30 percent of the Project’s parking spaces would 
be designated as Electric Vehicle (EV) spaces capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply 
equipment (EVSE) with ten percent of the space equipped with EV Charging Stations (EVCS).  

The parking garage would be fully screened from view on all sides due to its wrapped design. 

Bicycle Access and Parking 

The Project would provide short- and long-term bicycle spaces for both residential and commercial uses. 
A total of 16 short term-residential and commercial bicycle spaces would be located on South Figueroa 
Street and West 38th Street in bike racks proposed to be located in the public right-of-way. In addition, 
128 long-term residential and commercial bicycle spaces would be located on the ground floor of the 
Project Site within the at-grade parking garage with access from the main entrance lobby and parking 
garage.   

Pedestrian Access 

Residential access would be provided from the ground floor to the main lobby along South Figueroa 
Street and a secondary lobby along West 38th Street.  Retail and restaurant access for pedestrians would 
be provided from the ground floor along South Figueroa Street.  
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3.3.5 Lighting and Signage 
Lighting for the Project is intended to minimize light trespass and glare from the Project Site onto adjacent 
properties and to provide safety and nighttime visibility through shielded, focused, and directed 
illumination. Proposed signage along South Figueroa Street includes mounted and backlist signage over 
the main lobby entry doors and at the top of the building facing both south and north.  Commercial signage 
would be mounted to the canopy awning above the commercial glass front and would be illuminated from 
the interior. Additional lighting includes planter uplighting and trellis-mounted down light for each roof 
deck, building mounted emergency lighting along South Flower Street and at the points for ingress and 
egress around the building perimeter, and interior courtyard lighting. 

3.3.6 Site Security  
During construction of the Project, the Project Site would be fence, gated, and monitored via surveillance 
cameras, on-site security, or security drive-by patrols.  During operation of the Project, access to the 
parking structure would be controlled through gated entries, and the entry areas would be well 
illuminated. All resident building entries would only be accessible through key fob access, either from a 
door into the building or a gate into a side yard. All side yards would be fenced in and secured from public 
access. A vehicular gate would be set back from the parking entryway along South Flower Drive and 
would be closed after commercial business hours. 

3.3.7 Sustainability Features 
The Project would support environmental sustainability by incorporating sustainable building features and 
construction protocols required by the Los Angeles Green Building Code (LAMC Chapter IX, Article 9), 
the California Green Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 11; referred 
to as the CALGreen Code), and the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24, Part 6; California Energy Code). The Project would emphasize energy and water 
conservation, which would be achieved through the use of energy-efficient heating, ventilation, gray water 
system for irrigation, air conditioning (HVAC) and lighting systems, ENERGY STAR® appliances, and 
low-flow plumbing fixtures.  The Project would reserve 15 percent of roof area for solar use. 

In addition, of the 34 residential parking spaces, the Project would provide 30 percent for EV capable 
uses (11 spaces), 25 percent would be EV Ready (nine spaces), and ten percent would include EVCS 
(four spaces). For commercial parking spaces, 30 percent would be EV Capable (two spaces) and 20 
percent would include an EVCS (two spaces). 

3.3.8 Anticipated Construction Schedule 
Construction of the Protect is anticipated to begin in the first quarter of 2027 and end in the last quarter 
of 2029. Opening year of the Project would be 2030.  Demolition of existing uses is estimated to include 
26,597 square feet of existing residential uses. 4  Grading activities would include cut and fill with 
approximately 8,310 cubic yards (CY) exported from the Project Site. Construction hours would occur in 
accordance with the LAMC requirements, which prohibit construction between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. on Saturday, and at any time on Sunday or 

 
4  Demolition of existing structures would be 26,597 square feet of residential uses. Total demolition including structures, driveways and 

pavement is 31,400 square feet. 
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holidays. Parking for the construction workers would be provided on the Project Site or will be leased 
from nearby off-site parking areas. 

3.4 REQUESTED PERMITS AND APPROVALS 
The anticipated requests for approval of the Project are listed below. The Environmental Impact Report 
will analyze impacts associated with the Project and will provide environmental review sufficient for all 
necessary entitlements and public agency actions associated with the Project. The discretionary 
entitlements, reviews, permits and approvals required to implement the Project include, but are not 
necessarily limited to, the following:  

1. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 and California Government Code Section 65915, a 
Density Bonus Compliance Review for a 32 percent density bonus for a Housing Development 
Project setting aside two percent (four units) for Extremely Low Income households and 14 
percent (22 units) for Very Low Income households, for a period of 55 years, including four 
Incentives and four Waivers of Development Standards, as follows:  

a. An On-Menu Incentive to allow averaging of floor area ratio, density, parking, and open 
space over the Project Site, and permit vehicular access from a less restrictive zone to a 
more restrictive zone.  

b. An On-Menu Incentive to allow a 19 percent decrease in the total amount of required open 
space, from 28,550 square feet to 23,127 square feet.  

c. An Off-Menu Incentive to allow a FAR of 4:1 across the Project Site in lieu of the otherwise 
maximum permitted FAR of 3:1 in the RD1.5 Zone and 1.5:1 in the C2 Zone.  

d. An Off-Menu Incentive to allow a height increase across the Project Site to 86 feet and 
seven stories, in lieu of the maximum permitted 75 feet and six stories in the C2-1L Zone, 
and 45 feet in RD1.5-1 Zone.  

e. A Waiver of Development Standard to reduce the front setback along West 38th Street from 
15 feet to 6 inches.  

f. A Waiver of Development Standard to reduce the side yard setback along South Flower 
Drive from 10 feet to 0 feet.  

g. A Waiver of Development Standard to reduce the side yard setback along the western 
interior property line from 10 feet to 2 feet.  

h. A Waiver of Development Standard to reduce the rear yard setback along the southern 
interior property line from 15 feet to 5 feet, 1 inch.  

2. Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, a Project Review for a project resulting in an increase of 50 
or more dwelling units; and  
3. Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.15, a Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM No. 84555-CN) for the 
merger and re-subdivision of nine lots into one ground lot for residential and commercial 
condominium purposes; and a haul route for 8,310 cubic yards of exported soil. 

3.5 RESPONSIBLE & TRUSTEE PUBLIC AGENCIES 
A Responsible Agency under CEQA is a public agency that proposes to carry out or approve a project, 
for which a lead agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR or negative declaration (State CEQA 
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Guidelines Section 15381). No responsible agencies have been identified for the Project. A Trustee 
Agency under CEQA is a state agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a 
project which are held in trust for the people of the State of California (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15386).  No trustee agencies have been identified for this Project.  
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

I. AESTHETICS  
Senate Bill (SB) 743 [Public Resources Code (PRC) §21099(d)] sets forth guidelines for evaluating 
project transportation impacts under CEQA, as follows: “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, 
mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area (TPA) 
shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” PRC Section 21099 defines a “transit 
priority area” as an area within 0.5 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 or an appliable regional transportation plan.”   PRC Section 21064.3 defines “major transit stop” 
as “a site containing an existing rail or bus rapid 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 
o 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.”  PRC 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.”  PRC 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.” This state law 
supersedes the aesthetic impact thresholds in the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, including those 
established for aesthetics, obstruction of views, shading, and nighttime illumination. 

The related City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Zoning Information (ZI) File ZI No. 2452 
provides further instruction concerning the definition of transit priority projects and that “visual resources, 
aesthetic character, shade and shadow, light and glare, and scenic vistas or any other aesthetic impact 
as defined in the City’s CEQA Threshold Guide shall not be considered an impact for infill projects within 
TPAs pursuant to CEQA.” 5    

PRC Section 21099 applies to the Project. Specifically, pursuant to PRC Section 21099, the Project is a 
mixed-use residential project located on an infill site within a TPA. The Project Site is located on an infill 
site, as that term is defined in PRC Section 21099(a)(4), because the Project Site is located in a highly 
urbanized area of the City of Los Angeles (City) and includes lots located within this urban area that have 
been previously developed.  In addition, the Project Site is also located within a TPA because it is located 
within 0.5 mile of an existing “major transit stop”.  In particular, the Project Site is located 0.3 miles south 
of the Expo Park/USC station of the Metro E (Expo) rail line as well as within 300 feet from the bus stops 
for Metro Lines 2, 81, and 550 at the intersection of West 39th Street and South Figueroa Street.  Further, 
the Project Site is located less than 300 feet from the DASH Southeast Lines with a stop located at the 
intersection of West 39th Street and South Figueroa Street. The City’s Zone Information and Map Access 
System (ZIMAS) also confirms the Project Site’s location within a TPA, as defined in ZI No. 2452. 

Therefore, in accordance with PRC Section 21099(d)(1), the Project’s aesthetic impacts shall not be 
considered significant impacts on the environment and do not require evaluation under CEQA. 

 
5
  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zoning Information File ZA No. 2452, Transit Priority Areas (TPAs)/Exemptions to Aesthetics 

and Parking Within TPAs Pursuant to CEQA. Available at: http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/ZI2452.pdf., accessed December 17, 
2024. 

http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/ZI2452.pdf
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those that are experienced from publicly 
accessible vantage point). If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing 
scenic quality? 

    

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

    

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

Less Than Significant Impact. A scenic vista is a view of a valued visual resource. Scenic vistas 
generally include views that provide visual access to large panoramic views of natural features, unusual 
terrain, or unique urban or historic features, for which the field of view can be wide and extend into the 
distance, and focal views that focus on a particular object, scene, or feature of interest. Visual resources 
in the Project vicinity include views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline as well as historic buildings 
within the area such as the Los Angeles Memorial Coliseum. Pursuant to PRC Section 21099, the Project 
is a mixed-use residential project that would be located on an infill site within a TPA.  Therefore, in 
accordance with PRC Section 21099(d)(1), SB 743, and ZI No. 2452, the Project’s aesthetic impacts 
shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment and therefore do not have to be evaluated 
under CEQA.  Project impacts to aesthetic resources would be less than significant and no further 
evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Pursuant to PRC Section 21099, the Project is a mixed-use residential 
project that would be located on an infill site within a TPA.  Therefore, in accordance with PRC Section 
21099(d)(1), the Project’s potential to damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees and 
rock outcroppings within a state scenic highway shall not be considered significant impacts on the 
environment and therefore do not have to be evaluated under CEQA.  In accordance with PRC Section 
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21099(d)(2)(B), potential damage to historic buildings within a state scenic highway must be considered. 
There are no state scenic highways within or near the Project Site.6,7 Therefore, the Project would not 
substantially damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway as no scenic highways are located 
adjacent to the Project Site.  Therefore, Project impacts to scenic resources within a state scenic highway 
would be less than significant and no further evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required.  

c. In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are 
experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, 
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Pursuant to PRC Section 21099, the Project is a mixed-use residential 
project that would be located on an infill site within a TPA.  Therefore, in accordance with PRC Section 
21099(d)(1), the Project’s aesthetic impacts shall not be considered significant impacts on the 
environment and therefore do not have to be evaluated under CEQA.  Project impacts to aesthetic 
resources would be less than significant and no further evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required. 

d. Would the project 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 is currently developed with two-story, multi-family 
residential buildings and surface parking areas that generate low to moderate levels of artificial light and 
glare typical of urbanized areas. Light sources include low-level security lighting, vehicle headlights, 
interior lighting emanating from the multifamily residential buildings, and street lighting. The Project 
would introduce new sources of light and glare that are typically associated with residential, and retail 
and restaurant uses including: architectural lighting, interior lighting, security and wayfinding lighting, and 
vehicle headlights. As these are typical sources of light and glare for the existing highly urbanized area, 
and because the new sources of light and glare imposed by the Project would not have a substantial 
impact affecting day or nighttime views in the area, the Project’s impacts would be less than significant. 
Additionally, pursuant to PRC Section 21099, the Project is a mixed-use residential project that would be 
located on an infill site within a TPA.  Therefore, in accordance with PRC Section 21099(d)(1), the 
Project’s aesthetic impacts shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment and therefore 
do not have to be evaluated under CEQA.  Project impacts to aesthetic resources would be less than 
significant and no further evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required. 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 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 

 
6  South Los Angeles and Southeast Los Angeles Community Plans, Draft EIR, 2016. 
7
 California State Scenic Highway System Map, 

https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa, accessed August 18, 2024.  

https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa
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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.  
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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 
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which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use 
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a. Would the project 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?  

No Impact. The Project Site is located within a highly urbanized area. No agricultural uses or operations 
involving farmland occur on-site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. Furthermore, 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. 8  Therefore, the Project would not convert farmland to a non-
agricultural use. No impact would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required.   

 
8  California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland Finder https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/, accessed August 24, 2024. 
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b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

No Impact. The Project Site is zoned C2-1L (Commercial, Height District 1L) along South Figueroa Street 
and RD1.5-1 (Residential Density Multiple Dwelling Zone, Height District 1) along South Flower Drive. 
Therefore, no agricultural zoning is present on the Project Site. Additionally, the Project Site and 
surrounding area are not enrolled under the California Land Conservation Act and are not subject to a 
Williamson contract.9  Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any zoning for agricultural uses or a 
Williamson Act Contract. No impact would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is 
required. 

c. Would the project 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 within an urbanized area and does not include any forest or timberland. 
The Project is not zoned for and is not used as timberland or forest land. Therefore, the Project would 
not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause the rezoning of, forest land or timberland as defined by the 
Public Resources Code and Government Code. No impact would occur, and no further evaluation of this 
topic in an EIR is required. 

d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? 

No Impact. The Project Site is within an urbanized area and the Project Site and surrounding area does 
not include and forest land. Therefore, the Project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest uses. No impact would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR 
is required.   

e.   Would the project 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. The Project Site is zoned for commercial and residential uses and is located in an urbanized 
area. No agricultural uses consisting of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance are located on the Project Site or in the surrounding area.10  As such, the Project would not 
result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or in the conversion of forest land to non-
forest use. No impact would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required.   

III. AIR QUALITY 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 

 
9  California Department of Conservation. California Williamson Act Enrollment Finder. https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/WilliamsonAct/, 

accessed August 24, 2024. 
10  California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland Finder https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/, accessed August 24, 

2024. 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/WilliamsonAct/
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/
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 Potentially 
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Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

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

    

b. 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?  

    

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

    

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) which is 
located under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), which is 
required, pursuant to the federal Clean Air Act, to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants for which the 
Basin is in some level of non-attainment (i.e., ozone, particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size 
[PM2.5], and lead11). The SCAQMD prepared the 2016 and 2022 Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs), 
which establish a program of rules and regulations directed at reducing air pollution emissions and 
achieving State and national air quality standards. These rules and regulations 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 
transportation, the economy, community development and the environment.12

  With regard to future 
growth, SCAG has prepared their Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS), which provides population, housing, and employment projections in local general plans for 
jurisdictions in SCAG’s planning area.  The growth projections in the RTP/SCS are based on growth 
projections in local general plans for jurisdictions in SCAG’s planning area.  

The Project would involve construction activities which would generate temporary emissions from 
demolition, site preparation, grading, architectural coating, and vehicle exhaust associated with 
construction equipment and movement of construction equipment. Operational emissions generated by 
the Project’s new residential and retail and restaurant uses would also be associated with area sources, 
energy sources, generator sources, and mobile sources. As a result, the proposed Project could generate 

 
11 Partial nonattainment designation for lead for the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin, only.  The Basin has an extreme nonattainment 

designation for Ozone under the NAAQS.  The Basin has a serious nonattainment designation for PM2.5 under the NAAQS. 
12 SCAG serves as the federally designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the Southern California region. 
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air emissions that exceed SCAQMD thresholds. As a result, development of the Project could conflict 
with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP. Therefore, the EIR will provide further analysis of the 
Project’s consistency with the SCAQMD’s AQMP.  

b.   Would the project 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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the Project could result in increased air 
pollution emissions of significant levels of air pollutants in the Basin, which is currently in non-attainment 
of federal air quality standards for ozone (extreme), PM2.5 (serious) and lead (partial), and state air quality 
standards for ozone, particulate matter less than ten microns in size (PM10), and PM2.5.13

  Construction-
related pollutants would be associated with sources such as construction, worker vehicle trips, the 
operation of construction equipment, site grading and preparation activities, and the application of 
architectural coatings. During Project operation, air pollutants would be emitted on a daily basis from 
motor vehicle travel, natural gas consumption, and other on-site activities. As a result, implementation of 
the Project could potentially contribute to air quality impacts, which could cause a cumulative impact in 
the Basin. Therefore, the EIR will provide further analysis of the Project’s construction and operational 
air pollutant emissions.  

c.   Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed above, the Project would result in increased air pollutant 
emissions from the Project during construction (short-term) and operation (long-term). Sensitive 
receptors located in the vicinity of the Project Site include residential and recreational uses located in the 
vicinity of the Project Site. Therefore, the EIR will provide further analysis of the Project’s potential to 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

d.   Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely 
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.  Construction-related activities would involve the use of construction vehicles 
and conventional building materials and coating 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.  

The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook identifies certain land uses as sources of odors. These land 
uses include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food-processing plants, chemical plants, 
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding.14 The Project would not involve these 
types of uses.  In addition, on-site trash receptacles would be contained and maintained in a manner that 
promotes odor control and would not result in substantially adverse odor impacts.  

 
13

 SCAQMD, National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) Attainment Status for 
South Coast Air Basin, 2023. 

14  SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
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Construction and operation of the Project would also be required to comply with SCAQMD Rules 401, 
402, and 403, regarding visible emissions violations.15  In particular, Rule 402 provides that a person shall 
not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which 
cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, 
or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which 
cause, or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property.16 

Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact to emissions leading to odors 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further 
evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required.   

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S.   Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (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? 

    

 
15 SCAQMD, Visible Emissions, Public Nuisance, and Fugitive Dust, www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/compliance/inspection-

process/visible-emissions-public-nuisance-fugitive-dust, accessed December 17, 2024. 
16

 SCAQMD, Rule 402, Nuisance, adopted May 7, 1976. 
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 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

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

    

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? 

    

The following discussion is based on the Tree Assessment Report, prepared by Arborgate Consulting, 
Inc. and dated July 24, 2024. The Tree Assessment Report was conducted to identify and evaluate the 
trees on-site that can be safely retained. The Tree Assessment Report is included as Appendix A.17 

a.   Would the project 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? 

Less Than Significant. The Project Site is in an urbanized area and is developed with existing residential 
uses and surface parking. There are no undeveloped natural open space areas within or near the Project 
Site. There are currently no active rare, endangered, or threatened habitats listed by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW) in the Project Site or 
surrounding area.18 , 19Additionally, there are no known locally designated natural communities at the 
Project Site or in the immediate vicinity, nor is the Project Site located immediately adjacent to 
undeveloped natural open space or a natural water source that may otherwise serve as habitat for state 
or federally listed species. Species likely to occur on-site are limited to small terrestrial and avian species 
typically found in developed settings. Based on the lack of species habitat on the Project Site and in the 
surrounding areas, it is unlikely that any special status species listed by the CDFW20 or by the USFWS21 
would be present on-site. 

The Tree Assessment Report prepared for the Project included in Appendix A of this Initial Study 
indicated that the Project Site currently contains 23 non-protected trees including nine street trees.  The 
trees include: (one Lophostemon confertus (brisbane box), one Ulmus parvifolia (Chinese elm), one 
Cinnamomum camphora (camphor tree), one Pinus canariensis (Canary Island pine), one Syzygium 
paniculatum (magenta cherry), three Washington Rubusta (Mexican fan palm), four Yucca elephantipes 

 
17  Tree Assessment Report For: 3822 Figueroa, Arborgate Consulting, Inc, July 24, 2024. Appendix A of this Initial Study. 
18 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Natural Community Conservation Plans/Habitat Conservation Plans. Available online 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/planning/nccp/plans,  accessed August 27, 2024. 

19
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Information for Planning and Consultation, 

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/location/4JDJERJBGJE7XLJ2JSVD2FDUZA/resources, accessed February 24, 2025. 
20

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Natural Diversity Database, Special Animals List, January 2023. 
21

 United States Fish and Wildlife Service, ECOS Environmental Conservation Online System, Listed species believed to or known to occur in 
California, https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/report/species-listings-by-state?stateAbbrev=CA&stateName=California&statusCategory=Listed, 
accessed December 17, 2024. 
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(giant yucca), and 11 Syagrus romanzoffianus (queen palm). Although unlikely, these trees may provide 
suitable nesting habitat for migratory birds and raptors protected under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA) and the California Fish and Game Code. 

The Project would comply with California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, which states that “[i]t is 
unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise 
provided by this code or any regulation made pursuant thereto.” While the Project would require the 
removal of 14 on-site trees which could potentially provide nesting sites for migratory birds, compliance 
with California Fish and Game Code Section 3503 and standard construction processes during nesting 
season would ensure that construction activities would not adversely affect nesting sites.  In accordance 
with California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, tree removal activities associated with the Project 
would take place outside of the nesting season (February 1–August 31), to the extent feasible.  Should 
vegetation removal activities occur during the nesting season, a biological monitor would be present 
beginning 30 days prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting habitat and during the removal activities to 
ensure that no active nests would be impacted.  If active nests are found during removal activities, a 
buffer of 300 feet of suitable nesting habitat for the observed protected bird species (within 500 feet for 
suitable raptor nesting habitat) until the fledglings have left the nest.  The size of the required buffer area 
would vary with the species and local circumstances (e.g., presence of busy roads) and would be based 
on the professional judgment of the monitoring biologist, in coordination with the CDFW. 

Therefore, with compliance with California Fish and Game Code Section 3503 and standard construction 
processes during nesting season, the Project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or 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 CDFW. Impacts would be less than 
significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

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

No Impact. The Project Site is fully developed and is located within a developed, urban portion of the 
City, and no watercourses, riparian habitats, including wetlands, 22 , 23  or other sensitive natural 
communities, such as Significant Ecological Areas or Coastal Resource Areas,24,25 exist or are mapped 
on or near the Project Site. Since neither the Project Site nor its adjacent areas are within a biological 
resource area or Significant Ecological Area, implementation of the Project would not result in any 
adverse impacts to any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities.26 No impact would occur, 
and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required.  

 
22 South Los Angeles and Southeast Los Angeles Community Plans Draft EIR, 2016. 
23  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory.www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.html, accessed August 17, 2024. 
24  County of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County General Plan Update Final EIR, March 2015, Significant Ecological Areas and Coastal Resource 

Areas Policy Map, Figure 9.3.  
25 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. California Regional Conservation Plan,  
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=68626&inline, accessed August 9, 2024. 

26  City of Los Angeles, Citywide General Plan Framework, Final EIR, January 1995, Section 2.18 Biological Resources  

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=68626&inline
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c.   Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 
(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 fully developed, highly disturbed, and located in a heavily urbanized area. 
There are no protected wetlands, sensitive natural urban communities, or riparian habitats found on or 
near the Project Site.27,28 Therefore, the Project would not have an adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands.  No impact would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

d.   Would the project 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 fully developed and located in a highly urbanized 
environment with minimal landscaping. In addition, the areas surrounding the Project Site are fully 
developed and there are no large expanses of open space within or immediately adjacent to the Project 
Site that provide linkages to natural open space areas and which may serve as wildlife corridors. 
Accordingly, development of the Project would not interfere substantially with any established native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or with established wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites. Furthermore, no water bodies that could serve as a habitat for fish exist on 
the Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. There are a total of 23 trees on the Project Site, 
including nine street trees.  Although unlikely, the 14 existing on-site trees that would be removed during 
construction of the Project could potentially provide nesting sites for migratory birds.  

However, the Project would comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA),29 which prohibits the take, 
possession, import, export, transport, sell, purchase, barter, or offer for sale, purchase, or barter, any 
migratory bird, or the parts, nests, or eggs of such a bird except under the terms of a valid permit issued 
pursuant to federal regulations.  The Project would further comply with the MBTA regulations by 
conducting tree or vegetation removal activities outside of the nesting season (February 1–August 31), 
to the extent feasible, and, if tree or vegetation removal activities occur during the nesting season, the 
Applicant would retain a biological monitor during the removal activities to ensure that no active nests 
would be impacted.  If active nests are found, a 300-foot buffer (500-foot for raptors) would be established 
until the fledglings have left the nest.  The size of the buffer area varies with species and local 
circumstances (e.g., presence of busy roads) and is based on the professional judgment of the monitoring 
biologist, in coordination with the CDFW, as appropriate. Additionally, the Project would comply with 
California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, which states that “[i]t is unlawful to take, possess, or 
needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any 
regulation made pursuant thereto.”  In the event that any of the existing street trees need to be removed, 
the Project would include their replacement at a 2:1 ratio in accordance with the Bureau of Street 
Services, Urban Forestry Division’s requirements and Street Tree Ordinance No. 153500. 

Overall, in compliance with the MBTA, California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, and standard 
construction processes during nesting season, and replacement of street trees in accordance with the 
Bureau of Street Services, Urban Forestry Division’s requirements, the Project would not interfere 

 
27 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory.www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.html, accessed August 17, 2024. 
28 

 South Los Angeles and Southeast Los Angeles Community Plans Draft EIR, 2016. 
29  United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. 
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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.  Impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

e.   Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant adverse impact would occur if a project were inconsistent 
with local regulations that protect biological resources. Local ordinances protecting biological resources 
are limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree and Shrub Ordinance, as modified by Ordinance 
No. 186873, and as stated in the LAMC Chapter IV, Article 6. The Protected Tree Ordinance provides 
guidelines for the preservation of all Southern California native oak trees indigenous to California 
(excluding the Scrub Oak or Quercus dumosa) as well as the following tree species: California Black 
Walnut (Juglans californica var. californica); Western Sycamore (Platanus racemosa); California Bay 
(Umbellularia californica);  Mexican Elderberry (Sambucus Mexicana); and Toyon shrubs (Heteromeles 
arbutifolia) of at least four inches in diameter at breast height or four and one-half feet above the ground 
level at the base of the tree or shrub.30  

The Tree Assessment Report prepared for the Project included in Appendix A of this Initial Study did not 
find any protected trees listed in the City’s Protected Tree Ordinance on the Project Site.  The Project 
Site currently contains 23 trees, including nine street trees.  The nine existing street trees are proposed 
be retained in the Project’s landscaping plan. The remaining 14 on-site trees are planned for removal. 
Per LAMC Section 12.21 G, 53 trees are required (one tree per four units) by the Project. The Project 
would provide 54 new trees on the Project Site for a total of 63 trees. Though it is not planned, any future 
need for the removal and placement of street trees would be subject to the review and approval of the 
Board of Public Works, Urban Forestry Division. Prior to the issuance of any permit, a plot plan shall be 
prepared indicating the location, size, type, and general condition of all existing trees on the site and 
within the adjacent public right(s)-of-way.  Additionally, none of the on-site trees or street trees are 
considered protected by the City of Los Angeles’ Tree Preservation Ordinance No. 186,873. Thus, the 
Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, and no 
further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required.  

f.   Would the project 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 with seven two-
story multi-family residential buildings along South Flower Drive and a two-story multi-family building and 
surface parking along South Figueroa Street. No Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs), Natural Community 
Conservation Plans (NCCPs), or other approved habitat conservation plans as defined by the City of Los 
Angeles, apply to the Project Site.31 Thus, the Project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted 

 
30  These tree and shrub species are defined as “protected” by the City of Los Angeles.  Trees or shrubs that have been planted as part of a tree 

planting program are exempt from the City’s Protected Tree and Shrub Ordinance and are not considered protected.  The City’s Protected 
Tree and Shrub Ordinance prohibits, without a permit, the removal of any regulated protected tree, including “acts that inflict damage upon 
root system or other parts of the tree or shrub….”  The protected tree or shrub must be replaced within the property by at least four specimens 
of a protected variety, except where the protected species is relocated pursuant to the LAMC.  In addition, a protected tree shall only be 
replaced by other protected tree varieties and shall not be replaced by shrubs.  A protected shrub shall only be replaced by other protected 
shrub varieties and shall not be replaced by trees, to the extent feasible as determined by the Advisory Agency, Board of Public Works, or a 
licensed or certified arborist. 

31  South Los Angeles and Southeast Los Angeles Community Plans Draft EIR, 2016. 
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HCP, NCCP, or other habitat conservation plan. No impacts would occur and no further evaluation of this 
topic in an EIR is required.  

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES  
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

    

The following discussion is based on the Archaeological Resources Assessment, prepared by 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. and dated August 2024, which is included as Appendix B of this Initial 
Study.32 

a.   Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines generally defines a historical 
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 PRC Section 5020.1(k)); or (3) identified as significant in an historical resources survey 
(meeting the criteria in PRC Section 5024.1(g)).  In addition, 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 a 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.  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. The local register of historical resources is managed by the Los 
Angeles Office of Historic Resources, which operates SurveyLA, a comprehensive program to identify 
significant historical resources throughout the City. 

The Project would demolish seven residential buildings that have been identified as contributors to the 
Flower Drive Historic District (Flower Drive District), which was identified and evaluated as part of the s 

 
32  Archaeological Resources Assessment for the 3822 South Figueroa Project in the City of Los Angeles Los Angeles County, California, 

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., August 2024. Appendix B of this Initial Study. 
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Historic Resources Survey Update for the Exposition Park/University Park Redevelopment Area in Los 
Angeles. It was determined eligible for listing in the California Register by the State Historical Resources 
Commission in 2008.33 These buildings are therefore considered historic resources under CEQA. As 
such, further evaluation of the Project’s potential impacts to historic resources will be provided in an EIR. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. As indicated in the Archaeological Resources Assessment prepared for 
the Project included as Appendix B of this Initial Study, no archaeological resources were identified within 
the Project Site as a result of the records search and associated research. As such, no archaeological 
resources that meet the definition of “Historical Resources” or “Unique Archaeological Resources,” as 
defined by CEQA, have been identified within the Project Site. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 
(a)(3)(D) generally defines archaeological resources as any resource that “has yielded or may be likely 
to yield, information important in prehistory or history.” Furthermore, the Archaeological Resources 
Assessment indicated that archaeological resources are unlikely to be present near the surface given the 
extent of previous development and presence of surficial artificial fill.  

However, there is a moderate archaeological sensitivity and potential for deeply buried prehistoric or 
historic-period archaeological resources past the depths of added fill of four feet due to the alluvial fan 
topography, underlying Holocene-age geological deposits, and prehistoric and historic-era occupation in 
this region. The proposed depth of excavation for the Project is a maximum of ten feet below ground 
surface (bgs). As such, the Project may disturb native soils with moderate archaeological sensitivity 
during construction between four to ten feet bgs over the entire Project Site.  

Additionally, the records search from the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) indicated 
that 26 cultural resource studies have been conducted and 44 cultural resources have been recorded 
within area 0.5-mile buffer surrounding the Project Site. However, no cultural studies have taken place 
and no cultural resources have been recorded on the Project Site. Of the 44 cultural resources located 
in the record search area, one resource, P-19-004191, is associated with an archaeological site. P-19-
004191 is a historic-period refuse scatter that was recorded in the northwest portion of the record search 
area approximately 0.4 miles from the Project Site. Therefore, further evaluation for the Project’s potential 
impacts related to disturbing previously undiscovered archaeological resources will be included in the 
EIR. 

c.   Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated 
cemeteries? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project Site is developed with existing buildings and surface 
parking. Although the Project Site has been subject to grading and development in the past, the Project 
would result in maximum excavation depths of up to approximately ten feet below existing grade, which 
would be greater than those that have previously occurred on the Project Site, and construction may 
uncover existing but undiscovered human remains. If human remains were discovered during 
construction of the Project, work in the immediate vicinity of the construction area would be halted, and 
the County Coroner, construction manager, and other entities would be notified per California Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5.  In addition, disposition of the human remains and any associated grave 

 
33 Historic Places LA, Los Angeles Historic Resources Inventory, https://historicplacesla.lacity.org/index.htm, accessed February 24, 2025. 
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goods would occur in accordance with PRC Section 5097.98 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e), 
which require that work stop near the find until a coroner can determine that no investigation into the 
cause of death is required and if the remains are Native American.  Specifically, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(e), if the coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the coroner 
shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission which shall identify the person or persons it 
believes to be the most likely descendant from the deceased Native American.  The most likely 
descendant may make recommendations regarding the treatment of the remains and any associated 
grave goods in accordance with PRC Section 5097.98.  Nevertheless, due to the potential for human 
located on the Project Site, further evaluation for the Project’s potential impacts related to disturbing 
previously undiscovered human remains will be included in the EIR. 

VI. ENERGY  
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

    

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

    

a. Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or 
operation?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is required to comply with California’s Energy Efficiency 
Standards established in Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). These standards 
were first adopted in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy 
consumption. The standards have since been continuously updated by the California Energy Commission 
on an approximately three-year cycle to allow for the incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies 
and methods.  

Part 11 of the Title 24 Building Standards Code is referred to as the CALGreen Code. The purpose of 
the CALGreen Code is to improve public health, safety and the general welfare by enhancing the design 
and construction of buildings through the use of building concepts having a reduced negative impact or 
a positive environmental impact, and encouraging sustainable construction practices in the following 
categories: (1) planning and design; (2) energy efficiency; (3) water efficiency and conservation; (4) 
material conservation and resource efficiency; and (5) environmental quality. The CALGreen Code 
establishes mandatory measures for new residential and non-residential buildings, which include 
requirements for energy efficiency, water conservation, material conservation, planning and design, and 
overall environmental quality.  

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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The Project would comply with the applicable Energy Efficiency Standards provisions (Part 6) of Title 24 
and the CALGreen Code (Part 11). The Project would comply with the current standards at the time of 
building permit issuance by the City. Those standards would be no less stringent than the 2022 Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards, which apply to all building permit applications on or after January 1, 2023.34  

Construction 

Energy use associated with construction of the Project would include conveyance of water used for dust 
control, diesel fuel consumption by on-road trucks (hauling, material delivery, and vendor trips) and off-
road construction equipment and gasoline consumption by on-road worker vehicles (construction worker 
commute trips). Construction of the Project would require the export of building debris from the Project 
Site during the demolition phase as well as the delivery of building materials during the building phase.  

Electricity would be required to power the on-site construction trailer(s), perimeter lighting, etc., but is 
expected to be minimal compared to available supplies.  Due to the portable, temporary nature of the 
trailers and lighting, they are not subject to the same codes and standards as permanent buildings and 
infrastructure. Nonetheless, lights and trailers would be used only as needed and be sized appropriately. 
Construction would not involve the on-site combustion of natural gas. Because electricity use would be 
limited to the temporary powering of service functions and natural gas would not be used, no additional 
analyses are required to determine that the consumption of electricity and natural gas during construction 
would not be wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. 

The estimated total gasoline and diesel fuel anticipated to be used during construction is summarized 
below in Table 3: Summary of Estimated Energy Use During Project Construction, and in 
Appendix C, Energy Calculations, of this Initial Study.35 

Table 3: Summary of Estimated Energy Use During Project Construction 

Energy Type Project Annual 
Energy Consumption 

Los Angeles County 
Annual Consumption1 

Percentage of 
Countywide 

Consumption 
Automotive Fuel Consumption2,3,4  
On-Site Diesel 

Demolition 7,115 gallons   
Site Preparation 3,959 gallons   

Grading 10,889 gallons   
Infrastructure 5,299 gallons   

Building Construction 41,925 gallons   
Architectural Coating 518 gallons   

Off-Site Diesel 
Demolition 1,846 gallons   

Site Preparation 0 gallons   
Grading 4,211 gallons   

Infrastructure 2,544 gallons   
Building Construction 19,424 gallons   
Architectural Coating 0 gallons   

 
34

  California Energy Commission, 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. https://www.energy.ca.gov/programs-and-
topics/programs/building-energy-efficiency-standards/2022-building-energy-efficiency, accessed September 2024 

35  See Energy Consumption Worksheets included as Appendix C of this Initial Study. 



3822 South Figueroa Project  City of Los Angeles 
Initial Study  April 2025 

Page 47 

Total Diesel 97,729 gallons 535,939,687 gallons 0.0182% 
Off-Site Gasoline 

Demolition 535 gallons   
Site Preparation 216 gallons   

Grading 736 gallons   
Infrastructure 7,193 gallons   

Building Construction 55,424 gallons   
Architectural Coating 3,662 gallons   

Total Gasoline 67,766 gallons 3,369,809,065 gallons 0.0020% 
Electricity  

Water Conveyance 1,034 kWh 68,484,956,280 kWh5 0.000002% 
Notes:  
1. The Project’s estimated increase in automotive fuel consumption are compared with the countywide fuel consumption 

(projected) in 2027.   
2. Countywide fuel consumption data is obtained from the California Air Resources Board EMFAC 2021 model. 
3. Construction fuel consumption is based on equipment and load factors from California Emissions Estimator Model 

(CalEEMod version 2022.1). 
4. The estimated construction fuel consumption is based on the Project’s construction equipment list timing/phasing, and 

hours of duration for construction equipment, as well as vendor, hauling, and construction worker trips.   
5. The Project increase in electricity consumption is compared to the total consumption in Los Angeles County in 2022. 
Refer to Appendix C for assumptions used in this analysis.   

 

During the construction phase, the Project would comply with regulatory compliance measures intended 
to conserve energy. These measures would include restricting haul truck trips to off-peak hours, not 
allowing engines to idle in excess of five minutes when not in use (CARB Air Toxics Control Measure) 
and using fuel that meets specified fuel and fuel additive requirements and emission standards (CCR 
Title 13, Section 2485). These emissions standards require highly efficient combustion systems that 
maximize fuel efficiency and reduce unnecessary fuel consumption. Due to increasing transportation 
costs and fuel prices, contractors and owners have a strong financial incentive to avoid wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy during construction.  

As indicated in Table 3, the overall diesel fuel consumption during construction of the Project would be 
97,729 gallons and gasoline consumption would be 67,766 gallons, which would constitute nominal 
amounts (0.0182 percent and 0.0020 percent, respectively) of fuel use in the County. Project construction 
would also require approximately 1,034 kWh of electricity for water conveyance, which constitutes a 
negligible percentage of electricity use in the County. Project construction is expected to start in 2027 
and be completed by 2029. As such, Project construction would have a minimal effect on the local and 
regional energy supplies. It is noted that construction fuel use is intermittent and temporary, can vary 
depending on construction phase, and would cease upon completion of the particular construction 
activities requiring the use of fuels. There are no unusual Project characteristics that would necessitate 
the use of construction equipment that would be less energy-efficient than at comparable construction 
sites in the region or State.  

Additionally, the energy analysis does not include a full life cycle analysis of energy usage that would 
occur over the production of materials used during the construction of the Project or used during the 
operational life of the Project, or the end of life for the materials and processes that would occur as an 
indirect result of the Project.  Estimating the energy usage associated with these processes would be too 
speculative for meaningful consideration, would require analysis beyond the current state-of-the-art in 
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impact assessment, and may lead to a false or misleading level of precision in reporting. The production 
methods and source of construction materials are not known.  Also, it is not known how Project building 
materials (e.g., steel, concrete, lumber) would be recycled or disposed of at end of life.  As energy usage 
would vary widely depending on the production methods, source location, recycling or disposal methods 
used for building materials, it would be speculative to assess energy usage for production and disposal 
of Project building materials.  Manufacture and transport of materials related to Project construction and 
operation is expected to be regulated under regulatory energy efficiency requirements.  Therefore, it is 
assumed that energy usage related to construction and operational materials would be consistent with 
current regulatory requirements regarding energy usage. Therefore, construction fuel consumption would 
not be any more inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than other similar development projects of this 
nature, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Operations 

Electricity 

During operation of the Project, energy would be consumed for multiple purposes including, but not 
limited to, hearing, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC); refrigeration; lighting; and the use of 
electronics, equipment, and machinery. Energy would also be consumed during Project operations 
related to water usage, solid waste disposal, and vehicle trips. Electricity transmission for the Project Site 
is provided by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), which serves approximately 
four million people in the City and is the nation’s largest municipal electric utility.36 In order to properly 
assesses and meet growing energy demands, the LADWP releases Integrated Resource Plans. The 
latest, the 2022 Final Power Strategic Long-Term Resource Plan, is a comprehensive roadmap intended 
to assist LADWP to meet the growing energy demand from consumers in an environmentally responsible 
and cost effective manner and has a 25-year horizon that aligns with state goals for greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions reductions.37  LADWP reports that it has a net dependable generation capacity of 8,101 
megawatts (MW).38 In Fiscal Year 2020-2021, LADWP supplied 20,936 gigawatt-hours (GWh) to more 
than 1.55 million residential and business customers, and LADWP forecasts that its total energy sales in 
the 2028–2029 fiscal year (the Project’s buildout year) would be 21,826 GWh of electricity.39,40 

As shown below in Table 4: Summary of Estimated Energy Consumption During Project Operation, 
the estimated annual Project-related increase in the consumption of electricity would be approximately 
942,368 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per year. When compared to Los Angeles County electricity consumption 
of 68,484,956,280 kWh in 2022, the Project’s estimated electricity demand would represent 
approximately 0.0014 percent of total demand.41 Compared to the LADWP’s 2020-2021 sales of 20,936 
GWh, the Project’s estimated electricity demand would represent approximately 0.005 percent of total 
demand within the LADWP service area. This amount is negligible and is within the anticipated service 
capabilities of LADWP. Further, as discussed above, the Project would be required to comply with energy 
conservation standards contained in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. The Project would 

 
36  Los Angeles Department of Water & Power (LADWP) (2022), Power Strategic Long-Term Resource Plan. Available at 

https://www.ladwp.com/who-we-are/power-system/strategic-long-term-resource-plan, accessed September 2024. 
37  Ibid. 
38  Ibid. 
39  Ibid. 
40

  LADWP defines its future electricity supplies in terms of sales that will be realized at the meter. 
41 California Energy Commission, Electricity Consumption by County, https://ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx, accessed February 24, 

2025. 

https://ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx
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also be required to comply with the L.A. Green Building Code and City Ordinance No. 187,714, which 
incorporates by reference the CALGreen Code and California’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards. 
The L.A. Green Building Code, effective January 1, 2020, requires the use of numerous energy 
conservation measures beyond those required by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. 
Estimated energy consumption does not take into account reductions provided by adherence to the L.A. 
Green Building Code. 

The L.A. Green Building Code contains both mandatory and voluntary green building measures that 
require energy conservation features that would reduce the Project’s electricity demand. Specifically, the 
Project would include energy efficient lighting fixtures, Energy Star®-rated appliances, low-flow water 
features, and energy efficient mechanical heating and ventilation systems. In addition, the Project would 
provide 34 residential parking spots. Of the 34 residential parking spots, 11 spaces would be Electric 
Vehicle (EV) capable, nine spaces would be EV ready, and four spaces would include an EV charger.  
Of the six commercial parking spaces, two spaces would be EV capable and two spaces would include 
an Electric Vehicle Charging Station (EVCS).  

Therefore, with regulatory compliance and incorporation of energy conservation features that would 
reduce the Project’s electricity demand from that estimated herein, Project operation would not result in 
the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of electricity and no mitigation measures are 
required.  

Table 4: Summary of Estimated Energy Consumption During Project Operation 

Energy Type Annual Quantity1 
Los Angeles County 

Annual Energy 
Consumption2 

Percentage of 
Countywide 

Consumption 
Operational Electricity  
Electricity (On-Site)2 882,792 - - 
Electricity (Water Conveyance)3 59,576 - - 
Electricity (Total)4 942,368 kWh 68,484,956,280 kWh 0.0014% 
Automotive Fuel Consumption 
Gasoline (mobile sources) 104,745 gallons 3,171,276,372 gallons 0.00330% 
Diesel (mobile sources) 702 gallons 528,535,000 gallons 0.00013% 
kWh = kilowatt-hours 
Notes: 
1. Electricity value provided represent most conservative energy consumption estimates. The residential component of the 

Project would not include natural gas usage. 
2. Countywide fuel consumption is from the California Air Resources Board EMFAC 2021 model (2030 operational year). 
3. Water Conveyance electricity use is dominated by water usage and includes the energy associated with the supply, 

treatment, distribution of water and wastewater. 
4. The Project increase in electricity consumption is compared to the total consumption in Los Angeles County in 2022. 
Source: Appendix C, for assumptions used in this analysis.   

Transportation-Related Fuels 

Operation of the Project would generate vehicle trips associated with people driving to and from the 
Project Site. Based on the trip generation estimates and trip lengths found in California Emissions 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) outputs as identified in Appendix C in this Initial Study, it is estimated that 
operation of the Project would result in 2,766,961 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on an annual basis. It is 
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estimated that Project trips would result in the annual consumption of approximately 104,745 gallons of 
gasoline fuel and 702 gallons of diesel for Project operations.42 As shown in Table 4, above, transportation 
fuel usage during Project operations would represent 0.00330 percent of gasoline usage and 0.00013 
percent of diesel usage within Los Angeles County.   

The Project would include conservation measures that would decrease its VMT and therefore, decrease 
its consumption of petroleum-based fuels (gasoline and diesel). Specifically, consistent with the 2024–
2050 RTP/SCS alignment of transportation, land use, and housing strategies, the Project would 
encourage alternative modes of transit by providing bicycle parking spaces and convenient access to 
public transit, including light rail. The Project would provide a total of 40 vehicle parking spaces including 
34 residential and six commercial spaces. Of the 34 parking spots reserved for residents, 11 spaces 
would be EV capable, nine spaces would be EV ready, and four spaces would include an EV charger.  
Of the six parking spaces reserved for visitors, two spaces would be EV capable, and two spaces would 
include an EVCS.  The Project would also provide 130 long-term bicycle spaces and 16 short-term bicycle 
spaces for a total of 146 bicycle spaces.  

The Project would improve mobility and accessibility, encourage transit use and walking/bicycle trips, 
and reduce VMT and GHG emissions by intensifying urban density in proximity to transit and destinations. 
As such, Project operation would not result in wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary consumption of 
petroleum-based fuels, but would promote walking, biking, and other modes of transportation. 

Based on the above impact analysis, the Project would not result in potentially significant environmental 
impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during Project 
construction or operation. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of 
this topic in an EIR is required.  

b. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the analysis provided below, the Project would not conflict with 
or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. All of the Project’s electricity 
demands would be served by LADWP. Additionally, as stated above, the Project would comply with the 
California Title 24 energy standards, the 2019 CALGreen Code, the City of Los Angeles Green Building 
Code, City of LA Green New Deal, and the 2024–2050 RTP/SCS, which contain conservation policies 
that are mandatory under the City‘s Building Code. As such, the Project would not conflict with applicable 
plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency. The requirements described in the Title 24 energy 
standards, CALGreen and the Los Angeles Green Building Code include specific lighting requirements 
to conserve energy, window glazing to reflect heat, enhanced insulation to reduce heating and ventilation 
energy usage, and enhanced air filtration.  The Project would incorporate these measures as required by 
code. The most recent Title 24 Standards ensure that builders use the most energy efficient and energy 
conserving technologies and construction practices.  

As discussed above, Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations contains energy efficiency standards 
for residential and non-residential buildings based on a state mandate to reduce California’s energy 
demand. Specifically, Title 24 addresses a number of energy efficiency measures that impact energy 

 
42  See Appendix C of this Initial Study for detailed calculations. 
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used for lighting, water heating, heating, and air conditioning, including the energy impact of the building 
envelope such as windows, doors, skylights, wall/floor/ceiling assemblies, attics, and roofs. 

Part 6 of Title 24 specifically establishes energy efficiency standards for residential and nonresidential 
buildings constructed in the State of California in order to reduce energy demand and consumption. The 
Project would comply with Title 24, Part 6 by having: (a) sensor-based lighting controls — for fixtures 
located near windows, the lighting would be adjusted by taking advantage of available natural light; and 
(b) efficient process equipment.  

Part 11 of Title 24 contains voluntary and mandatory energy efficiency measures that are applicable to 
the Project under the California Green Building Standards Code. As discussed above, the Project would 
result in an increased demand for electricity and petroleum-based fuels. In accordance with the Project’s 
Title 24, Part 11 mandatory compliance, the Project would (a) divert 50 percent of its construction and 
demolition waste from landfills; (b) schedule mandatory inspections of its energy systems to ensure 
optimal working efficiency; (c) use only low pollutant-emitting exterior and interior finish materials, such 
as paints, carpets, vinyl flooring, and particle boards; and (d) include features ensuring a 20 percent 
reduction in indoor water use. In addition, the residential component of the Project would not consume 
natural gas. Compliance with all of these mandatory measures would decrease the Project’s consumption 
of electricity and petroleum-based fuels.  

The Project would not conflict with any of the federal, state, or local plans for renewable energy and 
energy efficiency. Because the Project would comply with Parts 6 and 11 of Title 24, no conflict with 
existing energy standards and regulations would occur.  

With regard to transportation uses, the Project would improve mobility and accessibility, encourage transit 
use and walking/bicycle trips, and reduce VMT and GHG emissions by intensifying urban density in 
proximity to transit and destinations. According to the Transportation Assessment prepared for the 
Project,43 the Project’s proposed residential use would result in an estimated VMT per capita of 4.9, which 
would be below the City’s threshold for the South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission area of 6.0. 
The Project would be consistent with the SCAG RTP/SCS as it is an infill development located within 
close proximity of a variety of transportation options, which include walking, biking, and the use of public 
transportation. Overall, the Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with applicable 
state and local green building standards that would serve to reduce the energy demand of the Project.  
In addition, as discussed above, the demand for electricity during construction and operation of the 
Project would represent a small fraction of LADWP’s projected and planned sales. Similarly, as discussed 
above, petroleum-based fuels during construction and operations would also represent a small fraction 
of the 2030 projected fuel use in Los Angeles County.   

Based on the above impact analysis, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no 
further evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required. 

 
43

  Kimley-Horn, 3822 Figueroa Street Student Housing Project Transportation Assessment, October 2024. 
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS  
 
 Potentially 
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Less Than 
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Less Than 
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Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Directly or indirectly cause 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. 

    

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? 

    

c. Be located on a geologic unit 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 direct or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

    

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? 

    

f.  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 
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The following analysis is based, in part, on the Revised Limited Geotechnical Exploration - 3801 to 3855 
Flower Drive and 3822 to 3830 South Figueroa Street, City Of Los Angeles, California (Geotechnical 
Report) prepared for the Project by Leighton and Associates, Inc., dated March 8, 2023, revised June 4, 
2024; and the Paleontological Resources Assessment prepared for the Project by Kimley-Horn and 
Associates, Inc., dated August 2024. The Geotechnical Report and Paleontological Assessment are 
included as Appendix D and Appendix E of this Initial Study, respectively.   

a.   Would the project directly or indirectly cause 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 that have shown evidence of movement within the past 11,700 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 within the last 1.6 million years. In addition, buried thrust faults, which are faults with no 
surface exposure, may exist in the vicinity of the Project Site; however, due to their buried nature, the 
existence of buried thrust faults is usually not known until they produce an earthquake. 

The California Geological Survey establishes regulatory zones around active faults, called Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zones (previously called Special Study Zones).44  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. In addition, the City designates Fault Rupture Study Areas 
along the sides of active and potentially active faults to establish areas of potential hazard due to fault 
rupture.   

As described in the Geotechnical Report, there are no known active faults that have been mapped within 
the Project Site, and the Project Site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The 
closest fault to the Project Site is the Puente Hills Blind Thrust located in the subsurface of the Los 
Angeles Basin 0.7 miles north of the Project Site. The closest major active faults near the Project Site 
with surface expression include the Newport-Inglewood fault zone and Hollywood faults, which are 
located 4.5 miles and 6.8 miles to the southwest and north of the Project Site, respectively. As noted in 
the Geotechnical Report, considering the locations of these mapped faults relative to the Project Site, the 
potential impact of surface fault rupture occurrence at the Project Site is considered to be low. The Project 
would not contain uses or activities, such as mining operations or deep excavation into the earth, that 
would exacerbate the activity of a known earthquake fault. As such, the Project would not directly or 
indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, related to 

 
44 The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and its regulations are presented in California Department of Conservation, California 

Geological Survey, Special Publication 42, Earthquake Fault Zones. 
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rupture of a known earthquake fault. Therefore, impacts are less than significant, and no further 
evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required. 

ii.  Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if the Project would directly or indirectly 
cause the risk of personal injury or death or property damage as a result of seismic ground shaking. The 
entire Southern California region is seismically active and susceptible to strong ground shaking from 
severe earthquakes. Strong ground motion occurs as energy is released during an earthquake. The 
intensity of ground motion is dependent upon the distance to the fault rupture, the earthquake magnitude, 
and the geologic conditions underlying and surrounding the Project Site. The Los Angeles Basin, as well 
as most of Southern California, is located within a complex zone of faults and folds resulting from 
compressional forces occurring along a bend within the boundary between the Pacific and North 
American tectonic plates. 

The Project Site may experience strong ground shaking resulting from an earthquake occurring along 
one or more of the major active or potentially active faults identified above or other unmapped faults. 

Potential impacts related to seismic ground shaking would be reduced to less than significant through 
regulatory compliance, and Project structural design. State and City building code requirements ensure 
that buildings are designed and constructed in a manner that, although they may sustain damage during 
a major earthquake, their risk of collapse is substantially reduced.  Specifically, the state and City 
mandate compliance with numerous rules related to seismic safety, including the California Building 
Code, the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, the City’s General 
Plan Safety Element, and the Los Angeles Building Code. Pursuant to those laws, the Project must 
demonstrate compliance with the applicable provisions of these safety requirements before permits can 
be issued for construction of the Project.  

Accordingly, the design and construction of the Project would comply with all applicable existing 
regulatory requirements, the applicable provisions of the Los Angeles Building Code relating to seismic 
safety, and the application of accepted and proven construction engineering practices. The Los Angeles 
Building Code incorporates the current seismic design provisions of the 2022 California Building Code, 
with City amendments, to minimize seismic impacts. The 2022 California Building Code incorporates the 
latest seismic design standards for structural loads and materials, as well as provisions from the National 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program to mitigate losses from an earthquake and maximize 
earthquake safety. The Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) is responsible for 
implementing the provisions of the Los Angeles Building Code, and the Project would be required to 
comply with the plan review and permitting requirements of LADBS, including the recommendations 
provided in a final, site-specific Geotechnical Report prepared by a California licensed engineer that 
would be subject to review and approval by the expert engineering staff at LADBS.  As discussed in the 
Geotechnical Report, while the Project Site is subject to strong ground shaking in the event of an 
earthquake, this hazard is common in Southern California and the effects of ground shaking can be 
addressed by proper engineering design and construction in conformance with current building codes 
and engineering practices. The Geotechnical Report provides site-specific seismic design parameters 
based on the uses proposed and soil conditions at the Project Site.  

As such, based on compliance with regulatory requirements and practices, the Project would not directly 
or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects including the risk of loss, injury, or death, related 
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to seismic ground shaking. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation 
of this topic in the EIR is required. 

iii.  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is the loss of soil strength or stiffness due to a buildup of 
excess pore-water pressure during strong ground shaking. Liquefaction is associated primarily with low 
density, granular, saturated soil. Effects of severe liquefaction can include sand boils, excessive 
settlement, bearing capacity failures, and lateral spreading.  

As noted in the Geotechnical Report, the Project Site is not mapped within an area prone to liquefaction 
as shown on the State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map for the Hollywood Quadrangle and as 
identified by the City of Los Angeles General Plan’s Safety Element.45,46, 47 As part of the Geotechnical 
Report, borings advanced to a maximum depth of approximately 50 feet bgs did not encounter 
groundwater, nor did explorations at a neighboring site approximately 100 feet to the south, drilled to a 
depth of 101.5 feet bgs. Based on these considerations and soil correlations, as determined in the 
Geotechnical Report, the potential for liquefaction occurring at the site is considered low. 

Additionally, pursuant to LAMC Section 91.7006.2, the Geotechnical Report for the Project addressing 
the soils conditions underlying the Project Site and the final design of the development would be reviewed 
and approved by LADBS as part of the City’s ministerial process for issuing grading and building permits. 
Review and approval of the Geotechnical Report and design considerations by LADBS would ensure that 
development of the Project Site would occur in compliance with building safety requirements, including 
the California Building Code and the LAMC. As such, the Project would not directly or indirectly cause 
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, related to seismic-related 
ground failure, including liquefaction. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no further 
evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required. 

iv.  Landslides? 

No Impact. Landslide potential is generally the greatest for areas with steep and/or high slopes, low 
sheer strength, and increased water pressure. As noted in the Geotechnical Report, the Project Site is 
not located within a zone of potential seismically induced landslides. The Project Site is also not located 
within any mapped landslide area by the City of Los Angeles General Plan’s Safety Element.48  Due to 
the relatively level ground on and surrounding the Project Site, the potential for seismically induced 
landslides on the Project Site is low. As such, the Project would not directly or indirectly cause or 
exacerbate potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, related to 
landslides. No impact would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required. 

b.   Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less than Significant Impact. Project construction would involve ground-disturbing activities 
(e.g., excavation, grading, and foundation construction) that have the potential to disturb existing soils 

 
45  California Geological Survey, Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation Hollywood Quadrangle, 2014. 
46  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, ZIMAS, Parcel Profile Report for APN 5037-031-015,  5037 031-016, 5037 031-001, 5037-

031-002, 5037-031-003, 5037-031-004, 5037 031-005, 5037-031-006, and 5037-031-007),http://zimas.lacity.org/, accessed December 18, 
2024. 

47  City of Los Angeles, General Plan Safety Element Figure 12.1, 2021, https://planning.lacounty.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2022/11/12.2_Chapter12_Figures.pdf, accessed January 24, 2025. 

48  Ibid. 
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within the Project Site and expose these soils for a limited time and allow for possible erosion. It is 
estimated that approximately 8,310 cubic yards of export would be hauled from the Project Site.  Exposed 
and stockpiled soils could be subject to erosion and conveyance into nearby storm drains during storm 
events. In addition, on-site watering activities to reduce airborne dust could contribute to erosion and 
runoff.  However, in accordance with the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Construction General Permit, the Project would implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) adhering to the California Stormwater Quality Association Best Management 
Practices (BMP) Handbook.  The SWPPP would set forth BMPs to be used during construction to manage 
and control stormwater and non-stormwater discharges, including, but not limited to, erosion control and 
sediment control with sandbags, storm drain inlets protection, stabilized construction entrance/exit, wind 
erosion control, and stockpile management, to minimize erosion and the discharge of pollutants in 
stormwater runoff during construction.  Additionally, the potential for erosion would be reduced by 
implementation of required regulatory erosion controls imposed during Project Site preparation and 
grading activities. Specifically, all grading activities would require grading permits from the LADBS, which 
would include requirements and standards designed to limit potential impacts associated with erosion. In 
addition, on-site grading and Project Site preparation would be required to comply with all applicable 
provisions of Chapter IX, Article 1, Division 70 of the LAMC, which address grading, excavations, and 
fills. This LAMC division requires that all grading activities occur in accordance with grading permits 
issued by LADBS. The grading permits typically require that excavation and grading activities be 
scheduled during dry weather periods. Should grading activities occur during the rainy season (October 
1 to April 14), a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan must be prepared pursuant to the “Manual and 
Guideline for Temporary and Emergency Erosion Control,” adopted by the Los Angeles Board of Public 
Works. The Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan would include measures such as diversion dikes to 
channel runoff around the Project Site. Division 70 also requires that stockpiled, excavated, and exposed 
soil be covered with secured tarps, plastic sheeting, erosion control fabrics, or treated with a bio-
degradable soil stabilizer. A deputy grading inspector is required to be on-site during grading operations 
to ensure adherence to applicable regulations. 

Following the completion of construction, the potential for erosion would be relatively low since the Project 
Site would be largely impervious and the Project would be required to comply with the City’s Low Impact 
Development (LID) Ordinance (Ordinance No. 183,833)49 and implement standard erosion controls to 
limit stormwater runoff, which can contribute to erosion.  With compliance with applicable regulations, 
impacts regarding wind or waterborne erosion during construction and operation of the Project would be 
less than significant. Therefore, the Project would not directly or indirectly cause potential significant 
impacts related to substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Impacts would be less than significant, 
and no further evaluation in the EIR is required. 

c.   Would the project 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. As discussed above, the Project Site is not located within a zone of 
potential seismically induced landslides. The Project Site is also not located within any mapped landslide 

 
49  Los Angeles Sanitation and Environment (LASAN), Watershed Protection Division, Planning and Land Development for Low Impact 

Development (LID), Part B:  Planning Activities, 5th Edition, May 2016. 



3822 South Figueroa Project  City of Los Angeles 
Initial Study  April 2025 

Page 57 

area by the City of Los Angeles General Plan’s Safety Element.50  In addition, the Project would not alter 
exposed soils on a hill, nor inject water into the soil upslope that could cause a landslide downhill.  
Therefore, no impact related to landslides would occur. 

As noted in the Geotechnical Report, liquefaction may also cause lateral spreading. For lateral spreading 
to occur, the liquefiable zone must be continuous, unconstrained laterally, and free to move along gently 
sloping ground toward an unconfined area such as an unlined river channel. As discussed previously 
because the potential for liquefaction at the Project Site is considered to be low and the Project Site is 
laterally confined, the potential for lateral spreading at the site is also considered low. 

Subsidence generally occurs when a large portion of land is displaced vertically, usually due to the rapid 
and intensive withdrawal of subterranean fluids such as groundwater or oil. Because no reports on 
regional subsidence have documented subsidence in the Project Site vicinity, and the Project would not 
involve the removal of water or oil at the Project Site, the potential for ground subsidence is considered 
very low. 

Seismically induced settlement generally consists predominantly of liquefaction-induced settlement 
(below groundwater) and to a lesser extent dynamic compaction of unsaturated, granular soil (above 
groundwater). These settlements occur primarily within low-density sandy soil due to reduction in volume 
during and shortly after an earthquake event. As determined in the Geotechnical Report, based on the 
depth to groundwater at the Project Site, the potential for liquefaction is considered to be low; therefore, 
the potential for seismically induced settlement due to liquefaction is also considered low. 

As previously discussed, compliance with the state and City building code requirements include the 
incorporation of the Project Site- and Project-specific design requirements for soil stability established in 
the Geotechnical Report that would be reviewed and approved by LADBS. The Project would be required 
to incorporate the recommendations of the Project’s geotechnical engineer contained within the 
Geotechnical Report with all of the design comments and conditions imposed by LADBS based on their 
detailed review of Project plans and structural calculations, which would account for slope stability at the 
Project Site.  

Therefore, the Project Site is not 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 collapse. As such, the Project would not directly 
or indirectly cause or exacerbate existing conditions such as unstable geologic units or unstable soil. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation in the EIR is required. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Expansive soils contain significant amounts of clay particles that swell 
considerably when wet and shrink with the loss of water. Foundations and structures constructed on 
these soils can be subject to uplifting forces caused by the swelling, potentially resulting in heaving and 
cracking of both building foundations and slabs-on-grade. However, implementation of standard 
engineering and earthwork construction practices, such as proper foundation design and proper moisture 
conditioning of earthen fills would reduce the impacts associated with expansive soils. 

As determined in the Geotechnical Report, expansion index testing of the near-surface soil at the Project 
Site characterized soils as silty sand with an Expansion Index of EI=2, which is considered very low 

 
50

  Ibid. 
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expansion potential.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation in the 
EIR is required. 

e.   Would the project 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. The Project Site is located in a developed area of the City, which is served by a wastewater 
collection, conveyance, and treatment system operated by the City. The Project would connect to the 
existing sewer and wastewater system. No septic tanks or alternative disposal systems are necessary, 
nor are they proposed. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no further evaluation in the EIR is 
required. 

f.   Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As indicated in the Paleontological Resources Assessment, included as 
Appendix E of this Initial Study, no known paleontological resources were identified within the Project 
Site. There is a low paleontological sensitivity for soils zero to 25 feet bgs in the fill layer (zero to four feet 
bgs) and Holocene layer (four to 25 feet bgs). The Project Site has been developed in the past, and it is 
unlikely that any fossil-bearing soils would be encountered at these layers.  

The Paleontological Resources Assessment concludes that there is a moderate-to-high sensitivity for 
paleontological resources within soils at depths of 25 feet or deeper bgs in the Pleistocene layer. The 
moderate-to-high paleontological sensitivity of soils at 25 feet or deeper in the Pleistocene layer is evident 
by the age and composition of soils and sediments in the Project Site and the knowledge of 
paleontological resources identified within similar sediment deposits nearby. The presence of any intact 
paleontological resources within deeper sediments would be considered scientifically significant if 
discovered.  

Excavation for the Project would reach a maximum depth of ten feet bgs. Therefore, excavation for the 
Project would not reach the sediment deposit most likely to contain paleontological resources, which is 
the Pleistocene layer (25 feet bgs and deeper). Should proposed excavation depth substantially increase 
to reach the Pleistocene layer, paleontological resources could be encountered, and the conclusions of 
this analysis may need to be revisited. In summary, it is unlikely that paleontological resources could be 
inadvertently impacted during Project implementation with the current proposed excavation depth of ten 
feet and, for this reason, development of the Project would be unlikely to directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource or site. 

The City has established a standard condition of approval to address inadvertent discovery of 
paleontological resources that would apply to the Project. In the event that any prehistoric subsurface 
cultural resources are encountered at the project site during construction or the course of any ground 
disturbance activities, all such activities shall halt immediately, at which time the applicant shall notify the 
City and consult with a qualified paleontologist to assess the significance of the find. In the case of 
discovery of paleontological resources, the assessment shall be done in accordance with the Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology standards. If any find is determined to be significant, appropriate avoidance 
measures recommended by the consultant and approved by the City must be followed unless avoidance 
is determined to be unnecessary or infeasible by the City. If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, other 
appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery, excavation) shall be instituted.  
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Therefore, with compliance with the City’s standard condition of approval, impacts to paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature would be less than significant, and no further evaluation in the 
EIR is required. 

VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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? 

    

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would include direct and indirect greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions from construction and operations. Project construction could result in direct emissions of 
carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N2O), and methane (CH4) from construction equipment, the transport 
of materials, and construction workers traveling to and from the Project Site. Project operational 
emissions would result from activities such as vehicular traffic and operation of landscaping equipment. 
Operational GHG emissions would also result from indirect sources, such as off-site generation 
associated with solid waste, and fugitive refrigerants from heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) equipment. Additional analysis is required to determine whether activities associated with the 
Project could result in greenhouse gas emissions that may have a significant impact on the environment. 
Therefore, further evaluation of the Project’s GHG emissions will be provided in the EIR. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would result in direct and indirect GHG emissions with the 
potential to conflict with adopted GHG-related plans, policies, or regulations applicable to the Project Site. 
The EIR will evaluate the potential for the Project to conflict with State and local plans, policies, and 
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHGs.  

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

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

    

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? 

    

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
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 
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, 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 or 
excessive noise for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

    

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

    

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires? 

    

The following discussion is based on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA), 
prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., dated August 29, 2024, included as Appendix F of this 
Initial Study.51 

 
51

  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., August 29, 2024. Appendix F of this Initial Study. 
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a.   Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 
Construction 
Typical of many projects, construction of the Project would involve the temporary use of hazardous 
substances in the form of paint, adhesives, surface coatings and other finishing materials, and cleaning 
agents, fuels, and oils. However, all materials would be used, stored, and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations and manufacturers’ instructions, thereby reducing the risk of hazardous 
materials use. In addition, the Project would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local 
requirements concerning the use, storage, and management of hazardous materials, including, but not 
limited to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,52 California Hazardous Waste Control Law,53

 

Federal and State Occupational Safety and Health Acts,54,55
 SCAQMD rules,56 and permits and associated 

conditions issued by LADBS. These existing regulations address the amount of hazardous materials 
used, accident prevention, protection from exposure to specific chemicals, and the proper storage and 
disposal of hazardous materials. Any associated risk would be adequately reduced to a less than 
significant level through compliance with these standards and regulations. Accordingly, Project 
construction activities would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during construction. Therefore, impacts related 
to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during construction would be less than 
significant, and no further evaluation in the EIR is required. 

Operation 
Operation of the Project would be expected to involve the use and storage of small quantities of potentially 
hazardous materials typical of those used in residential, retail and restaurant uses, including form of 
cleaning solvents, painting supplies, pesticides for landscaping, and petroleum products by building 
operational staff and hired contract professionals. However, all such potentially hazardous materials 
would be used and stored 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 further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

b.   Would the project 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. A recognized environmental condition (REC) is defined as the presence 
or likely presence of hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property: 1) due to 
release to the environment; 2) under conditions indicative of a release to the environment; or 3) under 

 
52  United States Environmental Protection Agency, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Laws and Regulations, 

www.epa.gov/rcra, accessed December 19, 2024. 
53  California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5 Hazardous Waste Control [25100-25259]. 
54  United States Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, OSH Act of 1970, www.osha.gov/laws-

regs/oshact/completeoshact, accessed December 19, 2024. 
55  State of California Department of Industrial Relations, California Division of Occupational Safety and Health, Cal/OSHA, www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/, 

accessed December 19, 2024. 
56  South Coast Air Quality Management District, South Coast AQMD Rule Book. 
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conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the environment.57
 The Phase I ESA identified 

a former gas station 0.4 miles from the Project Site, and no records of hazardous materials spills or 
violations associated with the Project Site or the former gas station address. Accordingly, the Phase I 
ESA did not discover evidence of a REC on the Project Site. 

The Project could release hazardous materials into the environment during construction if spills of 
hazardous materials required for normal construction activities (vehicle fuels, paints, oils, and 
transmission fluids) occur or if asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) or lead-based paint (LBP) that may 
be encountered in the existing buildings are not properly handled and disposed of. The Project could also 
release hazardous materials into the environment during operation if spills or emissions of hazardous 
materials required for normal operation of retail and restaurant and residential land uses such as cleaning 
solvents, paints, pesticides for landscaping, waxes, dyes, toners, bleach, grease, and petroleum 
products, occur. 

Construction 

Spills 

During construction, regulatory requirements and standard construction BMPs for the use and handling 
of hazardous materials required for construction would be implemented to avoid and reduce the potential 
for spills and releases pursuant to local, state, and federal regulations such as the Hazardous Materials 
Transportation Act, 58  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 59  the California Hazardous Waste 
Control  Act, 60  and California Code of Regulations, Title 22. 61  Adherence to these regulations and 
regulations mandating immediate response and reporting of spills to state and/or county officials under 
the state’s Spill Release Reporting regulations would ensure that significant hazards related to the 
release of hazardous materials such as spills into the environment during construction would not occur 
and, where they occur, would be appropriately addressed through regulatory compliance requirements.  

ACMs/LBPs 

Additionally, historical records indicate that the existing residential buildings on the Project Site were 
constructed in the 1920s. While not considered RECs, asbestos containing materials (ACM) and lead-
based paint (LBP) may be present in the existing buildings. The Project would be required to comply with 
existing regulations that comprehensively address governmental reporting requirements and the 
removal, transport, and disposal of ACMs and LBP that may be within the existing structure. In 
accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1403, the Project Applicant would be required to conduct a 
comprehensive asbestos survey prior to demolition, subject to approval by LADBS. In the event that 
ACMs are found, all demolition, transport, and disposal of known and suspected asbestos would be 
required to adhere to the regulations established in: California Code of Regulations, Title 8, 
Section 341.6I; Code of Federal Regulations, Title 29, Section 1926.1101(b); Code of Federal 
Regulations, Title 40, Part 61, Subpart M; and SCAQMD Rule 1403. Demolition, transport, and disposal 
of known and suspected LBP would be required to adhere to the regulations established in the Code of 

 
57 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., August 29, 2024. Appendix F of this Initial Study. 
58

 Hazardous Materials Transportation Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. §§ 5101–5127). 
59

 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. ch. 82 § 6901 et seq). 
60

 California Hazardous Waste Control Act (California Health and Safety Code, Section 25100 et seq.). 
61

 California Code of Regulations (CCR) at Title 22 Social Security, Division 4.5, Environmental Health Standards for the Management of 
Hazardous Waste. 
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Federal Regulations, Title 24, Section 35.86; Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Section 745.103; 
Code of Federal Regulations, Title 29, Section 1926.62; and California Code of Regulations, Title 8, 
Section 1532.1.  

In addition, development of the Project would include the use of commercially sold construction materials 
without asbestos or ACMs.  Adherence to these regulations and procedures would ensure that all ACMs 
and LBP currently present on the Project Site would be remediated and disposed of in accordance with 
federal, state, and local regulations during Project demolition activities.  Therefore, the Project would not 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment through upset and accident conditions involving 
the release of ACMs or LBP into the environment.  

Contaminated Soils/Groundwater 

The Phase I ESA did not identify any RECs indicative of the potential for groundwater contamination or 
contaminated soils at the Project Site. Groundwater was not encountered during explorations that 
reached a maximum depth of 51.5 feet bgs.  

Undocumented Underground Features  

A previous Phase I ESA that was prepared for the Project Site noted that undocumented underground 
features, such as underground storage tanks (USTs) used for heating oil and basements, are common 
in the general area surrounding the Project Site.62 Despite the findings of the previous Phase I ESA, there 
is strong evidence to suggest that no such USTs, basements, buried debris, waste drums, or tanks would 
be located beneath the Project Site. The existing residential structures on the Project Site were originally 
constructed in the 1920s, and no other uses preceding the residential development were identified. As 
such, the Phase I ESA determined that there is a very low potential for undocumented contamination 
sources to be encountered underground. Therefore, the Phase I ESA concluded that undocumented 
underground features are not a REC. Therefore, significant hazards related to the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment during construction related to undocumented underground features would 
not occur no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

Operation 

As previously discussed, the use of minor amounts of hazardous materials during operation of the Project 
would be limited to those typical of a multi-family residential and ground floor retail and restaurant mixed-
use development.  Hazardous materials typical of such developments are not considered environmental 
concerns, and their use by the Project would not differ dramatically in type and quantity from the existing 
multi-family residential uses on the Project Site. Moreover, the use of such materials would be subject to 
compliance with existing regulations, standards, and guidelines established by the federal, state, and 
local agencies related to storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials. Further, the Project Site is 
not located within a Methane Zone or Methane Buffer Zone.63   

As such, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 

 
62

 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., August 29, 2024. Appendix F of this Initial Study. 
63  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, ZIMAS, Parcel Profile Report for APN 5037-031-015, 5037 031-016, 5037 031-001, 5037-

031-002, 5037-031-003, 5037-031-004, 5037 031-005, 5037-031-006, and 5037-031-007),  http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed January 24, 
2025 
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the environment resulting from Project operations. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and 
no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

c.   Would the project 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. The Project Site is located 0.13 miles southeast of the Dr. Theodore T. 
Alexander, Jr. Science Center School. The next closest schools to the Project Site include the University 
of Southern California located approximately 0.3 miles to the north of the Project Site, and Clinton Middle 
School and Animo Jackie Robinson Charter High School located approximately 0.4 miles northeast of 
the Project Site.  As previously discussed, construction of the Project would require the demolition and 
removal of the existing buildings, which may contain ACMs and LBP. However, as detailed in Response 
Checklist Question VIII.b above, all ACMs and LBP would be removed during construction in accordance 
with applicable regulatory requirements which would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant 
level.  

Project construction would involve the temporary use of potentially hazardous materials, including vehicle 
fuels, paints, oils, and transmission fluids. Project operation would also involve the limited use of 
hazardous materials typically used in the maintenance of retail and restaurant and residential uses 
including cleaning solutions, solvents, pesticides for landscaping, painting supplies, and petroleum 
products. However, all potentially hazardous materials would be used, stored, and disposed of according 
to manufacturers' specifications and in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations. 
Therefore, the use of such materials would not create a significant hazard to nearby schools. Impacts 
would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

d.   Would the project 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. California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires various state 
agencies to compile lists of hazardous waste disposal facilities, unauthorized releases from underground 
storage tanks, contaminated drinking water wells and solid waste facilities where there is known migration 
of hazardous waste, and submit such information to the Secretary for Environmental Protection on at 
least an annual basis, known as the Cortese List. The Phase I ESA included a search of such 
environmental records published by local, state, tribal, and federal agencies pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5. Although the Project Site is not listed on the Cortese List, the Phase I ESA 
identified parcels within the Project Site that are listed in two environmental databases, as summarized 
below: 

• Barry Reeves, 3819 South Flower Drive.  This address was listed on the CA HAZNET Hazardous 
Waste Tracking and System Manifests and the CA Hazardous Waste Generators databases. The 
Envirosite Government Records Report indicates this address, which is the location of a 19-unit 
multi-family residential building on the Project Site, was listed as a temporary hazardous waste 
generator site due to temporary transport of 2.5 tons of asbestos containing waste in the year 
2000. The site status is listed as “inactive.” This listing is consistent with regulatory reporting 
requirements and no violations were identified. Per the Phase I ESA, this listed is not considered 
a REC. 
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• EVR Gard Construction, 468 West 38th Street. This address was listed on the CA HAZNET 
Hazardous Waste Tracking and System Manifests and the CA Hazardous Waste Generators 
databases. This listing is associated with temporary generation and transport of approximately 
2.5 tons of hazardous waste, though this listing may be in error as this address is the location of 
a four-unit, multi-family residential building constructed in the 1920s. No manifests documenting 
the specifics of the waste type were available. However, the site status has been “inactive” since 
the year 2013. Per the Phase I ESA, this listing demonstrates compliance with regulatory reporting 
requirements and no violations were identified and the site is therefore not considered a REC. 

Accordingly, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment as a result 
of its listing on the above databases compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is 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 or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within two miles of an airport or within an airport planning area. 
The closest airport to the Project Site, the Los Angeles International Airport, is located approximately 
nine miles southwest of the Project Site. No impacts would occur and no further evaluation of this topic 
in an EIR is required. 

f.   Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City’s emergency response is coordinated through the Emergency 
Operations Organization (EOO). The EOO is the operational department of the City of Los Angeles 
responsible for the City’s emergency preparations (planning, training and mitigation), and response and 
recovery operations. The EOO Master Plan and individual agency Emergency Response Plans set forth 
procedures for City personnel to follow in the event of an emergency situation stemming from natural 
disasters, technological incidents and nuclear defense operations. As specified in the City Emergency 
Operations Plan Evacuation Annex, “primary evacuation routes consist of the major interstates, 
highways, and primary arterials within the City and Los Angeles County.” 64  However, in response to a 
more localized emergency, such as a hillside wildfire, the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) works in 
coordination with the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and Los Angeles Police 
Department (LAPD) to identify the most appropriate local egress option and direct individuals to those 
routes.  Other routes are shared in real time depending on which disaster and suitable evacuation routes 
are identified.65 While it is expected that the majority of construction activities for the Project would be 
confined to the Project Site, limited off-site construction activities may occur in adjacent street rights-of-
way during certain periods of the day, which could potentially require temporary partial lane closures. 
However, both directions of travel on area roadways would be maintained in accordance with standard 
construction management plans. This would ensure adequate disaster route circulation and emergency 
access. In the event of an emergency during construction of the Project, the LAFD and the LAPD would 
instruct businesses and residents of the area as to the specific evacuation plan as set forth in the Safety 

 
64

 City of Los Angeles Emergency Operations Plan, Evacuation Functional Support Annex, October 2020. 
65  Los Angeles Safety Element, November 2021, p. 23. 
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Element.  The Applicant and construction contractor would comply with all instructions of the LAFD and 
LAPD as to evacuation requirements.   

Operation of the Project would generate traffic in the Project vicinity and would result in some 
modifications to site access. However, the Project would comply with LAFD access requirements and 
would not impede emergency access within the Project vicinity. In addition, the Project does not include 
improvements that would require the installation of any barriers that would impede emergency response 
within and in the vicinity of the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not cause an impediment along 
the City's designated disaster routes or impair the implementation of the City's emergency response plan. 
Impacts would be less than significant and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

g.   Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 

No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized, generally flat area, and there are no wildlands or 
steep slopes located in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project Site is not located within a City-
designed Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, nor is it located within a City-designated fire buffer 
zone.

66,67 Furthermore, the Project would be developed in accordance with LAMC requirements pertaining 
to fire safety.  In particular, LAMC Section 57.106.5.2 provides that the Fire Chief shall have the authority 
to require drawings, plans, and sketches as necessary to identify access points, fire suppression devices 
and systems, utility controls, and stairwells; LAMC Section 57.118 establishes LAFD’s fire/life safety plan 
review and LAFD’s fire/life safety inspection for new construction projects; and LAMC Section 57.507.3.1 
establishes fire water flow standards. In addition, the Project’s proposed residential and retail and 
restaurant uses would not create a fire hazard that has the potential to exacerbate the current 
environmental condition relative to wildfires. Therefore, the Project would not subject people or structures 
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. No impacts would occur and no further 
evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
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a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
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66  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, ZIMAS, Parcel Profile Report for APNs 5037-031-015, 5037 031-016, 5037 031-001, 5037-

031-002, 5037-031-003, 5037-031-004, 5037 031-005, 5037-031-006, and 5037-031-007), http://zimas.lacity.org/, accessed January 24 
,2025. 

67  City of Los Angeles. City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element p. 27. https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/bf51ae04-1c7b-4931-
9a29-d46209998b89/Safety_Element.pdf, accessed July 25, 2024.  

67  CALFIRE. Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer. https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/03beab8511814e79a0e4eabf0d3e7247/, accessed 
July 25, 2024.   

□ □ □ 

https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/bf51ae04-1c7b-4931-9a29-d46209998b89/Safety_Element.pdf
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/bf51ae04-1c7b-4931-9a29-d46209998b89/Safety_Element.pdf
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/03beab8511814e79a0e4eabf0d3e7247/
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e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
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The following discussion is based on the Civil Engineering Report, prepared by David Evans and 
Associates, dated September 2024, included as Appendix G in this Initial Study.68 

a.   Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 
Surface Water Quality 
Construction 

 
68  Civil Engineering Report, David Evans and Associates, September 2024. Appendix G of this Initial Study. 
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Grading and construction activities will temporarily expose the underlying soils and may make the Project 
Site temporarily more permeable. Also, exposed and temporarily stockpiled soils could be subject to 
erosion and conveyance into nearby storm drains during storm events. In addition, on-site watering 
activities to reduce airborne dust could contribute to pollutant loading in runoff. 

However, as the construction site would be greater than one acre, the Project would be required to obtain 
coverage under the NPDES General Construction stormwater permit. In accordance with the 
requirements of this permit, the Project would implement a SWPPP that would specify BMPs and erosion 
control measures to be used during construction to manage runoff flows and prevent pollution. The 
NPDES and SWPPP measures are designed to contain and treat, as necessary, stormwater or 
construction watering on the Project Site to prevent runoff from impacting off-site drainage facilities or 
receiving waters. Construction activities are temporary and flow directions and runoff volumes during 
construction would be controlled.  

In addition, the Project would be required to comply with all applicable City grading permit regulations 
that require necessary measures, plans, and inspections to reduce sedimentation and erosion. Thus, 
through compliance with all NPDES General Construction Permit requirements, implementation of BMPs, 
and compliance with applicable City grading regulations, the Project would not result in discharges that 
would violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface water quality. With regulatory compliance, such activities would not conflict with 
implementation of a water quality control plan. Therefore, construction-related impacts to surface water 
quality would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

Operation 

The Project would be subject to the provisions of the City’s Low Impact Development (LID) Ordinance 
(Ordinance 183,833) which requires that post-construction stormwater runoff from new projects be 
infiltrated, evapotranspirated, captured and used, and/or treated through high efficiency BMPs on-site for 
the volume of water produced by the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event. The Project would incorporate 
appropriate LID BMPs in accordance with the City’s LID Ordinance intended to control and treat 
stormwater runoff in compliance with LID. 

As noted in the Civil Engineering Report included as Appendix G of this Initial Study, implementation of 
the Project would result in over 10,000 square feet of new impervious surface requiring the treatment of 
stormwater before entering the stormwater system.  Per the latest version of the City of Los Angeles LID 
requirements, the Project is required to infiltrate as a BMP unless Project Site conditions are unsuitable 
or infeasible, in which case other of the allowable methods of compliance would be required. The 
Geotechnical Report included as Appendix D of this Initial Study concluded that infiltration at the Project 
Site is feasible.  

The Project would be designed to maintain or reduce stormwater runoff by implementing measures to 
minimize flows leaving the Project Site.  The Project Site would implement a drywell system.69

 As noted 
in the Civil Engineering Report, preliminary LID calculations indicate a required mitigation volume of 5,121 
cubic feet. At the time the study was done, there was no site-specific percolation rate data available. 

 
69 A system of drywells would facilitate the infiltration of stormwater at the site, with overflow directed to the adjacent storm drain system.  A 

state-of-the-art drywell would be designed to infiltrate stormwater into native soils to recharge groundwater reserves and mimic the natural/pre-
development water cycle. Each system includes one or two pre-treatment chambers that remove pollutants through settling, screening, and 
hydrocarbon absorption.  
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When percolation testing is performed and infiltration rates are determined, drywell sizing calculations 
would be provided to address the required treatment volume. The Project’s overflow would discharge to 
the storm drain system via under sidewalk drains, which would be sized using the 50-year storm. 

The Civil Engineering Report performed hydrologic calculations for the Project using the methods outlined 
in the LA County Hydrology Manual to calculate the 50-year, 24-hour storm event and 85th Percentile 
storm event for water quality purposes. The Project would implement measures to minimize flows leaving 
the Project Site and the post-developed condition would be equal to or less than the pre-developed 
condition. The 50-year, 24-hour Storm Event rainfall was determined to be 5.4 inches, with the 85th 
Percentile storm event was 1.09 inches.   

Due to incorporation of the required LID BMPs, operation of the Project would not result in discharges 
that would violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements (WDRs) or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality, including not causing: (1) pollution that would alter 
the quality of the waters of the State (i.e., Ballona Creek) to a degree that would unreasonably affect 
beneficial uses of the waters; (2) contamination of the quality of the waters of the State by waste to a 
degree that would create a hazard to the public health through poisoning or through the spread of 
diseases; or (3) nuisance conditions that would be injurious to health, affect an entire community or 
neighborhood, or any considerable number of persons. Furthermore, operation of the Project would not 
result in discharges that would cause regulatory standards to be violated in the Ballona Creek Watershed 
in which the Project Site is located. As such, the Project would not interfere with the implementation of a 
water quality control plan or applicable WDRs. Therefore, potential operational impacts would be less 
than significant and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

Groundwater Quality 
Construction 

As discussed in the Geotechnical Report included as Appendix D of this Initial Study, groundwater was 
not encountered to a depth of approximately 51 feet bgs, and the historical high groundwater was 
reported at a depth of more than 50 feet. The Project would include excavations approximately ten feet 
bgs. Based on the historically highest groundwater and depth of proposed excavation, Project 
construction activities are not expected to encounter groundwater and temporary dewatering may not be 
required. In the event groundwater is encountered during construction, temporary pumps and filtration 
would be utilized in compliance with all applicable NPDES requirements related to construction and 
discharges from dewatering operations. 

Further, development of the Project would require the export of approximately 8,310 cubic yards of soil. 
Although not anticipated at the Project Site, any contaminated soils found would be captured within that 
volume of excavated material, removed from the Project Site, and remediated at an approved disposal 
facility in accordance with regulatory requirements. During on-site grading and building construction, 
hazardous materials, such as fuels, paints, solvents, and concrete additives, could be used and would 
therefore require proper management and, in some cases, disposal.  

The management of any resultant hazardous wastes could increase the opportunity for hazardous 
materials releases into groundwater. Compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local requirements 
concerning the handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste, would reduce the potential for the 
construction of the Project to release contaminants into groundwater that could affect existing 
contaminants, expand the area or increase the level of groundwater contamination, or cause a violation 
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of regulatory water quality standards at an existing production well. In addition, as there are no 
groundwater production wells or public water supply wells within one mile of the Project Site, construction 
activities would not be anticipated to affect existing wells. Therefore, construction of the Project would 
not violate any water quality standards or WDRs or otherwise substantially degrade groundwater quality. 
As construction activities are not expected to encounter existing groundwater supplies, it would not 
conflict with the implementation of a sustainable groundwater management plan. Therefore, impacts on 
groundwater quality would be less than significant. Therefore, potential operational impacts would be less 
than significant and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

Operation 

Operational activities which could affect groundwater quality include hazardous material spills and leaking 
underground storage tanks. No underground storage tanks are currently operated or will be operated by  
the Project. In addition, while the development of the Project would include use of typical residential and 
retail and restaurant on-site hazardous materials such as paint, pesticides, and cleaning solvents, 
compliance with all applicable existing regulations at the Project Site regarding the handling of hazardous 
materials would prevent the Project from affecting or expanding any potential areas of contamination, 
increasing the level of contamination, or causing regulatory water quality standards at an existing 
production well to be violated, as defined in the California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, 
Chapter 15 and the Safe Drinking Water Act. Furthermore, operation of the Project would not require 
extraction from the groundwater supply based on the depth of excavation for the proposed uses and the 
depth of groundwater below the Project Site. Therefore, Project operations would not violate any water 
quality standards or WDRs with respect to groundwater or otherwise substantially degrade ground water 
quality.  The Project’s potential impact on groundwater quality during operation would be less than 
significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

b.   Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 
Construction 
As described in the Geotechnical Report, groundwater was not encountered during explorations to a 
depth of approximately 51 feet bgs, and excavation for the Project will reach a maximum depth of ten feet 
bgs. Therefore, excavation for the Project is not anticipated to encounter groundwater.   If groundwater 
is encountered during construction, temporary pumps and filtration would be utilized in compliance with 
all applicable regulations and requirements, including with all relevant NPDES requirements related to 
construction and discharges from dewatering operations. Therefore, the Project would not substantially 
deplete groundwater supplies, including in a manner that would result in a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
lowering of the local groundwater table and impacts related to groundwater would be less than significant. 
No further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

Operations 
The Civil Engineering Report included as Appendix G of this Initial Study performed hydrologic 
calculations for the Project to calculate the 50-year, 24-hour storm event and 85th Percentile Storm Event 
for Water Quality purposes. The Project would implement measures to minimize flows leaving the Project 
Site and the post-developed condition would be equal to or less than the pre-developed condition. 
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Stormwater would discharge to an approved discharge point in the public right-of-way and not result in 
infiltration of a large amount of rainfall that would affect groundwater hydrology, including the direction of 
groundwater flow. Additionally, with BMPs to control and treat stormwater runoff, implementation of the 
Project could potentially increase groundwater recharge.  

As discussed above, groundwater is not expected to be encountered during construction. Additionally, 
there are no known groundwater wells within one mile of the Project Site. Therefore, Project operations 
would not decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that 
the Project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin.  Impacts would be less than 
significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

c.   Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

Less Than Significant Impact. 
Construction 
The Project Site is not crossed by any water courses or rivers. Project construction activities, particularly 
including demolition and grading, have the potential to temporarily alter existing drainage patterns and 
flows on the Project Site by exposing the underlying soils, modifying flow direction, and making the Project 
Site temporarily more permeable. In addition, exposed and stockpiled soils could be subject to erosion 
and conveyance into nearby storm drains during storm events. On-site watering activities to reduce 
airborne dust could also contribute to pollutant loading in runoff, including into nearby storm drains. 
However, as discussed above, the Project would implement a SWPPP that specifies BMPs and erosion 
control measures to be used during construction to manage runoff flows from both stormwater and 
non-stormwater discharges. These BMPs would be designed to contain stormwater or construction 
watering on the Project Site such that runoff does not impact off-site drainage facilities or receiving 
waters. In addition, Project construction activities would occur in accordance with City grading permit 
regulations that require necessary measures, plans, and inspections to reduce sedimentation and erosion 
to be incorporated into the Project SWPPP. Thus, through compliance with all NPDES General 
Construction Permit requirements and a SWPPP that includes implementation of BMPs required by the 
NPDES program, as well as compliance with applicable City grading permit regulations, construction 
activities for the Project would not substantially alter the Project Site drainage patterns in a manner that 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. As such, construction-related impacts 
regarding erosion and siltation would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an 
EIR is required. 

Operation 

The Project would implement measures to minimize flows leaving the Project Site and the post-developed 
condition would be equal to or less than the pre-developed condition. The Project would be designed to 
maintain or reduce the current stormwater runoff by implementing measures to minimize flows leaving 
the site in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements. Stormwater would discharge to an 
approved discharge point in the public right-of-way and not result in infiltration of a large amount of rainfall 
that would affect groundwater hydrology, including the direction of groundwater flow. 
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As discussed above, the Project must comply with the City’s LID Ordinance requirements to retain, treat 
and/or filter stormwater runoff to mitigate the impacts of any post-development increases in runoff.   
Therefore, the Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the Project Site or 
surrounding area such that substantial erosion or siltation on-site or off-site would occur.  Operational 
impacts to erosion and siltation would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in 
an EIR is required. 

ii. 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 
Construction 

There are no streams or rivers within or immediately surrounding the Project Site. As noted above, the 
Project would implement a SWPPP that specifies BMPs and erosion control measures to be used during 
construction to manage runoff flows and prevent pollution under the general construction NPDES permit 
in addition to complying with applicable City regulations and requirements. These BMPs and erosion 
control measures would contain and treat, as necessary, stormwater or construction watering on the 
Project Site so runoff does not impact off-site drainage facilities or receiving waters. Thus, through 
compliance with applicable stormwater regulations and City grading permit regulations, construction 
activities for the Project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner 
that would result in flooding on- or off-site. As such, construction-related impacts associated with flooding 
from surface runoff would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is 
required. 

Operation 

As previously discussed, the Project would implement measures to minimize flows leaving the Project 
Site and the post-developed condition would be equal to or less than the pre-developed condition. The 
Project’s overflow would discharge to the storm drain system via sidewalk drains which will be sized using 
the 50-year storm event.  In addition, the Project would comply with the City’s LID Ordinance, which 
requires that post-construction stormwater runoff from new projects must be infiltrated, 
evapotranspirated, captures and used, and/or treated through high efficient BMPs on-site for the volume 
of water produced by greater of the 85th percentile storm event or the 0.75-inch storm event (i.e., “first 
flush”). Consistent with LID requirements to reduce the quantity and improve the quality of rainfall runoff 
that leaves the Project Site, the Project would include the installation of infiltration BMPs as established 
by the LID Manual. As such, the Project would not increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site during operation. Therefore, operational impacts 
associated with flooding from surface runoff would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are required. No further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

iii. 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; or 

Less Than Significant Impact.  As described above in Response Checklist Questions X.a and X.c.i, 
with the implementation of regulatory compliance requirements, the Project would not create or contribute 
runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  Project impacts on the capacity of stormwater 
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drainage systems and on polluted runoff would be less than significant. No further evaluation of this topic 
in an EIR is required. 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?  

No Impact. As noted in the Geotechnical Report, based on the Flood Insurance Rate Map prepared by 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the Project Site is not located within a flood hazard 
zone.70  The City of Los Angeles Local Hazard Mitigation Plan indicates the Project Site is partially within 
a 0.2 Percent Annual Change Flood area.71 In addition, no streams or rivers that may overflow or breech 
a levee are located on or near the Project Site. Thus, hazards related to flooding are minimal and the 
Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the Project Site or area in a manner 
which would impede or redirect flood flows. No impacts would occur, and no further evaluation of this 
topic in an EIR is required. 

d.   In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to 
project inundation? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As noted in the Civil Engineering Report, based on the Flood Insurance 
Rate Map prepared by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the Project Site is not 
located within a flood hazard zone.72  The City of Los Angeles Local Hazard Mitigation Plan indicates the 
Project Site is partially within a 0.2 Percent Annual Change Flood area.73  Based on this information, the 
potential for flooding at the Project Site is considered low. In addition, the Safety Element of the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan does not map the Project Site as being located within a tsunami hazard area. 
74, 75 Further, there are no standing bodies of water near the Project Site that may experience a seiche, 
and therefore there is no significant risk that flows from a seiche could result in the discharge of any 
pollutants from the Project Site caused by the Project. 

Earthquake-induced flooding can result from the failure of dams or other water-retaining structures 
resulting from earthquakes. The Project Site is located within the potential inundation area for the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) Hollywood Reservoir held by Mulholland Dam.76 Built 
in 1924 to hold more than 2.5 billion gallons of water, Mulholland Dam is located in the City of Los Angeles 
within the former Weid Canyon, east of Cahuenga Pass and Highway 101 approximately 7.7 miles 
northwest of the Project Site.77 This dam, as well as others in California, are continually monitored by 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 design basis earthquake for the site. Given the distance of the Mulholland 

 
70 Civil Engineering Report, David Evans and Associates, September 2024. Appendix G of this Initial Study. 
71

 The City of Los Angeles 2024 Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, June 2024, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16UGVwkVmsP_jA5wMm5tUkdAKCEmgrDxF/view?usp=sharing, accessed January 22, 2025. 

72
 Civil Engineering Report, David Evans and Associates, September 2024. Appendix G of this Initial Study. 

73
 The City of Los Angeles 2024 Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, June 2024, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16UGVwkVmsP_jA5wMm5tUkdAKCEmgrDxF/view?usp=sharing, accessed January 22, 2025. 

74  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, ZIMAS, Parcel Profile Report for APN 5037-031-015,  5037 031-016, 5037 031-001, 5037-
031-002, 5037-031-003, 5037-031-004, 5037 031-005, 5037-031-006, and 5037-031-007), http://zimas.lacity.org. 

75  California Department of Conservation, Los Angeles County Tsunami Hazard Areas, www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/tsunami/maps/los- 
angeles, accessed December 21, 2023. 

76
 Revised Limited Geotechnical Exploration 3801 to 3855 Flower Drive And 3822 to 3830 South Figueroa Street City Of Los Angeles, California 
(Geotechnical Report), Leighton and Associates, Inc., June 4, 2024 

77   Geotechnical Report, Leighton and Associates, Inc., June 4, 2024. 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/16UGVwkVmsP_jA5wMm5tUkdAKCEmgrDxF/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16UGVwkVmsP_jA5wMm5tUkdAKCEmgrDxF/view?usp=sharing
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/%E2%80%8Bcgs/%E2%80%8Btsunami/%E2%80%8Bmaps/%E2%80%8Blos-
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Dam to the Project Site and the oversight by the Division of Safety of Dams, including regular inspections, 
the potential for substantial adverse impacts related to inundation at the Project Site as a result of dam 
failure would be less than significant. Therefore, the risk of flooding from a tsunami, inundation by a 
seiche, or dam failure is considered low. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are required.  No further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

e.  Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Under the California Water Code, the State of California is divided into 
nine regional water quality control boards (RWQCBs), which govern the implementation and enforcement 
of the California Water Code and the federal Clean Water Act. The Water Quality Control Plan (Basin 
Plan) for the Coastal Watershed of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties: (i) designates beneficial uses for 
surface and ground waters, (ii) sets narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or 
maintained to protect the designated beneficial uses and conform to the State's antidegradation policy, 
and (iii) describes implementation programs to protect all waters in the region. In addition, the Basin Plan 
incorporates all applicable State and Regional Board plans and policies and other pertinent water quality 
policies and regulations related to maintaining and improving water quality.  

Under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, states are required to identify water bodies that do not 
meet their water quality standards.  Biennially, the LARWQCB prepares a list of impaired waterbodies in 
that region, referred to as the 303(d) list.  The 303(d) list outlines the impaired waterbody and the specific 
pollutant(s) for which it is impaired.  All waterbodies on the 303(d) list are subject to the development of 
a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL).  The Project Site lies within the Ballona Creek Watershed.  
According to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), constituents of concern listed for 
Ballona Creek under Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List include trash, toxic pollutants (cyanide), 
bacteria and viruses, metals (lead, copper, zinc), and sediment.78 

Under the Regional Phase I Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES Permit (MS4 Permit), 
Order No. R4-202-0105, enforced by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(LARWQCB) for Los Angeles and Ventura counties, all existing and future municipal and industrial 
stormwater discharges to surface waters within the City are subject to applicable local, State and/or 
federal regulations. The MS4 permit requires permittees to develop and implement BMPs during and 
after construction activities, such as the implementation of SWPPPs during the construction phase and 
LID BMPs for post construction, as applicable. The purpose of these BMPs are to reduce pollutant 
discharges from the stormwater conveyance systems during and post construction activities.  

Potential pollutants generated by the Project would be typical of residential and retail and restaurant land 
uses and may include sediment, nutrients, pesticides, metals, pathogens, and oil and grease.  The 
implementation of BMPs required by the City’s LID Ordinance would target these pollutants to minimize 
pollutant loads in stormwater runoff.  Implementation of LID features as part of the Project could result in 
an improvement in surface water quality runoff as compared to existing conditions.  As such, the Project 
would not introduce new pollutants or an increase in pollutants that would conflict with or obstruct any 
water quality control plans for the Ballona Creek Watershed. The Project would comply with all provisions 
of the NPDES program and other applicable NPDES permits and WDRs, and it would not obstruct 

 
78  California Environmental Protection Agency, State Water Resources Control Board, Impaired Water Bodies, www.waterboards.

ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2014_2016.shtml?wbid=CAT4051700020000301101951, accessed December 19, 2024. 
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implementation of the LARWQCB’s Basin Plan. As such, impacts would be less than significant, and no 
further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Physically divide an established community?     

b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

    

a.   Would the project physically divide an established community? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project involves the development of a seven-story mixed-use 
residential and commercial development that includes 209 apartment units and 2,705 square feet of 
ground level retail and restaurant uses. Existing uses on the Project Site include seven two-story multi-
family residential buildings along South Flower Drive, a two-story multi-family residential building, and 
surface parking along South Figueroa Street. The Project would remove the existing multi-family dwelling 
units and surface parking to construct the Project.  

The area surrounding the Project Site is highly urbanized and includes a mix of low- to mid-rise buildings 
containing a variety of commercial, residential, and public facilities uses. The surrounding properties are 
generally zoned C2-1L, RD1.5-1, and PF-1, which are generally consistent with the zoning on the Project 
Site. The proposed uses would be consistent with existing land uses in the surrounding area. All proposed 
development would occur within the boundaries of the Project Site as it currently exists, and the Project 
would not require the vacation of any surrounding streets adjacent to the Project Site.  Furthermore, the 
Project does not propose a freeway or other large infrastructure that could divide the existing surrounding 
community.  Access to all surrounding properties would continue to be available upon buildout of the 
Project. Therefore, the Project would not physically divide, disrupt, or isolate an established community. 
Rather, implementation of the Project would result in infill development of an already developed 
community with similar and compatible land uses. Impacts would be less than significant and no further 
evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

b.  Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

Potentially Significant Impact.  The Project requests several discretionary approvals, including but not 
limited to Density Bonus waivers and incentives, Project Review, and a Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map. Additionally, the Project could potentially conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations that 
were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. In light of the various 
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discretionary entitlements being sought by the Project, further analysis of the Project's consistency with 
the LAMC and other applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations will be included in the EIR. 

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES  
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
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? 

    

a.   Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be 
of value to the region and the residents of the state? 

No Impact. No mineral extraction operations currently occur on the Project Site. The Project Site is 
located in an urbanized area and has been previously disturbed by development. As such, the potential 
for mineral resources to occur on-site is low. The Project Site is located within a Mineral Resource Zone 2 
Area (MRZ-2)79 which identifies “areas underlain by mineral deposits where geologic data indicate that 
significant measured or indicated resources are present or where adequate information indicates that 
significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that a high likelihood for their presence 
exists”. 80,81  

As noted in the South Los Angeles and Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Draft EIR, although 
these areas are classified as MRZ-2, no aggregate mineral extraction activities currently occur in the 
South Los Angeles and Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan areas. These areas are built out with 
urban uses making them inaccessible for such activities.82 The Project Site is also not located within a 
City-designated oil field or oil drilling area, and no oil wells are present on the Project Site.83  

Therefore, the Project would not result in the loss of availability of a mineral resource or a mineral 
resource recovery site. No impact would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is 
required.   

 
79  South Los Angeles and Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Draft EIR, 2016. 
80

 South Los Angeles and Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Draft EIR, 2016. 
81

 Ibid. 
82

  Ibid. 
83  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Kimley-Horn, August 2024. Appendix F of this Initial Study. 
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b.   Would the project 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? 

No Impact. Although the Project Site is located within a City-designated MRZ-2, the Project Site is not 
within a mineral producing area as classified by the California Geologic Survey.84 Furthermore, no mineral 
extraction operations currently occur on the Project Site. As stated above, the Project Site is located 
within an urbanized area and has been previously graded and developed. As such, the potential for 
mineral resources to occur on-site is low.  

Therefore, the Project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site. No impacts would occur, and no further evaluation in the EIR is required.  

XIII.  NOISE  
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Would the project result in:     

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

    

b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or 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? 

    

a.   Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction activities would include demolition, site preparation, 
grading, infrastructure improvements, paving, building construction, and architectural coating. Noise 
generated by construction equipment would generate noise on a short-term basis.  In addition, since the 
Project would increase residential density compared to existing conditions and develop new retail and 
restaurant uses, noise levels from on-site sources may increase during Project operation. Traffic 

 
84  Mineral Land Classification, California Mineral Resources Data Portal Web, App 3, 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/minerals/?page=Mineral-Land-Classification#data_s=id%3AdataSource_335-18a47b5b8e5-layer-10-
192c08351d6-layer-28%3A4 , accessed January 24, 2025. 
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attributed to the Project also has the potential to increase noise levels along adjacent roadways. 
Therefore, the EIR will provide further analysis of this issue.  

b.   Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

Potentially Significant Impact.  Due to the proposed land uses and vibration characteristics (rapid 
attenuation based on distance from source), operation of the Project would not be anticipated to result in 
operational vibration impacts. Construction of the Project could generate groundborne noise and vibration 
in association with construction activities such as demolition, site grading, and installation of new building. 
As such, the Project would have the potential to generate and expose people to excessive groundborne 
vibration and noise levels during short-term construction activities.  Therefore, the EIR will provide further 
analysis of this issue.  

c.   For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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? 

No Impact. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the Project Site. The nearest airport to the 
Project Site is the Los Angeles International Airport approximately nine miles southwest of the Project 
Site. As the Project Site is located further than two miles from a public airport, the Project would not 
expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels. Therefore, no impact 
would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required.  

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING  
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Would the project:     

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in 
an area, either directly (for example, by proposing 
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example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

    

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

a.   Would the project induce substantial unplanned 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)? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  Growth forecasts prepared by SCAG contained in the 2024-2050 
RTP/SCS indicate that the number of households within the City will increase from 1,398,600 in 2019 to 
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1,828,200 in 2050, an increase of 429,600 households.85 The Project would include 209 units which would 
provide replacement housing for approximately 51 units. Therefore, the net number of new units on the 
Project Site would be 158 units. 

Additionally, the City’s General Plan Housing Element for the 2021-2029 planning period has an objective 
of constructing 456,643 housing units for the entire City of Los Angeles, of which 184,721 units (40 
percent) are designated for very low and low-income households.86 

The Project’s proposed net 158 units would represent 0.03 percent of the number of new units planned 
to be constructed by the City per the Housing Element. The Project’s anticipated contribution to net 
household growth in the City (158 households) would represent 0.04 percent of the City’s anticipated 
household growth between 2019 and 2050 forecasted by SCAG, and 0.03 percent of the City’s 
anticipated household growth between 2021 and 2029 forecasted by the City’s General Plan Housing 
Element. Thus, the Project’s estimated household growth would be within regional growth projections for 
the City. 

Based on the City’s average household size of 2.7, the increase of 429,600 households under the 
RTP/SCS in the City between 2019 and 2050 would result in an approximate increase of 1,159,920 
persons in the City between 2019 and 2050. 87 When utilizing the average household size of 3.35 for the 
South Los Angeles Community Plan area which is higher than the City, the Project’s net 158 proposed 
units would result in a population increase of approximately 529 residents. The Project’s anticipated 
population growth (529 persons) would represent 0.04 percent of the City’s anticipated growth between 
2019 and 2050. Thus, the Project’s estimated population growth would be within regional growth 
projections for the City.  

Project construction would result in increased employment opportunities in the construction field, which 
could potentially result in increased population and housing demand in the City. However, it is assumed 
that construction labor for the Project would be provided by the existing local workforce in Los Angeles 
and in the surrounding communities. Construction workers would typically remain at a job site for the time 
frame in which they are needed, whether for a particular phase of Project construction or until construction 
is completed. Therefore, Project construction is not anticipated to require workers to relocate permanently 
to the City as a consequence of working on the Project, thereby resulting in substantial unplanned 
population growth due to an increase in workforce.  

Overall, although the Project may result in direct population growth from future residents relocating to the 
City, the Project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth exceeding regional population 
projections. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation in the EIR is required. 

b.   Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would result in the replacement of 51 residential units with 
209 mixed-income units, which would include 42 affordable units, with four units designated for Extremely 

 
85  SCAG, Connect SoCal 2024 Demographics and Growth Forecast, April 4, 2024, page 39, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-

attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf?1712261839, accessed August 2, 2024. 
86

 City of Los Angeles, 2021-2029 Housing Element. https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/3d0775b4-6e54-4294-ad5a-
85df6b8eaf82/Executive_Summary_(Adopted).pdf, accessed August 30, 2024. 

87  SCAG, Connect SoCal 2024 Demographics and Growth Forecast, April 4, 2024, page 39, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf?1712261839, accessed August 2, 2024. 

https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf?1712261839
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf?1712261839
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https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/3d0775b4-6e54-4294-ad5a-85df6b8eaf82/Executive_Summary_(Adopted).pdf
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf?1712261839
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Low Income Households, 22 units designated for Very Low Income and 16 units designated for Low 
Income Households. The Project’s 209 units would exceed the number of existing housing units that 
would be displaced by the Project, for a net increase of158 units. 

 As stated above, the most recent estimated household size for housing units in the South Los Angeles 
Community Plan area is 3.35 persons per unit.88 Applying this factor, the displacement of 51 existing units 
would result in the displacement of approximately 171 existing residents. However, as discussed above, 
the Project would provide 158 net new units, (including 42 affordable units) providing housing 
opportunities for approximately 529 residents, greater than the number of residents that would be 
displaced. 

The Project’s 209 units would exceed the number of existing housing units that would be displaced by 
the Project and would provide a net increase of 158 units on the Project Site. Furthermore, all existing 
households would be subject to the RSO and lower income households on the Project Site are entitled 
to relocation benefits subject to Government Code Section 7260 et seq., and the right of first refusal 
(Right to Return) to a comparable unit (same bedroom type) when the Project is completed. 

Therefore, the Project would not displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
would be required. No further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

XV.  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: 
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a. Fire protection?     

b. Police protection?     

c. Schools?     

d. Parks?     

e. Other public facilities?     

a.   Fire protection? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Fire protection services for the Project Site are provided by the City of 
Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD). The Project would result in the construction of 209 housing units 

 
88 Los Angeles Department of City Planning, South Los Angeles Demographic Profile, https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/a547cb71-0d86-

47d3-9717-d6059dea27e0/standard_report2022_SOUTH_LA_mail.pdf, accessed January 16, 2025. 
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and demolition of 51 units, which would increase the number of residents on the Project Site by 
approximately 529. In addition, development of the retail and restaurant uses would generate new 
employment within the Project vicinity. Thus, the Project has the potential to result in an increase in the 
demand for LAFD fire protection services. Therefore, further evaluation of this topic will be provided in 
the EIR. 

b.   Police protection? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Police protection services for the Project Site are provided by the City 
of Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD). As discussed above, the Project would result in a net increase 
in the number residents and new employees on the Project Site. Thus, the Project has the potential to 
result in an increase in the demand for LAPD police protection services. Therefore, further evaluation of 
this topic will be provided in the EIR. 

c.   Schools? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within the boundaries of the Los Angeles 
Unified School District (LAUSD). The Project Site is located within the attendance boundaries of Menlo 
Avenue Elementary School, William Jefferson Clinton Middle School, and Manual Arts High School. As 
noted by the LAUSD, no new school construction is planned.89 According to the LAUSD, for the school 
calendar year of 2023-2024, the William Jefferson Clinton Middle School is over capacity by 177 seats, 
with no overages reported for Menlo Avenue Elementary School or Manual Arts High School. According 
to five-year capacity projections for these three schools, there are no anticipated future overcrowding or 
over capacity issues.90 

Construction 

Given the temporary nature of work on the Project Site and given the large construction labor pool that 
can be drawn upon in the region, construction employees would not be expected to relocate residences 
(and, therefore, a student population) within this region or move from other regions as a result of their 
temporary work on the Project Site. Therefore, Project construction would not result in a notable increase 
in the resident population or generate new students needing to attend local schools. Impacts would be 
less than significant.  

Operation  

The Project could generate a net increase of 32 elementary students, ten middle school students, 17 
high school students, and four special day care students for a total of 63 students.91 This would be an 
incremental increase in student population that would have a negligible impact on the schools serving 
the Project Site.  It should be noted that this analysis also includes students who may enroll in private 
schools or participate in home schooling. In addition, this analysis does not account for Project residents 
who may already reside within the school attendance boundaries and would move to the Project Site.  

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the Project applicant would be required 
to pay fees in accordance with SB 50. Payment of such fees is intended for the general purpose of 
addressing the construction of new school facilities, whether schools serving the Project in question are 
at capacity or not. Pursuant to Section 65995(h) of the California Government Code, payment of such 

 
 
90 Ibid. 
91 See School Enrollment Calculations, Appendix H-2 of this Initial Study, for detailed calculations. 
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fees is deemed full mitigation of a project’s development impacts.92 Project operational impacts to schools 
would be less than significant. Project operation would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered schools, the construction of which would cause 
significant environmental impacts. Therefore, operational impacts on schools would be less than 
significant. No further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

d.   Parks? 

Less Than Significant Impact 

Construction 

Given the temporary nature of construction activities, construction of the Project would not introduce a 
permanent population to an area which could result in an increase in the use of the existing parks and 
recreational facilities that would result in the need for new parks or recreational facilities or the expansion 
of existing facilities.  Additionally, the use of public parks and recreational facilities by construction 
workers would be expected to be limited, as construction workers are highly transient in their work 
location and are more likely to utilize parks and recreation facilities near their places of residence. Thus, 
construction of the Project would not generate a demand for park facilities adequately accommodated by 
existing or planned facilities and services.  Impacts on parks during Project construction would be less 
than significant.  

Operation  

Parks and recreational services are provided by the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks 
(RAP).  The Project Site is currently developed, and no existing parks or recreational facilities are located 
on-site. RAP has identified 18 neighborhood parks are located within a two-mile radius of the Project 
Site, 54 community parks located within a five-mile radius of the Project Site, and 15 regional parks 
located within a ten-mile radius of the Project Site.93

 For a comprehensive list, see Appendix H-1, Public 
Services Correspondence, of this Draft EIR.  

The South Los Angeles Community Plan Area has a parkland acres-to-population ratio of 0.31 acres per 
1,000 residents. The Public Recreation Plan, a portion of the Public Facilities and Services Element of 
the City’s General Plan, sets a goal of a parkland acres-to-population ratio of neighborhood and 
community parks of 2.0 acres per 1,000 residents.94 

According to the Los Angeles General Plan Public Recreation Plan, an overall provision of ten acres of 
land per 1,000 residents for total recreational facilities is recommended, and a minimum of ten percent 
of the City’s total land area should be dedicated to public recreation or open space. The City’s Open 
Space Element recommends that private developments provide open spaces, wherever practical, for the 
benefit of the public as a whole to help fulfill the recreational needs of the City.  

An increase in the use of existing park and recreational facilities is directly associated with an increase 
in population. When utilizing the average household size of 3.35 for the South Los Angeles Community 

 
92

 Government Code Section 65995(h) states in part: “The payment or satisfaction of a fee … specified in Section 65995 …are hereby deemed 
to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, 
or development of real property … on the provision of adequate school facilities.” 

93 Correspondence from Cathie M. Santo Domingo, Assistant General Manager and Darryl Ford Superintendent, Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks, dated August 29, 2024. Appendix H-1 of this Initial Study. 

94 City of Los Angeles General Plan, Public Facilities and Services Element, January 1969, https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/43319adf-
80e9-4080-8d1d-ed7b3d3e2607/Public%20Facilities.pdf, accessed February 18, 2025.  

https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/43319adf-80e9-4080-8d1d-ed7b3d3e2607/Public%20Facilities.pdf
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Plan area, the Project’s net increase of 158 units would result in a population increase of 529 residents.   
The Project would provide a total of 23,127 square feet of open space per LAMC requirements. Open 
space would consist of 300 square feet of private patios, 14,865 square feet of courtyard areas on the 
first and second floors, 2,252 square feet of roof decks on the seventh floor and 5,710 square feet of 
various indoor amenities such as a club room, fitness room, and lounge area.  Due to the amount, variety, 
and availability of the proposed open space and recreational amenities to be provided within the Project 
Site, it is anticipated that Project residents would generally utilize on-site open space to meet their 
recreational needs. Thus, while the Project’s residents would be expected to use off-site public parks and 
recreational facilities to some degree, the Project would not be expected to cause or accelerate 
substantial physical deterioration of off-site parks or recreational facilities given the provision of on-site 
open space and recreational amenities. Compliance with regulatory requirements including the payment 
of park fees pursuant to LAMC Section 12.33 would ensure that the Project’s potential impacts on parks 
would not be significant. No further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

e.   Other public facilities? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Other public facilities include library facilities. The City of Los Angeles 
Public Library (LAPL) provides library facilities and services to the City of Los Angeles, including the 
Project Site. The LAPL consists of the Central Library and 72 branch libraries as well as web-based 
resources.95   

The Project would be served by the following libraries: Junipero Serra Branch Library (one mile southeast 
of the Project Site), Exposition Park - Dr. Mary McLeod Bethune Regional Branch Library (1.5 miles west 
of the Project Site), Vermont Square Branch Library (1.3 miles southwest of the Project Site).96  

Construction 

Given the temporary nature of construction activities, construction of the Project would not introduce a 
permanent population to an area which could result in an increase in the use of the existing library 
facilities that would result in the need for library facilities or the expansion of existing facilities.  
Additionally, the use of library facilities by construction workers would be expected to be limited, as 
construction workers are highly transient in their work location and are more likely to utilize library facilities 
near their places of residence. Thus, construction of the Project would not generate a demand for library 
facilities adequately accommodated by existing or planned facilities and services.  Impacts on libraries 
during Project construction would be less than significant.  

Operation  

The new residential population generated by the Project could result in additional demand for library 
services provided by the LAPL. However, while the new residents generated by the Project would be 
anticipated to visit the library facilities serving the Project Site, not all residents would use the library or 
travel to the same library. Additionally, the Project's residential units would be equipped to receive 
individual internet service, which provides information and research capabilities. The LAPL also provides 
access to a variety of web-based collections, reducing the demand for physical library locations. Also, 
while the Project's commercial component could result in a demand for library services, it is expected 

 
95

 https://lapl.org/branches 
96 Correspondence from Aurial Granger, Management Analyst, Los Angeles Public Library, dated August 22, 2024. Appendix H-1 of this Initial 

Study. 
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that employees of the commercial uses would prefer to use library facilities near their places of residence 
when not at the Project Site.  

Furthermore, the Project would generate revenues to the City's General Fund (in the form of property 
taxes, sales tax, and business tax, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new library facilities 
and related staffing for any one of the libraries serving the Project Site and its vicinity, as deemed 
appropriate. The Project's revenue to the General Fund would help offset the Project-related increase in 
demand for library services. Therefore, with the installation of internet service capabilities throughout the 
Project Site and the generation of revenues to the City's General Fund that could be applied toward the 
provision of new library facilities and related staffing, the Project would not result in the need for new or 
altered facilities, the construction of which would cause significant environmental impacts. As such, the 
impact on library facilities during the operation of the Project would be less than significant. No further 
evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

XVI. RECREATION 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

     

a. Would the project increase the use of existing 
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 the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

    

a.  Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above, parks and recreational facilities in the vicinity of the 
Project Site are primarily cooperated and maintained by RAP. The Project Site is currently developed, 
and no existing parks or recreational facilities are located on-site. RAP has identified the following parks 
in the Project vicinity: 18 neighborhood parks are located within a two-mile radius of the Project Site; 54 
community parks located within a five-mile radius of the Project Site; and 15 regional parks located within 
a ten-mile radius of the Project Site.97   For a comprehensive list, see Appendix H-1, Public Services 
Correspondence, of this Draft EIR.  

 
97

Correspondence from Cathie M. Santo Domingo, Assistant General Manager and Darryl Ford Superintendent, Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks, dated August 29, 2024. Appendix H-1 of this Initial Study. 
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As previously discussed, while the population increase associated with the Project could generate 
additional demand for parks and recreational facilities in the vicinity of the Project Site, the Project would 
comply with the City's requirements in LAMC Section 12.33 through the payment of park fees. In addition, 
the Project would comply with applicable open-space requirements with respect to the Project's 
residential component. The Project would provide a total of 23,127 square feet of open space per LAMC 
requirements. Open space would consist of 300 square feet of private patios, 14,865 square feet of 
courtyard areas on the first and second floors, 2,252 square feet of two roof decks on the seventh floor 
and 5,710 square feet of various indoor amenities such as a club room, fitness room and lounge area.  

Due to the amount, variety, and availability of the proposed open space and recreational amenities 
provided within the Project Site, it is anticipated that Project residents and employees would often utilize 
on-site open space and common areas to meet their recreational needs. Thus, while the Project's 
residents would be expected to utilize off-site public parks and recreational facilities to some degree, the 
Project would not substantially increase the demand for off-site public parks and recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical deterioration of those facilities would occur or be accelerated. In addition, 
pursuant to Section 12.33 of the LAMC, the Applicant would be required to comply with applicable park 
fee requirements which would be used to increase recreational opportunities for Project residents and 
improve existing parks. Thus, based on the above, the Project would not increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated, and impacts would be less than significant. 
No mitigation measures are required, and no further analysis of the issue in an EIR is required.   

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the Project would provide 23,127 square feet of 
open space per LAMC requirements. Open space would consist of 300 square feet of private patios, 
14,865 square feet of courtyard areas on the first and second floors, 2,252 square feet of roof decks on 
the seventh floor and 5,710 square feet of various indoor amenities such as a club room, fitness room, 
and lounge area.  

The Project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond the limits of 
the Project Site. Although the Project may place some additional demands on park facilities as new 
residents are introduced into the area, the increase in demand would be met through a combination of 
on-site amenities, existing parks in the Project vicinity, and payment of park fees, as discussed above. 
The Project's potential increased incremental demand upon recreational facilities would not in and of 
itself result in the construction of a new park, which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment. In addition, the recreational facilities included as part of the Project would not have a 
significant adverse effect of the environment, as discussed throughout this Initial Study. Therefore, the 
Project would not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment, and impacts would be less 
than significant. No mitigation measures are required, and no further analysis of the issue in an EIR is 
required. 
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XVII.  TRANSPORTATION 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a.  Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

    

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

    

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

    

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?     

a.  Would the project  conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The City requires the preparation and submission of a Transportation 
Assessment for projects that meet the following criteria: 

• If the project is estimated to generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips and 
requires discretionary action, a transportation assessment for a Development Project is 
required. 

• If a project is likely to either: (1) induce additional vehicle miles traveled by increasing vehicle 
capacity; or (2) reduce roadway through-lane capacity on a street that exceeds 750 vehicles 
per hour per lane for at least two (2) consecutive hours in a 24-hour period after the project is 
completed, a transportation assessment is generally required. 

• A transportation assessment is required by City ordinance or regulation. 
The Project is a new mixed-use development in an urban area. During Project operation, the Project is 
anticipated to generate increased vehicle, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit trips, resulting in an increase 
in the use of the Project area’s transportation facilities as compared to the existing uses as well as an 
increase in associated VMT. A Transportation Assessment in accordance with LADOT’s Transportation 
Assessment Guidelines (TAG) will be prepared for the Project.  In accordance with the TAG and 
consistent with the City CEQA Transportation Thresholds (adopted July 30, 2019), the transportation 
assessment’s CEQA-required analyses will include an assessment of whether the Project would result in 
potential conflicts with transportation-related plans, ordinances, or policies.  Therefore, further evaluation 
of this topic will be included in the EIR. 

□ 
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□ 
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□ 
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b.  Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? 

Potentially Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) provides standards for 
determining the significance of transportation impacts utilizing the VMT standard. On July 30, 2019, the 
City adopted the CEQA Transportation Analysis Update, which sets forth revised thresholds of 
significance for evaluating transportation impacts, as well as screening and evaluation criteria for 
determining impacts.  The CEQA Transportation Analysis Update also establishes VMT as the City’s 
formal method of evaluating a project’s transportation impacts.  In conjunction with this update, LADOT 
adopted its TAG, which defines the methodology for analyzing a project’s transportation impacts. In 
accordance with these requirements, a Transportation Assessment will be prepared for the Project to 
evaluate the Project’s potential transportation impacts. Therefore, further evaluation of this topic will be 
provided in the EIR.  

c.   Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  Primary vehicular access to the Project Site would be provided via a 
new driveway with an access gate along South Flower Drive that would provide ingress and egress into 
the Project. The driveway includes an access gate that would control ingress and egress into the Project’s 
at-grade residential and commercial parking garage. The Project’s access locations would comply with 
City standards and safety requirements, which mandate providing adequate sight lines, safe distances 
to potential conflicts, traversable sidewalks, crosswalks and pedestrian movement controls. Therefore, 
the Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible 
use, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

d.   Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Emergency access is determined by the number of private and public 
access points, the width of the access points, and internal roadways serving a Project Site. Primary 
vehicular access to the Project Site would be provided via a new driveway with an access gate along 
South Flower Drive that would provide access into the Project Site.  Pedestrian access to the Project Site 
is provided via sidewalks located along South Figueroa Street, West 38th Street, and South Flower 
Street. Project Site design, including automobile and pedestrian access, would comply with the City’s 
design standards and other requirements as established by state law, the LAMC, and the LAFD. During 
construction, traffic on South Figueroa Street and South Flower Drive could be intermittently disrupted 
due to vehicle loading and unloading. Such intermittent travel lane closures may disrupt local traffic. 
Therefore, further evaluation of this topic will be provided in the EIR.  

XVIII. 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: 
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Impact No Impact 

a. 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 

    

b. 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. 

    

   

a. 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: 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)? 

b.  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: 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. 

Potentially Significant Impact (a and b). Assembly Bill (AB 52) established a formal consultation 
process for California Native American Tribes to identify potential significant impacts to Tribal Cultural 
Resources, as defined in PRC Section 21074. As specified by AB 52, a lead agency must provide notice 
to tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed project if the 
tribe has submitted a written request to be notified.  The tribe must respond to the lead agency within 30 
days of the receipt of the notification if it wishes to engage in consultation on the project, and the lead 
agency must begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving the request of consultation.  In 
compliance with AB 52, the City mailed a project notification letter to all applicable tribes on March 26, 
2025. 

The Project’s construction actives could potentially disturb existing but undiscovered tribal resources. 
Therefore, the potential exists for the Project to impact a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred 

□ □ □ 
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place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe. Further analysis of this topic 
including the results of the AB 52 process will be provided in the EIR.  

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years? 

    

c. Result in a determination by the waste water 
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? 

    

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of 
solid waste reduction goals? 

    

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

 

    

The following discussion is based on the Civil Engineering Report, prepared by David Evans and 
Associates, dated August 2024. The Civil Engineering Report is included in Appendix G. 

a.  Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact 

Water 
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The Project Site is currently serviced by the LADWP. According to the Civil Engineering Report prepared 
for the Project included in Appendix G of this Initial Study, there is an existing 16-inch water main in South 
Figueroa Street and a four-inch water main in South Flower Drive, which are connected by a six-inch 
water main in West 38th Street and an eight-inch water main in West 39th Street. Additionally, there are 
three fire hydrants located in the vicinity of the Project Site at the southwest corner of West 38th Street 
and Flower Drive, the northwest corner of West 39th Street and South Flower Drive, and the southwest 
corner of Exposition Park Drive and South Figueroa Street.  

Construction 

Water for construction of the Project would be required for dust control, cleaning of equipment, 
excavation/export, removal, and re-compaction of soil. The estimated construction-period demand would 
be significantly less than the Project’s estimated operational demand, which as described below, can be 
accommodated by the existing infrastructure.  It can therefore be reasonably inferred that the existing 
water infrastructure would similarly meet the limited and temporary water demand associated with 
construction of the Project. 

The Project would require new, on-site water distribution lines to serve the new building that would 
connect to the existing water mains. Construction impacts associated with the installation of water 
distribution lines would primarily involve trenching to place the water distribution lines below surface and 
would be limited to on-site water distribution. No off-site utility work would be conducted other than 
connecting the Project’s utilities to mains, which would be temporary in nature. Prior to ground 
disturbance, Project contractors would coordinate with LADWP to identify the locations and depth of all 
lines and LADWP would be notified in advance of proposed ground disturbance activities to avoid water 
lines and disruption of water service.  LADWP would also review and approve all appropriate connection 
requirements, pipe depths, and connection location(s).  As such, construction activities would not 
encroach on public water utility distribution lines. 

Therefore, construction of the Project would not require the relocation or construction of new or expanded 
water facilities related to construction of the Project. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, 
and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

Operation 

Water consumption estimates during operation of the Project are shown in Table 5: Estimated Water 
Demand for the Project, which is based on California Plumbing Code Appendix A. As shown below, the 
anticipated water demand for the Project is 37,984 gallons per day (gpd), compared to the existing water 
demand of 8,976 gpd, for a net water demand of 29,008 gpd.  

Table 5: Estimated Water Demand for the Project 

Land Use Units Water Consumption Rate 
(gpd/unit)1 

Total Water Demand 
(gpd)  

Existing Uses 
Studio  25 units 176 gpd/unit 4,400 
One-Bedroom 13 units 176 gpd/unit 2,288 
Two-Bedroom 12 units 176 gpd/unit 2,112 
Three-Bedroom 1 unit 176 gpd/unit 176 
Total Existing Water Demand 8,976 
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Land Use Units Water Consumption Rate 
(gpd/unit)1 

Total Water Demand 
(gpd)  

Proposed Uses 
Studio 34 units 176 gpd/unit 5,984 
One-Bedroom 43 units 176 gpd/unit 7,568 
Two-Bedroom 45 units 176 gpd/unit 7,920 
Three-Bedroom 34 units 176 gpd/unit 5,984 
Four-Bedroom 53 units 176 gpd/unit 9,328 
Fast Food Restaurant 50 seats 24 gpd/seat 1,200 
Total Proposed Water Demand  37,984 
Net Increase   29,008  
Source: Civil Engineering Report, prepared by David Evans and Associates, dated September  2024 (Appendix G) 

The Project would be serviced by a six-inch domestic and six-inch fire combination water meter. Fire 
service water would be piped into the proposed development from the meter. The Project would include 
automatic sprinklers on all floors of the proposed building. Further coordination with the LAFD would be 
conducted during Project Review to determine the fire flow requirements from adjacent hydrants and 
whether additional hydrants are necessary. An Information on Fire Flow Analysis (IFFA) application was 
submitted to the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Fire Prevention Division on July 23, 2024, for 
the three fire hydrants in the vicinity of the Project Site. The IFFA reports that each of the fire hydrants 
have available fire flow of 1,500 gallons per minute at a pressure of 20 pounds per square inch (psi), with 
a combined flow of 4,500 gallons per minute at a pressure of 20 psi.  

In addition, a Service Advisory Request (SAR) was submitted to LADWP for connection to the 16-inch 
water main on South Figueroa Street, to determine the water pressure of the water main lines and 
whether they would be able to accommodate a six-inch domestic and six-inch fire water combination 
meter. The 16-inch water main on South Figueroa Street was found to have sufficient pressure to handle 
the proposed combination meter with a pressure of 73 psi at 1400 gallons per minute. Therefore, there 
would be adequate capacity available to accommodate the required fire flows and domestic water 
demand generated by the Project, and the Project would not require the relocation or construction of new 
or expanded water facilities. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic 
in an EIR is required. 

Wastewater Treatment 

The City's wastewater system - sewers and treatment plants - operates 24 hours a day, 365 days a year 
to serve the needs of more than four million customers in Los Angeles, plus 29 contracting cities and 
agencies. There are ongoing construction projects to ensure service remains available to all of the 
residents in the City of Los Angeles.98 The Los Angeles sewer system is comprised of three smaller 
systems: Hyperion Sanitary Sewer System, Terminal Island Water Reclamation Plant Sanitary Sewer 

 
98

LASAN, Sewers and Pumping Plants, https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-cw-
s?_afrLoop=9807856666028587&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null&_adf.ctrl-
state=139hebij44_1#!%40%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D9807856666028587%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-
state%3D139hebij44_5, accessed January 21, 2025. 

https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-cw-s?_afrLoop=9807856666028587&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null&_adf.ctrl-state=139hebij44_1#!%40%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D9807856666028587%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-state%3D139hebij44_5
https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-cw-s?_afrLoop=9807856666028587&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null&_adf.ctrl-state=139hebij44_1#!%40%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D9807856666028587%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-state%3D139hebij44_5
https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-cw-s?_afrLoop=9807856666028587&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null&_adf.ctrl-state=139hebij44_1#!%40%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D9807856666028587%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-state%3D139hebij44_5
https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-cw-s?_afrLoop=9807856666028587&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null&_adf.ctrl-state=139hebij44_1#!%40%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D9807856666028587%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-state%3D139hebij44_5
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System, and Regional Sanitary Sewer System.99 The Project Site is located within the Hyperion Sewer 
System service area, which is operated and maintained by Los Angeles Sanitation and Environment 
(LASAN). The existing design capacity of the Hyperion Sewer System service area is approximately 550 
million gallons per day (mgd), which consists of 450 mgd at the Hyperion Treatment Plant, 80 mgd at the 
Donald C. Tillman Water Reclamation Plant, and 20 mgd at the Los Angeles–Glendale Water 
Reclamation Plant.100101, 102  

Existing sewer lines in the vicinity of the Project Site include a 12-inch vitrified clay pipe (VCP) main 
sewer line in South Figueroa Street, an eight-inch VCP main sewer line in West 38th Street, and an eight-
inch VCP main in South Flower Drive. All sewer lines in the vicinity of the Project Site are owned and 
maintained by the City, and flow from east to west and north to south. Sewage enters the eight-inch line 
in West 38th Street and then flows west to join the 12-inch line in South Figueroa Street which runs south. 
Project sewage would enter the eight-inch line in South Flower Drive, flow south to the ten-inch line in 
West 39th Street and flow west to join the 12-inch line in Figueroa.   

Construction 

Wastewater would be generated throughout construction of the Project as a result of construction workers 
on-site. However, construction workers would utilize portable restrooms and handwashing stations, which 
would not contribute to wastewater flows to the City’s wastewater system. Sewage from these facilities 
would be collected and hauled off-site and not discharged into the public sewer system serving the Project 
Site.  Thus, wastewater generation resulting from Project construction activities is not anticipated to cause 
an increase in wastewater flows. Construction impacts associated with the installation of new wastewater 
infrastructure would primarily be confined to trenching for miscellaneous utility lines and connections to 
public infrastructure. Installation of wastewater infrastructure would be limited to on-site wastewater 
distribution, and no off-site work associated with connections to the public sewage main would be 
conducted. Overall, when considering impacts resulting from the installation of any required wastewater 
infrastructure, all impacts are of a relatively short-term duration (i.e., months) and would cease to occur 
once the installation is complete. Therefore, the Project impact on wastewater associated with 
construction activities would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is 
required. 

Operation 

A will-serve letter and Sewer Capacity Availability Request (SCAR) were obtained from the City, to 
determine if the existing public sewer systems have available and adequate capacity to convey sewage 
from the Project Site. The SCAR approves 100 percent of the anticipated sewer flow generated by the 

 
99

 LASAN, Sewer System Management Plan, Hyperion Sanitary Sewer System, January 25, 2019. 
https://www.lacitysan.org/cs/groups/public/documents/document/y250/mdm1/~edisp/cnt035427.pdf, accessed August 29, 2024. 

100 LASAN, Treatment Process, https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/wcnav_externalId/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p-hwrp-tp?_adf.ctrl-
state=7m1votmrt_224&_afrLoop=9881798326374624#!, accessed January 22, 2025. 

101 LASAN, Donald C. Tillman Water Reclamation Plant, https://www.lacitysan.org/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-
cw-p/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p-dctwrp?_adf.ctrl-state=17jkelqawo_82&_afrLoop=21735430323215481#!, accessed August 29, 2024. 

102
 LASAN, Los Angeles – Glendale Water Reclamation Plant, https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-
wwd-cw-p/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p-lagwrp?_afrLoop=9881480674780251&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null&_adf.ctrl-
state=7m1votmrt_1#!%40%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D9881480674780251%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-
state%3D7m1votmrt_5, accessed January 22, 2025. 

https://www.lacitysan.org/cs/groups/public/documents/document/y250/mdm1/%7Eedisp/cnt035427.pdf
https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/wcnav_externalId/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p-hwrp-tp?_adf.ctrl-state=7m1votmrt_224&_afrLoop=9881798326374624
https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/wcnav_externalId/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p-hwrp-tp?_adf.ctrl-state=7m1votmrt_224&_afrLoop=9881798326374624
https://www.lacitysan.org/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p-dctwrp?_adf.ctrl-state=17jkelqawo_82&_afrLoop=21735430323215481
https://www.lacitysan.org/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p-dctwrp?_adf.ctrl-state=17jkelqawo_82&_afrLoop=21735430323215481
https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p-lagwrp?_afrLoop=9881480674780251&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null&_adf.ctrl-state=7m1votmrt_1#!%40%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D9881480674780251%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-state%3D7m1votmrt_5
https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p-lagwrp?_afrLoop=9881480674780251&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null&_adf.ctrl-state=7m1votmrt_1#!%40%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D9881480674780251%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-state%3D7m1votmrt_5
https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p-lagwrp?_afrLoop=9881480674780251&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null&_adf.ctrl-state=7m1votmrt_1#!%40%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D9881480674780251%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-state%3D7m1votmrt_5
https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-cw/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p/s-lsh-wwd-cw-p-lagwrp?_afrLoop=9881480674780251&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null&_adf.ctrl-state=7m1votmrt_1#!%40%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D9881480674780251%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-state%3D7m1votmrt_5
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Project, which is estimated to be 33,930 gpd with 50 percent of the flow discharging to the main line in 
South Flower Drive and 50 percent to the main line in South Figueroa Street.  

The estimated sewer flows for the new development on the Project Site were based on the sewer 
generation rates per the City of Los Angeles Sewer Generation Factors Table.103

 As represented in Table 
6: Estimated Wastewater for the Project, the anticipated Project demand is 33,930 gpd compared to 
the existing demand of 5,295 gpd, resulting in a net demand of 28,635 gpd. 

Table 6: Estimated Wastewater for the Project 

As discussed above, the existing design capacity of the Hyperion Service Area is approximately 550 
million gallons per day (consisting of 450 mgd at the Hyperion Treatment Plant, 80 mgd at the Donald C. 
Tillman Water Reclamation Plant, and 20 mgd at the Los Angeles–Glendale Water Reclamation Plant). 
Beginning in December 2011, California began experiencing the longest duration of drought on record. 
This has led to increased conservation for water resources, and significant reductions in wastewater flows 
conveyed by the City’s collection system over the past decade. An indication of this is the wastewater 
flow at Hyperion, which went from approximately 350 mgd to 260 mgd average daily flow.104 As such, 
the Hyperion Treatment Plant currently treats an average daily flow of approximately 260 mgd, resulting 
in an available treatment capacity of 190 mgd. The Project would account for approximately 0.02 percent 
of the available capacity of the Hyperion Treatment Plant.105  Therefore, there would be adequate capacity 
available to accommodate the wastewater generated by the Project, and the Project would not require 

 
103

 LASAN, Table 1: Loadings for Each Class of Land Use, https://www.lacsd.org/home/showpublisheddocument/3644/63764457548980, 
accessed January 21, 2025. 

104 LASAN, Table 1: Sewer Management Plan. Hyperion Sanitary Sewer System, January 25, 2019. 
https://www.lacitysan.org/cs/groups/public/documents/document/y250/mdm1/~edisp/cnt035427.pdf, accessed August 29, 2024. 

105 LASAN, Sewer System Management Plan Hyperion Sanitary Sewer System, January 25 2019, 
https://www.lacitysan.org/cs/groups/public/documents/document/y250/mdm1/~edisp/cnt035427.pdf, accessed December 12, 2023. 

Land Use Units Wastewater Generation Rate 
(gpd/unit)1 

Total Wastewater 
Generation (gpd)  

Existing Uses 
Studio  25 units 75 gpd/unit 1,875 
One Bedroom 13 units 110 gpd/unit 1,430 
Two Bedroom 12 units 150 gpd/unit 1,800 
Three Bedroom 1 unit 190 gpd/unit 190 
Total Existing Water Demand 5,295 
Proposed Uses 
Studio 34 units 75 gpd/unit 2,550 
One Bedroom 43 units 110 gpd/unit 4,730 
Two Bedroom 45 units 150 gpd/unit 6,750 
Three Bedroom 34 units 190 gpd/unit 6,460 
Four Bedroom 53 units 230 gpd/unit 12,190 
Fast Food Restaurant 50 seats 25 gpd/seat 1,250 
Total Proposed Water Demand  33,930 
Net Increase   28,635 
Source: Civil Engineering Report, prepared by David Evans and Associates, dated September 2024. (Appendix G)   

https://www.lacsd.org/home/showpublisheddocument/3644/63764457548980
https://www.lacitysan.org/cs/groups/public/documents/document/y250/mdm1/%7Eedisp/cnt035427.pdf
https://www.lacitysan.org/cs/groups/public/documents/document/y250/mdm1/%7Eedisp/cnt035427.pdf
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the relocation or construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Impacts would be less 
than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

Stormwater Drainage  

The Project would be subject to the provisions of the City’s LID Ordinance (Ordinance 183,833). The 
Project would be designed to maintain or reduce the current stormwater runoff by implementing measures 
to minimize flows leaving the Project Site, such as implementing a drywell system.106 As noted in the Civil 
Engineering Report included in Appendix G of this Initial Study,, preliminary LID calculations result in a 
total required mitigation volume of 5,121 cubic feet. The Project’s overflow would discharge to the storm 
drain system via under sidewalk drains which would be sized using the 50-year storm standard in 
accordance with City code requirements.  

Drainage structures and improvements within the City are subject to review and approval by the City’s 
Department of Public Works and LADBS. As required by the Department of Public Works, all public storm 
facilities must be designed in conformity with the standards set forth by Los Angeles County. The 
Department of Public Works reviews and approves Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems plans prior 
to construction. Any proposed increases in discharge directly into County facilities, or proposed 
improvements of County-owned Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System facilities, such as catch basins 
and drainage lines, require approval from County Flood Control to ensure compliance with NPDES Permit 
requirements. 

Environmental impacts associated with the development of the Project, including on-site drainage 
facilities, have been evaluated throughout this Initial Study. As concluded herein, all potentially significant 
impacts associated with development of the Project, including on-site stormwater drainage facilities would 
be less than significant with the implementation of regulatory compliance requirements. Therefore, the 
Project would not require the relocation or construction of new or expanded stormwater facilities. Impacts 
would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

Electric Power  

Electricity transmission to the Project Site is provided and maintained by LADWP through overhead lines 
running north and south roughly through the Project Site from West 38th Street to West 39th Street. 
Additionally, an existing four-foot-wide utility easement is located on-site for overhead power lines. A will-
serve letter was received from LADWP on July 12, 2023, included in Appendix G, which notes that electric 
service is available and will be provided in accordance with the LADWP Rules and Regulations. The 
estimated power requirement for the Project is part of the total load growth forecast for the City and has 
been taken into account in the planned growth of the power system. Additionally, according to the Civil 
Engineering Report, the existing power lines running at the rear of the existing lots down the center of 
the block would need to be placed underground. Coordination with LADWP would be required to obtain 
permission to construct within the existing easement. During this off-site work, the Project would be 
required to coordinate with LADWP to ensure that pedestrian and traffic impacts during construction 
would be minimal, including maintaining lanes of travel and ensuring safe pedestrian access and 

 
106

 A system of drywells would facilitate the infiltration of stormwater at the site, with overflow directed to the adjacent storm drain system.  A 
state-of-the-art drywell would be designed to infiltrate stormwater into native soils to recharge groundwater reserves and mimic the natural/pre-
development water cycle. Each system includes one or two pre-treatment chambers that remove pollutants through settling, screening, and 
hydrocarbon absorption. 
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adequate emergency access. As such, impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation 
of this topic in an EIR is required. 

Natural Gas  

The Southern California Gas Company (SCG) serves the City of Los Angeles. Record maps and a will-
serve letter were received from SCG. According to the Civil Engineering Report, existing natural gas 
facilities in the vicinity of the Project Site include a three-inch line in South Figueroa Street and a two-
inch line in South Flower Drive. The Project would connect to these same lines and would not require the 
relocation or expansion of existing natural gas utility facilities. According to the will-serve letter from SCG, 
the Project would be in accordance with SCG’s policies and extension rules on file with the California 
Public Utilities Commission at the time contractual arrangements are made. As such, the Project would 
not require the relocation of natural gas facilities. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further 
evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

Telecommunications 

Any new telecommunication connections would be constructed by the private utility service provider 
would follow all appropriate regulatory requirements. New service point connections to provide 
telecommunications services to the new buildings would be provided in conformance with all applicable 
federal, state, and county requirements. The Project would not result in the relocation or construction of 
new off-site telecommunication facilities. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation 
of this topic in an EIR is required. 

b.   Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As stated above, the Project is expected to increase water demand by 
29,008 gpd. The Project would be designed to meet CALGreen and the Title 24 Building Standards Code. 
Compliance with water conservation measures required by State and City green regulations would 
reduce this estimated projected water demand. 

The LADWP’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (2020 UWMP) addresses the future of the City’s 
water supplies and demand through the year 2045. To determine the overall service area reliability, the 
2020 UWMP included three hydrologic conditions: average year (30-year median hydrology from fiscal 
year [FY] 1985/86 to FY 2014/15); single dry year (repeat of the 1989/90 hydrology); and multi-dry year 
(FY 1987/88 to FY 1991/92 hydrology). As noted in the 2020 UWMP, LADWP does not anticipate water 
shortages as demands are met by the available supplies under all hydrologic scenarios through 2045. 
Achieving LADWP’s water supply would include multiple strategies to achieve and maintain water use 
reductions, including investments in state-of-the-art technology, recycled water, stormwater recapture, 
installation of water-efficient fixtures and appliances, expansion and enforcement of prohibited water 
uses, reductions in outdoor water use, extending education and outreach efforts, and encouraging 
regional conservation efforts. Conservation and water use efficiency are a foundational component of 
LADWP’s water resource planning efforts and will continue to be central to the City’s water use efficiency 
goals over the long term.107 

 
107 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, 

https://www.ladwp.com/sites/default/files/documents/LADWP_2020_UWMP_Web.pdf, accessed January 22, 2025. 

https://www.ladwp.com/sites/default/files/documents/LADWP_2020_UWMP_Web.pdf
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According to the reliability data in the 2020 UWMP, the most recent plan available, for a single dry year, 
LADWP has sufficient supply to meet a total water demand of 746,000 in acre-feet (af) by the year 2045; 
LADWP has programs to reduce the demand to 565,800 af by 2045, a difference of 180,200 af. For the 
multi-dry year scenario, LADWP has sufficient supply to meet total water demands ranging from 724,400 
af to 746,000 af and reduce the demand to 565,700 af for each year in the multi-dry year scenario, 
resulting in a difference ranging from 158,700 af to 180,300 af. As noted in the 2020 UWMP, the City’s 
water usage today is lower than it was in the 1970s despite an increase in population of over one million 
people, and reflects the success and importance of the City’s conservation strategies that include water 
conservation regulations, ordinances, and behavioral changes in users resulting from customer outreach, 
educational programs, and various other implementation strategies. 

The 2020 UWMP is based on SCAG growth projections and takes into account all expected regional 
growth. As indicated in the discussion in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, the Project’s employment 
contributions to growth fall within the range of growth accounted for in the SCAG projections that are 
used for future planning activities and provision of services. The projections are revised at four-year 
intervals to stay current with current growth trends and changes in land use activity. Changes to planning 
and zoning designations can be incorporated in a timely fashion as long as the resulting growth does not 
exceed the growth projections. The 2020 UWMP is updated at regular five-year cycles and includes 
programs to meet the supply requirements. The Project’s increase in water demand of 29,008 gpd, or 
32.5 afy, would fall within the available and projected water supplies reported in the 2020 UWMP for the 
City for 2045 and would constitute less than 0.01 percent of the City’s projected 2045 water supply.  

As there would be sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project, impacts regarding water supply 
would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

c.   Would the project 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? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As stated in Section 4.19.a, the Project would generate approximately 
33,930 gpd compared to the existing demand of 5,295 gpd, resulting in a net demand of 28,635 gpd. 
Given its current capacity, the Hyperion Service Area would have adequate capacity to serve the Project’s 
wastewater generation, and the BOS would have adequate capacity to serve the Project. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

d.   Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of 
the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Solid waste management in the City of Los Angeles involves both public 
and private refuse collection services, as well as public and private operation of solid waste transfer, 
resource recovery, and disposal facilities. The City of Los Angeles BOS is responsible for developing 
strategies to manage solid waste generation and disposal in the City of Los Angeles. The BOS collects 
solid waste generated primarily by single-family dwellings, small multi-family dwellings, and public 
facilities. Private hauling companies collect solid waste generated primarily from large multi-family 
residential, commercial, and industrial properties. The City of Los Angeles does not own or operate any 
landfill facilities, and the majority of its solid waste is disposed of at County landfills. 
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In 2021, the total amount of solid waste disposed of at in-county Class III landfills, permitted inert landfills, 
transformation facilities, and out-of-County landfills was approximately 11.5 million tons.108 The remaining 
permitted disposal capacity for the County’s Class III (nonhazardous solid waste) landfills is estimated at 
approximately 187.9 million tons as of July 2021, the most recent data available.109 As of July 2021, waste 
from the City of Los Angeles was disposed of primarily at the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita landfill sites. 
Of the 187.9 million tons of remaining capacity within the County, 52.22 million tons, or approximately 
28 percent, was located at Sunshine Canyon landfill, which has a remaining life of 16 years; and 51.63 
million tons, or approximately 28 percent, was located at the Chiquita Canyon landfill. In addition to in-
County landfills, out-of-County disposal facilities are also available to the City of Los Angeles. However, 
effective January 1, 2025, Chiquita Canyon Landfill closed active waste disposal operations. The County 
plans to conduct a comprehensive assessment of the closure’s implications, including its effect on waste 
disposal operations.110 Nevertheless, given that the total remaining permitted disposal capacity for the 
County’s landfills without Chiquita Canyon landfill would be approximately 136.3 million tons and that out-
of-County disposal facilities also continue to have availability to accept solid waste, the remaining County 
landfills have sufficient capacity to accommodate solid waste even with the closure of the Chiquita 
Canyon Landfill.  

As discussed in County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, County of Los Angeles Countywide 
Integrated Waste Management Plan: 2021 Annual Report, a shortfall in solid waste disposal capacity 
within the County is not anticipated to occur within the next 15 years under current conditions. The County 
anticipates that future disposal needs over the next 15 years can be adequately met through increased 
waste reduction and diversion efforts, development of alternative technologies, export of waste to out-of-
County facilities, the Waste-by-Rail system to Mesquite Regional Landfill in Imperial County, and if found 
to be environmentally sound and technically feasible, the expansion of in-County Class III landfill 
capacity.111 

The City’s Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan (SWIRP), most commonly known as the City’s Zero 
Waste Plan, provides a long-term plan through 2030 for the City of Los Angeles’s solid waste programs, 
policies, and environmental infrastructure. The SWIRP aims for the City to achieve a goal of 90 percent 
diversion by 2025. This targeted diversion rate would be implemented through an enhancement of 
existing policies and programs such as implementing additional downstream programs (e.g., adding 
textiles to the blue bin recycling program; adding food scraps to the green bin recycling program; and 
requiring private solid waste collection service to provide access to multifamily and commercial 
customers); implementation of mandatory participation programs for residential, government, 
commercial, industrial, and institutional users; requiring transfer stations and landfills to provide resource 
recovery centers; and increased diversion requirements at construction and demolition (C&D) facilities 

 
108 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, County of Los Angeles Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan: 2021 Annual 

Report, December 2022, Appendix E-2. https://pw.lacounty.gov/epd/swims/ShowDoc.aspx?id=17450&hp=yes&type=PDF, accessed 
September 26, 2024. 

109
 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, County of Los Angeles Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan: 2021 Annual 
Report, December 2022, Appendix E-2. https://pw.lacounty.gov/epd/swims/ShowDoc.aspx?id=17450&hp=yes&type=PDF, accessed 
September 26, 2024. 

110 KTLA, Castaic landfill to close after years of odor complaints, Southern California landfill to close after years of odor complaints, accessed 
January 22, 2025. 

111 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, County of Los Angeles Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan: 2021 Annual 
Report, December 2022, https://pw.lacounty.gov/epd/swims/ShowDoc.aspx?id=17450&hp=yes&type=PDF, accessed September 26, 2024. 

https://pw.lacounty.gov/epd/swims/ShowDoc.aspx?id=17450&hp=yes&type=PDF
https://ktla.com/news/local-news/castaic-landfill-to-close-with-years-end/
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pursuant to new policies and programs, and the development of future recycling facilities.112 As shown in 
Table 7: Estimated C&D Solid Waste for the Project, the Project is estimated to generate 
approximately 1,951 tons of C&D solid waste per day without diversion, and 488 tons of C&D solid waste 
per day after diversion. 

Table 7: Estimated C&D Solid Waste for the Project 

Solid waste generated by construction and operation of the Project could be accommodated by the 
County’s available regional landfills, as discussed above. Furthermore, the Project waste generated by 
the construction would be subject to State and local recycling and waste diversion strategies and policies 
including the City’s SWIRP goal of achieving a 90 percent solid waste diversion rate by 2025.  Project 
construction would include the demolition of the existing buildings and vacant lot on-site. Demolition 
waste would be conveyed pursuant to the City’s Waste Hauler Permit Program (Ordinance 181519), 
effective January 1, 2011. Under this Ordinance, all private waste haulers collecting solid waste within 
the City, including C&D waste, are required to obtain Assembly Bill (AB) 939 Compliance Permits and to 
transport C&D waste to City certified C&D processing facilities. These facilities process received 
materials for reuse and have recycling rates that vary from 70 percent to 84 percent. Additionally, 
pursuant to the requirements of SB 1374, 113  the Project would implement a construction waste 
management plan to recycle and/or salvage a minimum of 75 percent of its non-hazardous demolition 
and construction debris.   

For Project operations, the estimated solid waste generation for the Project is based on the solid waste 
generation rates per the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle’s) 
Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates. As represented in Table 8: Estimated Solid Waste for the 
Project, the anticipated Project demand is 0.924 tons per day (tpd), compared to the existing demand of 
0.219 tpd, resulting in a net demand of 0.705 tpd.  

 
112

 LASAN, Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan, https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/sandocview?docname=cnt012522, accessed January 22, 
2025. 

113
 Senate Bill 1374 requires that jurisdictions include in their annual AB 939 report a summary of the progress made in diverting construction 
and demolition waste.  The legislation also required that CalRecycle adopt a model ordinance for diverting 50 to 75 percent of all construction 
and demolition waste from landfills. 

Land Use Units Solid Waste 
Generation Rate 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation (lbs/day) 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation (tons/day) 

Demolition 
Multi-Family Residential 31,.400 sf 0.046 tons/sf1 2,888,800 1,444.4 
Construction 
Multi-Family Residential 252,148 sf 4.02 lb/sf2 1,013,635 506.8 
Total C&D Solid Waste 3,902,435 1,951 
Total After 75-Percent Recycling 975,609 488 
sf = square feet 
1Demolition solid waste generation rate is based on CALEEMod User Guide Appendix A, page 13.  
2Construction solid waste generation rate is based on U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Characterization 
of Building-Related Construction and Demolition Debris in the United States, Table A-2, June 1998. 

https://sanitation.lacity.gov/san/sandocview?docname=cnt012522


3822 South Figueroa Project  City of Los Angeles 
Initial Study  April 2025 

Page 99 

Table 8: Estimated Solid Waste for the Project 

 

The amount of solid waste generated by the Project is within the available capacities of area landfills, 
would not impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, and the Project’s impacts to regional 
landfill capacity would be less than significant. No further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

e.  Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

Less Than Significant Impact. AB 939 establishes an integrated waste management hierarchy 
consisting of (in order of priority): (1) source reduction; (2) recycling and composting; and 
(3) environmentally safe transformation and land disposal. In addition, AB 1327 provided for the 
development of the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991, which requires the 
adoption of an ordinance by any local agency governing the provision of adequate areas for the collection 
and loading of recyclable materials in development projects. 

Furthermore, AB 341, which became effective on July 1, 2012, requires businesses and public entities 
that generate four cubic yards or more of waste per week and multi-family dwellings with five or more 
units, to recycle. The purpose of AB 341 is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by diverting commercial 
solid waste from landfills and expanding opportunities for recycling in California. In addition, in March 
2006, the Los Angeles City Council adopted RENEW LA, a 20-year plan with the primary goal of shifting 
from waste disposal to resource recovery within the City, resulting in “zero waste” by 2030. The “blueprint” 
of the plan builds on the key elements of existing reduction and recycling programs and infrastructure 
and combines them with new systems and conversion technologies to achieve resource recovery 
(without combustion) in the form of traditional recyclables, soil amendments, renewable fuels, chemicals, 
and energy. The plan also calls for reductions in the quantity and environmental impacts of residue 
material disposed in landfills. More recently, in October 2014, Governor Jerry Brown signed AB 1826, 
requiring businesses to recycle their organic waste on and after April 1, 2016, depending on the amount 
of waste generated per week. Specifically, beginning April 1, 2016, businesses that generate eight cubic 
yards of organic waste per week have been required to arrange for organic waste recycling services. In 

Land Use Units Solid Waste 
Generation Rate1 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation (lbs/day)  

Total Solid Waste 
Generation (tons/day) 

Existing Uses 
Multi-family 
Residential 51 units 8.6 lb/unit/day 438.6 0.219 

Total Existing Solid Waste Demand 438.6 0.219 
Proposed Uses 
Multi-family 
Residential 209 units 8.6 lb/unit/day 1,797 0.899 

Fast Food 
Restaurant 50 seats 1 lb/seat/day 50 0.025 

Total Proposed Solid Waste Demand  1,847 0.924 
Net Increase  1,409 0.705 
1 Solid waste generation rates are based on CalRecycle’s Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates.  
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/wastecharacterization/general/rates, accessed February 24, 2025. 

https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/wastecharacterization/general/rates
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addition, beginning January 1, 2017, businesses that generate four cubic yards of organic waste per 
week have been required to arrange for organic waste recycling services. 

The City’s SWIRP provides a long-term plan through 2030 for the City of Los Angeles’s solid waste 
programs, policies, and environmental infrastructure. The SWIRP aims for the City of Los Angeles to 
achieve a goal of 90 percent diversion by 2025. This targeted diversion rate is currently becoming 
implemented through an enhancement of existing policies and programs such as implementing additional 
downstream programs (e.g., adding textiles to the blue bin recycling program; adding food scraps to the 
green bin recycling program; and requiring private solid waste collection service to provide access to 
multifamily and commercial customers); implementation of mandatory participation programs for 
residential, government, commercial, industrial, and institutional users; requiring transfer stations and 
landfills to provide resource recovery centers; and increased diversion requirements at C&D facilities 
pursuant to new policies and programs, and the development of future recycling facilities.  

The Project would be consistent with the applicable regulations associated with solid waste.  Specifically, 
the Project would provide adequate storage areas in accordance with the City of Los Angeles Space 
Allocation Ordinance (Ordinance No. 171,687), which requires that development projects include an 
on-site recycling area or room of specified size.114  The Project would also comply with AB 939, AB 341, 
AB 1826, and City waste diversion goals, as applicable, by providing clearly marked, source-sorted 
receptacles to facilitate recycling, as well as the LASAN Blue Bin Recycling Program.115 In addition, as 
discussed above, pursuant to the requirements of SB 1374,116 the Project would implement a construction 
waste management plan to recycle and/or salvage a minimum of 75 percent of its non-hazardous 
demolition and construction debris, and pursuant to LAMC Sections 66.32.1 through 66.32.5 (the City’s 
Construction and Demolition Waste Recycling Ordinance No. 181,519), the Project’s general contractor 
and/or subcontractors would be required to deliver all remaining construction and demolition waste 
generated by the Project to a certified construction and demolition waste processing facility. Since the 
Project would comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste, impacts 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this 
topic in an EIR is required. 

 
114 Ordinance No. 171,687, adopted by the Los Angeles City Council on August 6, 1997. 
115 LASAN, Blue Bin Recycling, www.lacitysan.org/san/faces/home/portal/s-lsh-wwd/s-lsh-wwd-s/s-lsh-wwd-s-r/s-lsh-wwd-s-r-

rybb?_afrLoop=5296551634977190&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null&_adf.ctrl-
state=bghkbdldv_78#!%40%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D5296551634977190%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-
state%3Dbghkbdldv_82, accessed December 23, 2024. 

116 Senate Bill 1374 requires that jurisdictions include in their annual AB 939 report a summary of the progress made in diverting construction 
and demolition waste.  The legislation also required that CalRecycle adopt a model ordinance for diverting 50 to 75 percent of all construction 
and demolition waste from landfills. 
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XX.  WILDFIRE 
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

 
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones would the 
project: 

    

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a 
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c. Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that 
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment? 

    

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

    

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

No Impact. The Project Site is located in a highly developed and urbanized area that is not susceptible 
to wildfires. The Project Site is not located within a City-designed Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, 
nor is it located within a City-designated fire buffer zone.117,118 Additionally, according to the CalFire Hazard 
Severity Zone Viewer, the Project Site is not located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
(VHFHSZ) in either the State Responsibility Area (SRA) or a Local Responsibility Area (LRA).119 The 
nearest VHFHSZ in a State Responsibility Area is located 14 miles east of the Project Site. Therefore, 
the Project Site is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones.   

 
117 City of Los Angeles, ZIMAS, Parcel Profile Report for APN 5037-031-015,  5037 031-016, 5037 031-001, 5037-031-002, 5037-031-003, 5037-

031-004, 5037 031-005, 5037-031-006, and 5037-031-007), https://zimas.lacity.org/, accessed July 25, 2024. 
118 City of Los Angeles. City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element p. 27. https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/bf51ae04-1c7b-4931-

9a29-d46209998b89/Safety_Element.pdf, accessed July 25, 2024.  
119

 CALFIRE. Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer. https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/03beab8511814e79a0e4eabf0d3e7247/, accessed 
July 25, 2024.   

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

https://zimas.lacity.org/
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/bf51ae04-1c7b-4931-9a29-d46209998b89/Safety_Element.pdf
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/bf51ae04-1c7b-4931-9a29-d46209998b89/Safety_Element.pdf
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/03beab8511814e79a0e4eabf0d3e7247/
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The Project would not impair an adopted wildfire emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan within a wildfire area.  No impacts regarding wildfire risks or related post-fire conditions would occur, 
and no further evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required. 

b.   Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire? 

No Impact. As discussed above, the Project Site is relatively flat and is not located within a City-designed 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, nor is it located within a City-designated fire buffer zone.  In 
addition, there are no wildland or steep slopes located in the vicinity of the Project Site.  Therefore, the 
Project would not result in impacts related to exacerbating wildfire risks.  No impacts regarding wildfire 
risks or related post-fire conditions would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic in the EIR is 
required. 

c.   Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk 
or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

No Impact. As discussed above, the Project Site is relatively flat, located in an urban area and is not 
located within a City-designed Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, nor is it located within a City-
designated fire buffer zone.  Project design and site access would be required to adhere to the 
requirements of the LAFD. As the Project is not located within or near state responsibility area or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, the Project would not require the installation or 
maintenance of associated infrastructure such as road, fuel breaks or emergency water sources to assist 
with fire suppression in a wildfire area. No impacts regarding wildfire risks or related post-fire conditions 
would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required. 

d.   Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding 
or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

No Impact. As discussed above, the Project Site is relatively flat, located in an urban area and is not 
located within a City-designed Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, nor is it located within a City-
designated fire buffer zone.   

The Project Site is located on a flat urban area and is not located on a hillside area downstream of 
potential flooding, post-fire instability, or landslides.  No impacts regarding wildfire risks or related post-
fire conditions would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic in the EIR is required. 
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE   
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially 
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, substantially 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? 

    

a.   Does the project have the potential to substantially 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, 
substantially 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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed above, the Project is located in a highly urbanized area 
and does not serve as habitat for fish or wildlife species. No sensitive plant or animal community or 
special status species occur on the Project Site. Thus, the Project does not have the potential to 
substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal species. However, the Project would remove buildings 
that are part of a historic district and therefore, the Project could eliminate important examples of a period 
of California history. Therefore, further analysis of this issue will be included in the ElR. 

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)? 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Potentially Significant Impact. The potential for cumulative impacts occurs when the independent 
impacts of the Project are combined with impacts from other development to result in impacts that are 
greater than the impacts of the Project alone. Located within the vicinity of the Project Site are other 
current and reasonably foreseeable projects whose development, in conjunction with that of the Project, 
may contribute to potential cumulative impacts. Impacts of the Project on both an individual and 
cumulative basis will be addressed in an EIR for the following subject areas: air quality; cultural resources; 
greenhouse gas emissions; land use and planning; noise; public services (police protection and fire 
protection); transportation, and tribal cultural resources. 

With regard to cumulative effects for the issues of aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological resources, 
energy, hazard and hazardous materials, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, mineral 
resources, population and housing, schools, parks, libraries, recreation, and utilities, the Project would 
not combine with related projects or other cumulative growth to result in significant cumulative impacts. 
With regard to aesthetics, pursuant to SB 743, the Project’s aesthetic impacts are not considered 
significant impacts on the environment, and any related projects that may create effects that would not 
be subject to SB 743 would require appropriate analysis of potential impacts and mitigation, as necessary. 
The Project would have no impact to agricultural resources, mineral resources, and wildfire and therefore 
when combined with the incremental effects of other projects, would not result in cumulative impacts. 

Thus, similar to the Project, other development occurring in the vicinity of the Project Site would occur on 
previously disturbed land and would not contribute to a cumulative impact on biological resources. 
Hydrology and water quality, geology, and utilities are generally site specific and need to be evaluated 
within the context of each individual project. Furthermore, related projects would be required to comply 
with existing regulatory requirements and the City's building permit review and approval process, which 
address these impacts. In addition, with regard to hydrology, the Project would not increase peak flows 
during the 25-year and 50-year storm events. Thus, the Project would not contribute to cumulative 
impacts on downstream hydrology infrastructure. With regard to population and housing, the Project's 
incremental contribution to potential cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. As 
discussed in the analysis above, the residential population and housing generated by the Project would 
be well within SCAG's growth projections.  In addition, the new residential uses would assist in 
accommodating a critical demand for housing that is currently present within the City of Los Angeles.  

Regarding schools, as the Project would pay all applicable developer fees pertaining to Government 
Code Section 65995, which states that mandatory payment of developer fees to the LAUSD is deemed 
to provide full and complete mitigation of school facilities impacts, cumulative impacts on schools would 
be less than significant. Because the Project would pay all applicable developer fees pertaining to 
recreation and include on-site open space, and related projects with residential uses would as well, the 
Project would not make a cumulatively considerable impact to parks and recreational facilities. The 
Project would not make a cumulatively considerable impact upon the City’s library system, and 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Regarding odors, due to the site-specific nature, impacts to other emissions such as those leading to 
odors are typically assessed on a project-specific basis. The Project would not involve the operation of 
uses typically associated with strong odors. As such, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.  
Regarding potential transportation impacts related to a geometric design feature, Project impacts would 
be less than significant and foreseeable projects would be separately reviewed and approved by the City 
for compliance with the City’s design standards and regulations.  
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Thus, cumulative impacts for these subject areas would be less than significant, and no further evaluation 
of these topics in an EIR is required. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Based on the analysis contained in this Initial Study, the Project could 
result in potentially significant impacts with regard to the following subject areas: air quality; cultural 
resources; greenhouse gas emissions; land use and planning; noise; public services (fire protection and 
police protection); transportation and tribal cultural resources. As a result, these potential effects will be 
analyzed further in the EIR. 
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The City of Los Angeles (City) intends to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed 3822 
South Figueroa Project (Project). In accordance with Section 15082 of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines, the City has prepared this Notice of Preparation to provide the public, nearby residents and 
property owners, responsible agencies, and other interested parties with information regarding the Project and 
its potential environmental effects. The EIR will be prepared by outside consultants under the supervision of the 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning. 
 
The City requests your written comments as to the scope and contents of the EIR, including mitigation measures 
or project alternatives to reduce potential environmental impacts from the Project. Comments must be submitted 
in writing according to the directions below. If you represent a public agency, the City seeks written comments 
as to the scope and content of the environmental information in the EIR that are germane to your agency’s 
statutory responsibilities in connection with the Project. Your agency may need to use the EIR prepared by the 
City when considering your permit or other approval for the Project.  
 
A Public Scoping Meeting will be held to receive input as to what environmental topics the EIR should study. No 
decisions about the Project are made at the Public Scoping Meeting. Additional Project details, meeting 
information, and instructions for public comment submittal are listed below.  
 
PROJECT LOCATION AND EXISTING ON-SITE USES: The 1.4-acre Project Site is located directly east of 
Exposition Park and  is comprised of several parcels within the block generally bounded by South Figueroa 
Street to the west, West 38th Street to the north, South Flower Drive and Interstate 110 (I-110) freeway to the 
east, and existing residential uses and an auto servicing center to the south. The Project Site is currently 
developed with seven, two-story multi-family residential buildings part of the Flower Drive Historic District along 
Flower Drive, and a two-story multi-family residential building and surface parking along Figueroa Street. Existing 
development on the site totals 51 residential units and 26,597 square feet of floor area. The Project Site is 
relatively flat with limited ornamental landscaping, and there are no protected trees on-site (See attached Project 
Location Map). 
 

April 2, 2025 
 

Puede obtener información en Español acerca de esta junta llamando al 213-847-3686. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-2024-6372-EIR 

PROJECT NAME: 3822 South Figueroa Project  

PROJECT APPLICANT: Red Penguins QOZB, LLC 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 3822-3828 South Figueroa Street, 3801-3833 ½ South Flower Drive, and 
468-470 West 39th Street, Los Angeles, California 90037 

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: South Los Angeles 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 9 – Curren D. Price, Jr.  
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: April 2, 2025 – May 2, 2025 
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING: April 23, 2025; 5:30 P.M.  

See below for additional information.  

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

AND PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The 3822 South Figueroa Project (Project) proposes a new seven-story, mixed-use 
building comprised of 209 dwelling units (including 16 units for Low-Income households, 22 units for Very Low-
Income households, and four units for Extremely Low-Income households); and 2,705 square feet of ground 
level retail and restaurant uses. The Project would have a maximum building height of 86 feet, and a total floor 
area of 252,148 square feet on a  62,989 square-foot (1.4-acre) site, for a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 4:1. The 
Project involves the demolition of eight multi-family residential buildings (seven of which are within the Flower 
Drive Historic District), and the removal of surface parking areas.  
 
The following table identifies the existing and proposed uses for the Project:  
 

Summary of Existing and Proposed Floor Areaa 
Land Use Floor Area 

Existing (All to Be Removed)  
Residential (51 dwelling units) 26,597 sf 
Total Existing Floor Area to Be Removed 26,597 sf 

New Construction  
Residential (209 dwelling units) 249,443 sf 
Retail and Restaurant 2,705 sf 

Total Floor Area Upon Completion  252,148 sf 
  
sf = square feet 
a Square footage is calculated pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) definition of 

floor area for the purpose of calculating FAR. In accordance with LAMC Section 12.03, floor area 
is defined as “[t]he area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of a building, but not 
including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms housing building-
operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and ramps, space 
for the landing and storage of helicopters, and basement storage areas.” 

Source: KTGY, 2024. 
 
REQUESTED ACTIONS:  
 

1. A Density Bonus Compliance Review for a 32 percent density bonus for a Housing Development 
Project setting aside two percent (four units) for Extremely Low Income households and 14 percent (22 
units) for Very Low Income households, for a period of 55 years, including four incentives and four 
Waivers of Development Standards, as follows:  
 
a. An On-Menu Incentive to allow averaging of floor area ratio, density, parking, and open space 

over the Project Site, and permit vehicular access from a less restrictive zone to a more restrictive 
zone;  

b. An On-Menu Incentive to allow a 19 percent decrease in the total amount of required open space, 
from 28,550 square feet to 23,127 square feet;  

c. An Off-Menu Incentive to allow a FAR of 4:1 across the Project Site in lieu of the otherwise 
maximum permitted FAR of 3:1 in the RD1.5 Zone and 1.5:1 in the C2 Zone;  

d. An Off-Menu Incentive to allow a height increase across the Project Site to 86 feet and seven 
stories, in lieu of the maximum permitted 75 feet and six stories in the C2-1L Zone, and 45 feet in 
RD1.5-1 Zone;  

e. A Waiver of Development Standard to reduce the front setback along West 38th Street from 15 
feet to 6 inches;  

f. A Waiver of Development Standard to reduce the side yard setback along South Flower Drive 
from 10 feet to 0 feet;  

g. A Waiver of Development Standard to reduce the side yard setback along the western interior 
property line from 10 feet to 2 feet;  

h. A Waiver of Development Standard to reduce the rear yard setback along the southern interior 
property line from 15 feet to 5 feet, 1 inch;  
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2. A Project Review for a project resulting in an increase of 50 or more dwelling units;  
 

3. A Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the merger and re-subdivision of nine lots into one ground lot and 
for residential and commercial condominium purposes; and a haul route for 8,310 cubic yards of 
exported soil; and  
 

4. Other discretionary and ministerial permits that may be deemed necessary, including, but not limited 
to, temporary street closure permits, grading permits, excavation permits, foundation permits, building 
permits, off-site or right-of-way encroachment permits, on-site and off-site tree removal permits, and 
sign permits. 

 
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT: Based on the Initial Study, the Project could 
have potentially significant environmental impacts in the following topic areas, which will be addressed in the 
EIR: Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Public 
Services (fire protection and police protection), Transportation, and Tribal Cultural Resources.  
 
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING: A Public Scoping Meeting will be held in an online virtual format to share 
information regarding the Project and the environmental review process. City staff, environmental consultants, 
and Project representatives will be available during this meeting which will begin with a presentation. The City 
encourages all interested individuals and organizations to attend this meeting. After the Public Scoping Meeting 
has ended, a copy of the recorded meeting will be available online. No decisions about the Project will be made 
at the Public Scoping Meeting. A separate public hearing for Municipal Code entitlement requests will be 
scheduled after the completion of the EIR. The date, time, and virtual location of the Public Scoping Meeting is 
as follows: 
 

Date: April 23, 2025 
Time: 5:30 P.M. 
Virtual Location: Visit https://planning-lacity-org.zoom.us/j/85166489089 and enter Meeting ID: 
851 6648 9089 and Passcode: 103073 or by phone dial US:  
+1 213 338 8477 or +1 669 900 9128, and enter Webinar ID: 85166489089 followed by #. If  
asked for Participant ID, enter #. 
 

FILE REVIEW AND COMMENTS: A copy of this notice, the Initial Study prepared for the Project, and 
appendices may be viewed with the environmental file or online at   
https://planning.lacity.gov/development-services/eir 

 
 
The environmental file is available for public review, by appointment only, at the City of Los Angeles, Department 
of City Planning, 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350, Los Angeles, CA 90012, during office hours Monday–
Friday, 9:00 A.M.–4:00 P.M. Please contact the Staff Planner listed below to schedule an appointment.  
 
The City will consider all written comments regarding the potential environmental impacts of the Project and 
issues to be addressed in the EIR. If you wish to submit comments, please reference the Environmental Case 
Number above, and submit them in writing by May 2, 2025, no later than 4:30 P.M.  
 
Please direct your written comments to: 
 

Mail:  Tamar Gharibian 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
221 North Figueroa Street, Room 1350  
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

E-mail: tamar.gharibian@lacity.org 
 

https://planning-lacity-org.zoom.us/j/85166489089
https://planning.lacity.gov/development-services/eir
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ACCOMMODATIONS: As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los 
Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability. To request a reasonable accommodation, such as 
translation or interpretation, please email and/or call the assigned planner or email per.planning@lacity.org a 
minimum of 3 days (72 hours) prior to the public hearing. Be sure to identify the language you need English to 
be translated into and indicate if the request is for oral interpretation or written translation services. If translation 
of a written document is requested, please include the document to be translated as an attachment to your email. 

. 

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning 

Tamar Gharibian, Planning Assistant 
Department of City Planning 
(213) 978-1797

Attachments: 
Project Location Map 
Conceptual Site Plan 
Zoom Instructions 
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FIGURE 1: Regional Map
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RE: Zoom Meeting Instructions for 3822 South Figueroa Project Scoping Meeting – 3822-
3828 South Figueroa Street, 3801-3833 ½ South Flower Drive, and 468-470 West 39th Street, 
Los Angeles, California 90037 (Case No. ENV-2024-6372-EIR) 
 
How to participate in the Virtual Public Scoping Meeting 
 
Thank you for participating in the Virtual Public Scoping Meeting. In this meeting you will learn 
more about the 3822 South Figueroa Project (ENV-2024-6372-EIR) and have an opportunity to 
ask questions about the Project as well as provide input as to what environmental topics the 
Environmental Impact Report of the Project should study. For this Virtual Public Scoping Meeting 
we will be using Zoom as our virtual platform. To participate you will need access to a computer, 
tablet, smartphone, or telephone. Please follow the instructions below to participate. 
 
English Language Instructions: 
 

1. To join the Scoping Meeting via your computer, smartphone, or tablet, use the link on the 
Notice of Preparation or go to zoom.us and enter the Webinar ID 851 6648 9089 and 
Passcode 103073. 

2. Or, join the meeting via phone dial: US: +1 669 900 9128 or +1 213 338 8477, and when 
prompted, enter the Webinar ID 851 6648 9089 followed by #. When prompted for a 
participant ID, please press #. 

3. After the presentation has ended, raise your hand via the “raise hand” button on the Zoom 
platform (or press *9 on your phone). City Staff will call out each person wishing to speak 
and will unmute you for the duration of your comment or question.  

4. Public Comment may be provided during the Scoping meeting or submitted after the 
Scoping Meeting to City Planning Staff through regular mail or e-mail. Please follow the 
instructions provided on the Notice of Preparation.  

Note: If you experience any technical difficulties during the meeting: Click the hand raise button 
(if using a computer) or press *9 if using a telephone. 
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Appendix A-3 

NOP Comment Letters  

  



Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

SCH # 2025040334-3822 South Figueroa Project
Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> Thu, May 1, 2025 at 7:24 AM
To: OPR State Clearinghouse <state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov>, Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

To Whom It May Concern,

 

Attached please find the Caltrans comment letter!

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this comment!

 

 

Alan Lin, P.E.

Transportation Engineer, Civil

LDR, Division of Planning

State of California

Department of Transportation

Mail Station 16

100 South Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

213-269-1124 Mobile

 

LA-2025-04785 3822 South Figueroa Project-NOP.pdf
166K

https://www.google.com/maps/search/100+South+Main+Street+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles,+CA+90012?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/100+South+Main+Street+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles,+CA+90012?entry=gmail&source=g
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=adfd67af01&view=att&th=1968c3bc85cd4ce7&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=adfd67af01&view=att&th=1968c3bc85cd4ce7&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw


 

 

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

 

  

STATE OF CALIFORNIA------- CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7 
100 S. MAIN STREET, MS 16 

LOS ANGELES, CA  90012 

PHONE  (213) 269-1124 

FAX  (213) 897-1337 

TTY  711 

www.dot.ca.gov 

 
 Making Conservation  

a California Way of Life 
 

April 30, 2025 

 

Tamar Gharibian 

Department of City Planning 

City of Los Angeles 

221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1350 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

 

RE: 3822 South Figueroa Project 

      SCH # 2025040334 

             Vic. LA-110/PM 19.49 to LA-110/PM 20.0 

             GTS # LA-2025-04785-NOP 

 

Dear Tamar Gharibian:  

 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in 

the environmental review process for the above-referenced NOP.  The 3822 South 

Figueroa Project (Project) proposes a new seven-story, mixed-use building 

comprised of 209 dwelling units (including 16 units for Low-Income households, 22 

units for Very Low-Income households, and four units for Extremely Low-Income 

households); and 2,705 square feet of ground level retail and restaurant uses.  The 

Project would have a maximum building height of 86 feet, and a total floor area 

of 252,148 square feet on a 62,989 square-foot (1.4-acre) site, for a Floor Area 

Ratio (FAR) of 4:1.  The Project involves the demolition of eight multi-family 

residential buildings. 

 

The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe and reliable transportation network 

that serves all people and respects the environment.  Senate Bill 743 (2013) has 

codified into CEQA law and mandated that CEQA review of transportation 

impacts of proposed development be modified by using Vehicle Miles Traveled 

(VMT) as the primary metric in identifying transportation impacts for all future 

development projects.  You may reference the Governor’s Office of Planning and 

Research (OPR) for more information: 

 

https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/#guidelines-updates 

 

https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/#guidelines-updates


Tamar Gharibian 

April 30, 2025 

Page 2 of 4 
 

 
 

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

 
 

As a reminder, VMT is the standard transportation analysis metric in CEQA for land 

use projects after July 1, 2020, which is the statewide implementation date.   

 

Caltrans is aware of the challenges that the region faces in identifying viable 

solutions to alleviating congestion on State and Local facilities.  With limited room 

to expand vehicular capacity, this development should incorporate multi-modal 

and complete streets transportation elements that will actively promote 

alternatives to car use and better manage existing parking assets.  Prioritizing and 

allocating space to efficient modes of travel such as bicycling and public transit 

can allow streets to transport more people in a fixed amount of right-of-way. 

 

Caltrans supports the implementation of complete streets and pedestrian safety 

measures such as road diets and other traffic calming measures.  Please note the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) recognizes the road diet treatment as a 

proven safety countermeasure, and the cost of a road diet can be significantly 

reduced if implemented in tandem with routine street resurfacing.  Overall, the 

environmental report should ensure all modes are served well by planning and 

development activities.  This includes reducing single occupancy vehicle trips, 

ensuring safety, reducing vehicle miles traveled, supporting accessibility, and 

reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

 

We encourage the Lead Agency to evaluate the potential of Transportation 

Demand Management (TDM) strategies and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) 

applications in order to better manage the transportation network, as well as 

transit service and bicycle or pedestrian connectivity improvements.  For 

additional TDM options, please refer to the Federal Highway Administration’s 

Integrating Demand Management into the Transportation Planning Process: A 

Desk Reference (Chapter 8).  This reference is available online at: 

 

http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop12035/fhwahop12035.pdf 

 

Also, Caltrans has published the VMT-focused Transportation Impact Study Guide 

(TISG), dated May 20, 2020 and the Caltrans Interim Land Development and 

Intergovernmental Review (LD-IGR) Safety Review Practitioners Guidance, 

prepared in On December 18, 2020.  You can review the SB 743 Implementation 

Resource at the following link:   

 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/esta/sb-743/resources/  

http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop12035/fhwahop12035.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/esta/sb-743/resources/


Tamar Gharibian 

April 30, 2025 

Page 3 of 4 
 

 
 

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

 
 

 

We acknowledged that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) will 

describe the transportation and circulation implications of the proposed project, 

including its incremental contribution to daily and peak hour traffic on local and 

regional roadways.  The evaluation will include roadway system impacts, transit 

implications, and effects on pedestrian and bicycle circulation related to general 

plan consistency.  Vehicles Miles Travelled (VMT) will also be analyzed.   

 

Based on the size of the project, distance to the State facilities, and potential 

safety impact from the assigned project trips, the following interchanges could 

be impacted by the proposed plan/development: 

a. I-110/E Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 

b. I-110/Exposition Blvd. 

For the above State facilities, Caltrans would like to review traffic safety impact 

analysis (such as queuing analysis) for this development in the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process using Caltrans guidelines on the 

State facilities so that, through partnerships and collaboration, California can 

reach zero fatalities and serious injuries by 2050.  

A queuing analysis should be conducted to ensure there are no safety-related 

impacts.  This analysis should evaluate off-ramps to confirm that vehicle queues 

do not extend onto the mainline, which could compromise freeway safety and 

traffic flow.  Additionally, turning pockets at intersections should be assessed to 

verify that queue lengths do not exceed available storage capacity, preventing 

potential spillover that could obstruct through traffic.  Existing signal timing should 

be used for the Existing condition.   

If the project is expected to generate pedestrian and/or bicycle activity, a multi-

modal conflict analysis should be performed.  This analysis should evaluate 

potential conflicts between various transportation modes, including biking, 

walking, bus, and transit, to ensure safe and efficient integration of all users within 

the project area. 

The project should incorporate Complete Streets elements to enhance 

accessibility and safety for all users.  These improvements should include ADA-

compliant curb ramps, continuous sidewalks, dedicated bike lanes, high-visibility 

crosswalks, Accessible Pedestrian Signals (APS), and Leading Pedestrian Intervals 

(LPI) where applicable. 
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

South Coast AQMD Staff's comments on the NOP of a Draft EIR for the Proposed
3822 South Figueroa Project
Danica Nguyen <dnguyen1@aqmd.gov> Wed, Apr 23, 2025 at 7:27 AM
To: "tamar.gharibian@lacity.org" <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>
Cc: Sam Wang <swang1@aqmd.gov>

Dear Tamar Gharabian,

 

Attached are South Coast AQMD staff’s comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Proposed 3822 South Figueroa Project (SCH No.: 2025040334)  (South Coast AQMD Control
Number: LAC250404-02). Please contact me if you have any questions regarding these comments.

 

Regards,

 

Danica Nguyen
Air Quality Specialist, CEQA-IGR

Planning, Rule Development & Implementation

South Coast Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Phone: (909) 396-3531

E-mail: dnguyen1@aqmd.gov

Please note South Coast AQMD is closed on Mondays.

 

LAC250404-02 NOP 3822 South Figueroa Project.pdf
140K

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/21865+Copley+Drive,+Diamond+Bar,+CA+91765?entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:dnguyen1@aqmd.gov
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=adfd67af01&view=att&th=196630bc1719f156&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=adfd67af01&view=att&th=196630bc1719f156&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw


 
 

SENT VIA E-MAIL:  04/23/2025 

tamar.gharibian@lacity.org 

Tamar Gharibian, Planning Assistant 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning  

221 North Figueroa Street, Room 1350  

Los Angeles, CA 90012  

 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the  

3822 South Figueroa Project (Proposed Project) 

(SCH No.: 2025040334) 

 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) staff appreciate the 

opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. Our comments are 

recommendations on the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the Proposed Project that 

should be included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Please send a copy of the 

Draft EIR upon its completion and public release directly to South Coast AQMD as copies of the 

Draft EIR submitted to the State Clearinghouse are not forwarded. In addition, please send all 

appendices and technical documents related to the air quality, health risk, and greenhouse 

gas analyses (electronic versions of all emission calculation spreadsheets, air quality 

modeling, and health risk assessment input and output files, not PDF files). Any delays in 

providing all supporting documentation for our review will require additional review time 

beyond the end of the comment period. 

 

CEQA Air Quality Analysis 

The Lead Agency is recommended to rely on the guidance provided in the South Coast AQMD’s 

CEQA Air Quality Handbook and website1 when preparing the air quality and greenhouse gas 

analyses. It is also recommended that the Lead Agency use the California Air Pollution Control 

Officers Association’s California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod)2 software, to quantify 

emissions of air pollutants from typical land use development project.  

 

In addition, the South Coast AQMD has adopted regional air quality significance thresholds3 as 

well as localized significance thresholds (LST).4 If the Lead Agency has not adopted its own 

significance thresholds, the Lead Agency is recommended to rely on South Coast AQMD’s 

adopted thresholds for determining whether the Proposed Project’s air quality and greenhouse 

gas impacts are significant. It is important to note that the localized analysis can be conducted by 

either using the LST screening tables or performing air dispersion modeling.  

 

 
1  South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and other resources for preparing air quality analyses can be found at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook. 
2  CalEEMod is available free of charge at: www.caleemod.com. 
3  South Coast AQMD’s air quality significance thresholds can be found at: https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/ceqa/handbook/south-coast-aqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf 
4  South Coast AQMD’s guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds. 

~ South Coast 
~ Air Quality Management District 
allBl!l 2 1865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 9 t 7<:iS-41 78 
~ (909) 396-2000 • www.aqmd.gov 

mailto:tamar.gharibian@lacity.org
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/‌rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook
http://www.caleemod.com/
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/south-coast-aqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/south-coast-aqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds
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The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality and greenhouse gas impacts 

that could occur from all phases of the Proposed Project and all air pollutant sources related to 

the Proposed Project. Air quality and greenhouse gas impacts from both construction (including 

demolition, if any) and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality impacts 

typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from 

grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources (e.g., 

heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker 

vehicle trips, material transport trips, and hauling trips). Operation-related air quality and 

greenhouse gas impacts may include, but are not limited to, emissions from stationary sources 

(e.g., boilers and air pollution control devices), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and 

vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air quality and 

greenhouse gas impacts from indirect sources, such as sources that generate or attract vehicular 

trips, should be included in the analysis. Furthermore, if the Lead Agency elects to rely on South 

Coast AQMD’s air quality significance thresholds, the emissions from the overlapping 

construction and operational activities should be combined and compared to South Coast 

AQMD’s air quality significance thresholds for operation to determine the level of significance. 

 

Sensitive receptors are people who have an increased sensitivity to air pollution or environmental 

contaminants, and include schools, daycare centers, nursing homes, elderly care facilities, 

hospitals, and residential dwelling units. The Proposed Project will include 209 residential units 

and is located in close proximity to Interstate I-110. The Lead Agency is recommended to 

perform a mobile source health risk assessment and disclose the potential health risks in the 

EIR.5  

 

Also, if implementation of the Proposed Project would require the use of new stationary and 

portable sources, including but not limited to emergency generators, fire water pumps, boilers, 

spray booths, etc., one or more air permits from South Coast AQMD will be required, and the 

role of South Coast AQMD would change from a Commenting Agency to a Responsible Agency 

under CEQA. The assumptions in the air quality analysis in the EIR will be the basis for 

evaluating the air permit(s) under CEQA and imposing permit conditions and limits. Questions 

about air permit requirements should be directed to South Coast AQMD’s Engineering and 

Permitting staff at (909) 396-3385.  

 

In addition, if air permits are required and the South Coast AQMD is identified as a Responsible 

Agency in the EIR, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15086, the Lead Agency is required to consult 

with the South Coast AQMD. CEQA Guidelines Section 15096 sets forth specific procedures for 

a Responsible Agency, including making a decision on the adequacy of the CEQA document for 

use as part of evaluating the applications for air permits. For these reasons, the EIR should 

include a discussion about any new stationary and portable equipment requiring South Coast 

AQMD air permits and identify South Coast AQMD as a Responsible Agency for the Proposed 

Project, if applicable. 

 

To assist with identifying ways to minimize air quality impacts from the Proposed Project, the 

Lead Agency is also recommended to consult and apply the guidance from the California Air 

 
5  South Coast AQMD’s guidance for performing a mobile source health risk assessment can be found at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
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Resources Board (CARB) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health 

Perspective,6which is a general reference guide for evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts 

associated with new projects that go through the land use decision-making process. CARB has 

another helpful technical advisory, Strategy to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-

Volume Roadways, which contains additional guidance on strategies to reduce air pollution 

exposure of Proposed Projects located near high-volume roadways.7  

 

Mitigation Measures 

In the event that the Proposed Project results in significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA 

requires that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized 

to minimize these impacts. Any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be 

analyzed. Several resources to assist the Lead Agency with identifying potential mitigation 

measures for the Proposed Project include South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook,8 

South Coast AQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the 2022 Air Quality 

Management Plan, 9  and the Southern California Association of Governments’ Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy.10 

 

Health Risk Reduction Strategies  

Many strategies are available to reduce exposures, including, but not limited to, building 

filtration systems with MERV 13 or better, or in some cases, MERV 15 or better is 

recommended; building design, orientation, location; vegetation barriers or landscaping 

screening, etc. Enhanced filtration units are capable of reducing exposures. However, enhanced 

filtration systems have limitations. For example, in a study that South Coast AQMD conducted 

to investigate filters11, a cost burden is expected to be within the range of $120 to $240 per year 

to replace each filter panel. The initial start-up cost could substantially increase if an HVAC 

system needs to be installed and if standalone filter units are required. Installation costs may vary 

and include costs for conducting site assessments and obtaining permits and approvals before 

filters can be installed. Other costs may include filter life monitoring, annual maintenance, and 

training for conducting maintenance and reporting. In addition, because the filters would not 

have any effectiveness unless the HVAC system is running, there may be increased energy 

consumption that the Lead Agency should evaluate in the Draft EIR. It is typically assumed that 

the filters operate 100 percent of the time while residents are indoors, and the environmental 

analysis does not generally account for the times when the residents have their windows or doors 

open or are in common space areas of the project. These filters have no ability to filter out any 

 
6  CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective can be found at: 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/california-air-resources-board-air-quality-and-land-use-handbook-

a-community-health-perspective.pdf.  
7  CARB’s Strategy to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-Volume Roadways, April 2017, available at: 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2017-10/rd_technical_advisory_final.pdf. 
8   South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook can be found at: https://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-

quality-analysis-handbook 
9   South Coast AQMD’s 2022 Air Quality Management Plan can be found at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-

plans/air-quality-mgt-plan (Chapter 4 - Control Strategy and Implementation).  
10 Southern California Association of Governments’ 2020-2045 RTP/SCS can be found at: 

https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/PEIR/certified/Exhibit-A_ConnectSoCal_PEIR.pdf.   
11 This study evaluated filters rated MERV 13 or better. Accessed at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/ceqa/handbook/aqmdpilotstudyfinalreport.pdf. Also see 2012 Peer Review Journal article by South Coast AQMD:  

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ina.12013.  

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/california-air-resources-board-air-quality-and-land-use-handbook-a-community-health-perspective.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/california-air-resources-board-air-quality-and-land-use-handbook-a-community-health-perspective.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2017-10/rd_technical_advisory_final.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan
https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/PEIR/certified/Exhibit-A_ConnectSoCal_PEIR.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/aqmdpilotstudyfinalreport.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/aqmdpilotstudyfinalreport.pdf
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ina.12013
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toxic gases. Furthermore, when used filters are replaced, replacement has the potential to result 

in emissions from the transportation of used filters at disposal sites and generate solid waste that 

the Lead Agency should evaluate in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the presumed effectiveness and 

feasibility of any filtration units should be carefully evaluated in more detail prior to assuming 

that they will sufficiently alleviate exposures to diesel particulate matter emissions. 

 

South Coast AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that air quality, 

greenhouse gas, and health risk impacts from the Proposed Project are accurately evaluated and 

mitigated where feasible. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Danica 

Nguyen, Air Quality Specialist, at dnguyen1@aqmd.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

Sam Wang 
Sam Wang 

Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR 

Planning, Rule Development & Implementation 

 

SW:DN 

LAC250404-02 

Control Number 

mailto:dnguyen1@aqmd.gov


Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

NOTICE OF PREPARATION RE: Case No. ENV-2024-6372-EIR Project Name: 3822
South Figueroa Project Via email
Jim Childs <jeanjim2341@att.net> Thu, May 1, 2025 at 11:14 PM
To: "Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org" <Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org>

Dear Tamar Gharibian

Please accept the following comments for consideration in preparation of the DEIR. 

Also please add me on any list for meetings or notices:  ADHOC, Jim Childs
2341 Scarff Street
LA, CA 90007
213 747 2526

email:  jeanim2341@att.net

Please confirm receipt of my comments.  

Thank you.

3800flowerNOPadhoc1.pdf
4425K
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ADAMS DOCKWEILER HERITAGE ORGANIZING COMMIITEE 

May 01, 2025 

Tamar Gharibian / tamar.gharibian@lacity.org 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
221 North Figueroa Street, Room: _1350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
RE: Case No. ENV-2024-6372-EIR 
Project Name: 3822 South Figueroa Project 
Via email 

Planning Administrator, 

AD HOC· (the Adams Dockweiler-Heritage Organizing Committee) was a 
supportive advocate for the certification of the Flower Drive Historic District 
through its arduous and lengthy process of two separate hearings before the 
State Historic Resources Commission. When, after much study, the District 
was confirmed in 2008, we had assumed that these historic resources were 
now protected and that various jurisdictions such as the CRA and the City of.. 
Los Angeles would hold these historic assets safe from predatory, speculative 
and negative project developments. Our assumptions were wrong. 

As Chair of ADHOC we have successfully nominated three National 
Register Districts and additionally initiated over three dozen City Historic 
Cultural Monuments throughout University Park and West Adams (including 
HCM-No.583 the ZOBELIN ESTATE 3738-3770 S. Flower Street). We were 
gratified when our support helped secure the successful West Adams Heritage 
Association's application to designate Flower Drive on the California Register. 

The Flower Drive Historic District was composed of a grouping of 19 
multi-family residences constructed primarily between 1920 and 1927 on the 
west side of Flower Drive. The district includes 17 contributing and two non­
contributing properties. The Flower Drive district is a highly representative and 
exceptionally intact example of multi-family residential development in the 
University District east of Exposition Park during the period 1920-1927. 
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I served for twelve years as the Planning and Land-Use Committee Chair 
for the CRA/LA Adams Normandie 4321 Project, a project area adjacent to the 
Hoover Redevelopment Project Area (now Exposition Park/University Park). I 
was, and am, very familiar with all of the goals and regulatory requirements 
under Redevelopment Plans to ensure the protection of historic properties and 
housing. I was shocked when Governor Brown dismantled all the statewide 
Redevelopment Agencies. 

It is my understanding that although the CRA statewide administrative 
infrastructure had been disassembled, in certain project areas the 
Redevelopment Plans are still in effect and suffer from administrative abuse 
and neglect caused by confusion within the replacement entities. The 
requirements of the CRA/LA Redevelopment Plan in the Exposition 
Park/University Park Project Area ARE STILL IN EFFECT until 2030 and 
therefore must be considered for CEQA compliance. Today finds the CRA 
Redevelopment Plans in Los Angeles transferred, for better or worse, to the 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department for administrative processing. 

This "3822S.Fi,g" proposed Project certainly appears to be nothing sort of 
the Part-II piece of the developer's larger Project that included the "The Fig' 
Project as Part-I. Splitting the Project is a violation of CEQA and the potential 
cumulative negative impacts must be thoroughly addressed in the context of 
the combined development on the historic resource and the displacement of 
residents. 

"The Fig' Project has finally begun. They have demolished the historic 
buildings that stood in the way. They have evicted the last of the long term 
residents that objected. Their original plans, which included a tower-element, 
changed several times in response to COVID's many ancillary effects on 
financing, material costs and delivery chains as well as the negative impacts 
caused by the proposed demolitions. The key factor was the resolution of the 
legal challenges with the preservation community and the implementation of 
the mitigations. 

A.D.H.O.C. was an active participant in the community's litigation of The 
Fig Project (ENV-2016-1892-EIR) that involved the development of Flower 
Drive's 3901 block-face which contains the southern half of the Flower Drive 
Historic District. As Chair of ADHOC I was the signatory of the settlement for 
that lawsuit. The 3822-Fig developers are the same team as for the The Fig 
Project (the "Spectrum Group" and "Ventus" then). 

The developer's mantra back in 2016-19 was that their limited 
demolition of only part of the Historic District, could not and would not cause 
the State Office of Historic Preservation to reconsider its' Historic District 
listing on the California Register because of a loss of integrity. They repeatedly 
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assured and proclaimed that their retention of an intact 3800 Flower block-face 
on the north would maintain a necessary acceptable level of historic context 
integrity. 

They are now, having sold off their beloved project to another speculative 
developer, seeking the demolition of the historic buildings along the 3800 
block. That same very "intact" historic block that is supposed to be the solid 
"anchor" for what is left of this California Register Historic District. The 
proposed DEIR must review this project in the context of all of the applicable 
CRA Redevelopment Plan requirements. 

The proposed Project to destroy the housing in the heart of the historic 
district is not any "by-right" project but requires a "variation" from the 
Redevelopment Plan. For such a variation to be approved, "Findings" must be 
made: 

a. The application of certain provisions of the Plan would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardship inconsistent with the 
general purpose and intent of the Plan. 

b. There are circumstances or conditions that are uniquely applicable to 
the property or to the intended development of the property which do 
not apply generally to other properties having the same standards, 
restrictions, and controls. 

c. Pennitting a variation will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the area. 

d. Pennitting a variation will not be contrary to the objectives of the Plan. 

Given the goals and objectives of the CRA EPUP Redevelopment Plan, it 
is inconceivable that the required findings for approval can be met. CEQA 
requires that the whole of a project be reviewed and not one separate action. 

It is the task of the DEIR to contain enough information for the decision 
makers to engage in an informed judgment as to the significant impacts of the 
project and the adequacy of any proposed mitigations. The DEIR must 
acknowledge the significant impacts to historic resources and look at Project 
Alternatives including a No Project Alternative. 

The DEIR must look at mitigations to the significant impacts. How one 
can mitigate demolition of a historic property is extremely questionable. 
Demolition is forever. Appling the context of all the applicable plans and their 
stated goals (not only the Redevelopment Plan but also the Southeast 
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Community Plan, etc.), it is hard to conceive that any approval can be given 
without required "Findings". More luxury USC student housing at the cost of 
displacement for generational tenants and the demolition of a California 
Historic District will not make the case. 

FYI. The W.A.H.A. & A.D.H.O.C. team have recently won a California 
Appellate Court victory over L.A. City for their failure to comply with CEQA. 
LADCP failed by issuing a Categorical Exemption for a USC student housing 
project at 806 Adams Boulevard which is located in the Exposition-University 
Park Project Area. I urge the DEIR preparers to avoid a CRA pitfall and be 
dutifully overcautious in their research CRA-requirements. Please do not rely 
only on the Planning Department. Check and double check and check again. 

We would strongly urge that the proponents reconsider the path they 
have taken by attempting to justify demolition of these historic resources and 
the loss of RSO housing. A more CEQA compliant project that avoids the 
proposed demolitions should be chosen and become the Preferred Alternative to 
avoid additional challenges. 

Sincerel~1-a~ 

James R. Childs 
Chair, ADHOC 
2341 Scarff Street, LA, CA 90007 
jeanjim@earthlink.net 213 747-2526 
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

3822 South Figueroa Project, NOP Comment Letter
Lindsay Mulcahy <LMulcahy@laconservancy.org> Thu, May 1, 2025 at 12:23 PM
To: "Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org" <Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org>
Cc: Andrew Salimian <asalimian@laconservancy.org>, "councilmember.price@lacity.org" <councilmember.price@lacity.org>

Dear Mr. Gharibian,

Please accept the L.A. Conservancy's comment letter in response to the 3822 South Figueroa Project,
ENV-2024-6372-EIR .

Thank you,
Lindsay

Lindsay Mulcahy
Neighborhood Outreach Manager
Los Angeles Conservancy
523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826
Los Angeles, CA 90014
(520) 307-6265 | lmulcahy@laconservancy.org
 
Pronouns: She / Her / Hers
 
laconservancy.org
E-News – Facebook – Twitter – Instagram
 
Membership starts at just $40
Join the Conservancy today

3822 S Fig Project_NOP_LAC.docx (1).pdf
414K
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May 1, 2025  

  

Tamar Gharibian   

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning   

221 North Figueroa Street, Room 1350   

Los Angeles, CA 90012  

Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org  

  

RE: 3822 South Figueroa Project, Notice of Preparation, 

ENV-2024-6372-EIR  

  

Dear Mr. Gharibian,  

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity 

to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) for the 3822 South Figueroa Project. The proposed 

seven story mixed-use project would demolish eight multi-family 

residences, seven of which are contributors to the Flower Drive Historic 

District. This would constitute a significant and adverse impact on these 

designated historic resources.   

The demolition of seven contributors from the 3800 block would be a loss 

of 46 percent – almost half – of the remaining fifteen buildings in the 

district. The Flower Drive Historic District has already been adversely 

altered by the Fig Project (ENV-2016-1892-EIR), approved in 2018. We 

oppose the piecemeal destruction of this historic district.   

The demolition of these historic multi-family buildings would result in the 

loss of 51 Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO) units, displacing long-term 

working-class tenants. The 42 affordable units provided by the new project 

represent a net loss of affordable units and will exacerbate L.A.’s housing 

crisis for Angelenos who are at the highest risk of displacement.   

The Conservancy urges the city to mandate consideration of a range of 

potentially feasible preservation alternatives to demolition in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that would retain all contributing 

buildings to the Flower Drive Historic District and meaningfully address 

the potential displacement of existing tenants.   

I. Historical Significance of the Flower Drive California 

Register Historic District   

The Flower Drive California Register Historic District (District), which 

spans the west side of the 3800 and 3900 blocks of S. Flower Drive, 

received a formal determination of eligibility for listing in the California 

Register of Historical Resources by the State Historical Resources 
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Commission (SHRC) on July 25, 2008. Comprising two blocks of multi-family dwellings 

constructed between 1920 and 1927 that are highly consistent in size, massing, orientation, 

building type, and architectural style, the District was found to meet California Register Criteria 

1 and 3 at the local level of significance by the SHRC. While owner opposition prevented the 

District from receiving the classification of being listed in the California Register, the SHRC’s 

action nonetheless resulted in the District’s status as a California Register resource. The District 

was also identified in the Community Redevelopment Agency of L.A. (CRA/LA) Hoover 

Exposition Park Project area, which is in effect until 2030. ​ 
  

  

The Flower Drive Historic District is composed of an unbroken series of multi-family dwellings 

spanning two blocks that share consistency of size, massing, orientation, building type and 

architectural style. Most of the multi-family dwellings are a building type commonly referred to 

as a fourplex, a four-unit building featuring a rectangular plan with four separate entrances 

located at ground level in a symmetrical arrangement on the main, street-facing façade.  

The northern portion of the District located on the 3800 block of S. Flower Drive contains 

eleven structures: ten contributors (59% of the District’s total contributors) and one 

non-contributor. The southern portion of the District located on the 3900 block of S. Flower 

Drive originally contained eight structures: seven contributors (41% of the District’s total 

contributors) and one non-contributor.  

II. Demolition of 3800 block of the District is an Unavoidable Significant 

Impact   

The demolition of the 3800 block of S. Flower Drive, which constitutes almost half of the one the 

District, is a significant impact to the California Register-listed Flower Drive Historic District.  

The Flower Drive Historic District is especially vulnerable to losing its historic integrity because 

the District is limited to the west side of Flower Drive, facing a high block wall that screens the 

elevated 110 Freeway. The unbroken, two-block configuration comprising the west 3800 and 

west 3900 blocks of S. Flower Drive is therefore of greater importance to the integrity of the 

District.  

  

Further, the City should not reward developers who use a piecemeal approach to circumvent 

protection of historic resources. This is the second project that proposes to irrevocably alter the 

Flower Drive Historic District. In 2018, City Council approved a Final EIR for the “Fig Project” 

(ENV-2016-1892-EIR) that would have demolished eight Flower Drive contributors on the 3900 

block. The failure of the FEIR to address these significant impacts, the West Adams Heritage 

Association (WAHA) filed a lawsuit. In 2020, the developer agreed to retain four contributors 

and relocate the other four off-site.   

The demolition of the northern half of the 3800 block (3801- 3833 ½ S Flower Drive) proposed 

by the 3822 S. Figueroa Project, coupled with the loss of the southern half of the 3900 block 

from the Fig Project development would result in the loss of the Flower Drive Historic District. 

The two projects would lead to the demolition or removal of 11 of the 17 contributing structures, 

 



leaving the district only 35% intact. Furthermore, the District’s significance as an unbroken 

series of two-story multi-family complexes covering two blocks would be diminished to two half 

blocks spanning two streets.   

III. The Draft EIR Must Evaluate a Range of Reasonable Alternatives that 

Retain Historic District Eligibility  

CEQA must assess the cumulative environmental impacts of a proposed project and offer 

alternatives – including an environmentally superior alternative – to mitigate adverse impacts.  

To ensure fair consideration of preservation alternatives, the DEIR should first assess the 

feasibility of the proposed project in terms of current zoning limits, the capacity of existing 

infrastructure, cumulative impacts (including of historic resources), and sustainability goals. At 

minimum, the draft EIR should include at least one alternative that retains District contributors 

as part of the project, complying with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

and maintaining the District’s continued California Register eligibility.  

The DEIR must evaluate a range of potentially feasible preservation alternatives that would 

retain the historic residential structures . The alternatives should evaluate the feasibility of 

rehabilitating the fourplexes both for continued use as residential units or relocation to another 

site. The 20-unit apartment complex at 3819 Flower Drive should be preserved in place.  

The preservation alternatives should evaluate a reconfiguration of the proposed structures to 

portions of the project area currently occupied with surface parking, carport or garage areas, 

and/or non-contributing properties. Opportunities exist to achieve smaller footprints for the 

structures through additional height along Figueroa Street and by reducing or reconfiguring 

on-site parking.   

IV. No Net Loss: Protect Existing Affordable Housing  

The Flower Drive Historic District has served as an important source of housing for almost a 

century. The NOP estimates that the loss of 51 RSO units would displace approximately 171 

Angelenos; however, the project would only provide 42 below market rate units (four units 

designated for Extremely Low Income Households, 22 units designated for Very Low Income, 

and 16 units designated for Low Income Households). Because of their age and tenant 

protections, long-term tenants in RSO units pay less than market rate. The Conservancy’s 2020 

Preservation Positive found that rents in buildings constructed before 1979 are almost a third 

less expensive than those built after 2000. Therefore, the demolished RSO units would result in 

a net loss of nine affordable units.   

Since 2021, the Flower Drive tenants, supported by the L.A. Tenants Union, have faced Cash for 

Keys offers and Ellis Act evictions. Their ongoing efforts to stay in their homes demonstrate the 

value of these RSO units and the social, economic, and environmental costs if they are lost. 

According to the Flower Street Drive Tenants Association, this block is “home to working class 

Black and Latino families, elders, children with disabilities and LGBTQ+ persons” who together 

create a “thriving community of neighbors, who look out for each other, support each other, 

clean and take care of the block together, and celebrate their diverse immigrant traditions and 

 



heritages together.” Displacement would destroy the social bonds among neighbors, destabilize 

working class Angelenos, and ultimately exacerbate the housing and homelessness crisis.  

We believe the displacement of working-class families and net loss of affordable housing would 

have a significant adverse impact on the community. It would also undercut the Housing 

Element’s Goal 2 of “a City that preserves and enhances the quality of housing and provides 

greater housing stability for households of all income levels.”   

V. Conclusion   

The Flower Drive Historic District is a rare and valuable asset to Los Angeles. The 3822 South 

Figueroa Project, as currently proposed, would constitute an unavoidable and significant 

adverse impact to the District. Should the project be allowed to demolish approximately one half 

of the contributing buildings, the District would likely lose its historic status.   

The historic Flower Drive fourplexes and multiplexes are an important source of existing 

affordable housing. The 51 units lost would displace approximately 171 Angelenos. The 

Conservancy strongly believes that new housing should not come at the cost of existing 

affordable units.  

We ask that the Draft EIR considerate preservation alternatives to demolition that would retain 

all contributing buildings to the Flower Drive Historic District and mitigate tenant 

displacement.   

About the Los Angeles Conservancy:  

The Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local historic preservation organization in the United 

States, with nearly 5,000 member households throughout the Los Angeles area. Established in 

1978, the Conservancy works to preserve and revitalize the significant architectural and cultural 

heritage of Los Angeles County through advocacy and education.  

  

Please do not hesitate to call me at (213) 430-4203 or email me at 

asalimian@laconservancy.org.  

  

Sincerely,  

 

  

Andrew Salimian  

Director of Advocacy  

 



Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, ENV-2024-6372-EIR
indiejean@att.net <indiejean@att.net> Thu, May 1, 2025 at 11:29 PM
To: Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Please  accept the attached comments on behalf of WAHA. Also please confirm receipt of our comments.

 

RE: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, ENV-2024-6372-EIR

3822-3828 S. Figueroa Street, 3801-3811 ½ S. Flower Drive, 468-470 W. 39th Street, LA, CA  9003

 

Also please let me know via e-mail or post when meetings occur and provide WAHA with a copy of the DEIR

 

Jean Frost

VP, WAHA

indiejean@att.net

213 840 5998

2341 Scarff Street, LA, CA  90007

@WAHA NOP Comment Flower Drive II FIN.pdf
126K
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May 1, 2025 

Tamar Gharibian 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
221 N. Figueroa Street, Rm. 1350 
LA, CA  90012 
 
Via email (Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org) 
 
RE: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, ENV-2024-6372-EIR 
3822-3828 S. Figueroa Street, 3801-3811 ½ S. Flower Drive, 468-470 W. 39th Street, LA, CA  90037 
 
Dear Sir/Madam: 

The West Adams Heritage Association represents several hundred households in the West Adams 
area of which University Park is a part. We could not attend the scoping meeting on April 23 due to a 
conflict but submit these comments regarding the NOP.  The objectives of the West Adams Heritage 
Association include preservation of the area’s architecture and culture.   

We have asked for but not received a recording of the NOP meeting but please add our comments 
to the record. 

 WAHA actively commented on the 3900 block project, “THE FIG” and achieved preservation of 
several contributors on site within the District.  Our goal here is to preserve the remaining District 
and lose no further buildings. 

The above referenced project proposes to demolish eight buildings including seven contributors 
and decimate the extremely significant Flower Drive California Register Historic District.  It is in an 
environmentally sensitive Los Angeles neighborhood, University Park /Exposition Park.  It is a 
neighborhood worthy of preservation.  Indeed, the SE Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan 
call for their preservation. The historic asset here should be viewed as an opportunity rather than an 
obstacle. 

Key to a sustainable EIR is the development of one or more preservation alternatives that would 
support both the historic preservation goals of the Hoover/Exposition/University Park 
Redevelopment Plan and the Southeast Community Plan.  The DEIR should include a feasible range 
of alternatives that preserve the Flower Drive District intact with no further loss.   

Background 

The site contains structures that were determined eligible for the California Register not once but 
twice, when an opponent’s representative asked for its reconsideration.  Both times the nomination 
prevailed.  The Commission acted to designate the District on July 25, 2008.  A request was made 
for reconsideration, which the Commissions agreed to do, on November 7, 2008. It was not listed 
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because of the owner’s objection (as is the SHPO process,) but “determined eligible” has the same 
protection as actual listing. 

The Flower Drive Historic District was officially surveyed and adopted by CRA in the Hoover Project 
area Historic Resources Survey update.  This project area remains in effect until 2030, and this 
development is subject to its requirements.  

As the architectural historian Pete Moruzzi, consultant for the CRA survey, wrote in the cover letter 
for the SHPO nomination: 

A. Under Criterion 1, the potential Flower Drive district is a highly representative and exceptionally 
intact example of multi-family residential development in the University District east of Exposition 
Park during the period 1920-1927.  The district’s significance under this criterion derives from its 
strong historical association with the development of multi-family housing in Los Angeles during the 
1920s.  This time period corresponds with the phenomenal population growth of the region when 
neighborhoods on the periphery of downtown Los Angeles, such as the University District, were 
experiencing a speculative housing boom.  In particular, the multi-family property type represented 
in the potential Flower Drive district was a popular investment opportunity for building contractors 
and other individuals from a wide variety of backgrounds and occupations.   

Under Criterion 3, the potential Flower Drive district embodies the distinctive characteristics of 
two-story, Mediterranean Revival-influenced multi-family dwellings in Los Angeles during the 1920s.  
Specifically, this grouping of multi-family dwellings is unified by consistent setbacks, two-story 
heights, similar spatial arrangements, the Mediterranean Revival architectural style, and common 
street features.  While each individual residence within the district’s boundaries may not be 
architecturally significant, together this grouping of similar properties gives the Flower Drive 
neighborhood its strong sense of place.  

The application to the City failed to note the CRA project area requirements and the survey 
information.  This CRA survey underscores the significance of this site and its context. 

“The FIG” Project, the 3900 block, ENV-2016-1892-EIR 

As a related case, the City needs to look at ENV-2016-1892, EIR, “The FIG” project, 3900-3912 S. 
Figueroa Street, 3901-3969 S. Flower, 450 W. 39th Street, LA, CA  90037. The City adopted an EIR 
which WAHA and the Friends of Flower Drive challenged in court.   

In 2018, the 3900 block of the CA Register District was subject to a proposed development that 
would have eliminated all of the California Register contributors on the 3900 block. The City failed 
to protect the District from demolition, allowing loss of 7 contributors in their approvals (4 were to 
be demolished and 3 moved off their sites,) decimating the southerly portion of the Historic 
District. The City adopted an EIR which WAHA and the Friends of Flower Drive challenged in court.   

Ventus Group, West Adams Heritage Association and the Friends of Flower Drive reached a 
settlement in litigation over “The FIG” project.  This settlement achieved many of the long-term 
preservation goals of protecting the Flower Drive Historic District while allowing for “the FIG” 
project to proceed with its mixed income, student housing and hotel development. As part of this 
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settlement agreement, Ventus agreed to preserve and adaptively reuse three contributors to the 
District on-site, anchoring the southerly boundary of the Flower Drive District. 

The 3 contributors on the 3900 block site would provide an anchor for the District properties to the 
north (the 3800 block) which were not subject to the development.  Now the 3800 block has come 
into play.  The entire motivation to settle was to preserve the remaining District with no further loss. 

This new proposal along with the earlier 3900 project results in piecemeal destruction of a historic 
district that WAHA and FOFD sought to prevent in its settlement.  And it is a clear example of 
cumulative impact. 

The Southeast Community Plan 

There is a lack of recognition of the goals of the Southeast Community Plan which include: (and the 
DEIR must analyze this): 

p. I-5. The intrusion of incompatible higher density resident and commercial uses in lower 
density residential area  

The need to preserve and enhance historic resources 

p. I-7 The historic resources are a valuable asset to this Community. They offer significant 
opportunities for developing neighborhood identity and pride within the Community. It is 
important to retain the currently available inventory of such buildings 

p. I-9 

Inconsistent architectural development, which does not address neighborhood or community 
themes  

p. III-2, 1-1.2  

Protect existing single family and low-density residential neighborhoods from any 
encroachment by higher density and other incompatible uses 

p. III 3, 1-3.1 Seek a high degree of architectural compatibility and landscaping for new infill 
development to protect the character and scale of existing residential neighborhoods 

p. III-39 GOAL 18: A COMMUNITY WHICH PRESERVES AND RESTORES THE MONUMENTS, 
CULTURAL RESOURCES, NEIGHBORHOODS, AND LANDMARKS WHICH HAVE HISTORICAL 
AND/OR CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE. 

p. III-41. Policy 18.4.1 to assist private owners of historic resources to maintain and/or 
enhance their properties in a manner that will preserve the integrity of such resources in the 
best possible condition 

These are just a few of the issues, goals and policy statements in the Southeast Community Plan.  
The project should be evaluated within the framework of the entire Plan.  The project’s 
conformance to the Plan appears to be substantially wanting.   
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Conformance to the Redevelopment Plan 

WAHA has also been active in the University Park/Exposition Park CRA Project Area and 
participated in many advisory meetings for projects within CRA boundaries.   

While the projects existence in the Redevelopment Plan Area is noted, there is an absence of 
understanding the project in the context of the University Park/Exposition Park (formerly Hoover) 
Redevelopment Plan and its preservation goals and objectives.  The DEIR must do this. The Plan 
goals include preservation of historic resources, which deserve special consideration.  The current 
proposal demonstrates no consideration of the neighborhood context and lacks any evaluation of 
how this project does or does not conform to the Redevelopment Plan. 

Cumulative Impacts and Impacts on Sense of Place. 

There are issues of accessibility and circulation and creating a pedestrian friendly environment.  
There are compatibility issues. Underground parking needs to be considered as well as issues of 
open space, loss of trees, and landscaping.  There is no sense of creating a new urbanism in which 
residents and business can thrive. 

The proposed project fails to integrate itself within the surrounding historic buildings and leaves no 
sense of community history.  Seven contributors are proposed to be demolished.  This is entirely in 
contradiction to the goals of the Redevelopment Plan. 

Alternatives 

Key to any EIR analysis and examination is the selection of alternatives.  An environmentally 
superior alternative would be: 

a.) One that conforms to the Southeast Community Plan and the preservation objectives 
of the (formerly Hoover) University Park/Exposition Park Redevelopment Plan and 

b.) Does not demolish seven historic buildings and decimate over a third of a California 
Register Historic District. 

An environmentally superior alternative should be considered, including options that preserve 
historic resources.  The DEIR should explore a wide range of alternatives that preserve the 51 
affordable rental units and restore them. 

The DEIR should not only look at preservation of the 51 affordable units, but a right of return for the 
existing residents. The historic Flower Drive fourplexes and multiplexes are an important source of 
existing affordable housing. The 51 units lost would displace approximately 171 Angelenos.  

The DEIR 

A DEIR must contain enough information for the decision makers to engage in an informed 
judgment as to the significant impacts of the project and the adequacy of any proposed 
mitigations.  
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, WAHA cannot see that this project as proposed has any hope of finding acceptance 
or approval in its current form.  We look forward to making comments on the DEIR and attending 
any community meetings.  Please let me know via e-mail or post when meetings occur and provide 
WAHA with a copy of the DEIR.  The current project opposes community preservation strategies 
aimed at enhancing character and pride.  Flower Drive provides a “sense of place” which should not 
be lost. 

Sincerely, 

 
Jean Frost 
Vice-President and Preservation Committee Chair 
West Adams Heritage Association 
c/o 2341 Scarff Street, LA, CA  90007 
E-mail: indiejean@att.net  
Phone: 213 747-2526 
 

Mitzi March Mogul 

Mitzi March Mogul 
Historic Preservation Consultant 
c/o 1725 Wellington Road, LA, CA 90019  
Email: Mogulink@gmail.com  
Phone: 323 734-9980 
 
 



Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Initial Study Public Comment Re: ENV-2024-6372-EIR, 3822 South Figueroa Project
Maria Patiño Gutierrez <mpatino@saje.net> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 10:55 AM
To: tamar.gharibian@lacity.org

Good Morning,

Please see attached SAJE's Public Comment letter re the Initial Study for Case Number:  ENV-2024-6372-EIR.

Please add me to your distribution list for any items related to this project.

Thanks

--

Maria Patiño Gutierrez
Deputy Director, Policy and Advocacy
Pronouns: Sher/Her/They
SAJE (Strategic Actions for a Just Economy)
152 W. 32nd Street
Los Angeles, CA  90007
Office: (213) 745-9961
Work Mobile: 213-554-7125
www.saje.net 

ENV-2024-6372-EIR_NOP_SAJE_5.1.25.pdf
454K
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May 2nd, 2025 
 
To: Tamar Gharibian  
Subject:Initial Study Public Comment 
 Re: ENV-2024-6372-EIR, 3822 South Figueroa Project 
​
Delivered via email to: tamar.gharibian@lacity.org  
 
Strategic Actions for a Just Economy (SAJE) submits this comment letter in regards to the Initial 
Study1 for the Environmental Impact Report for the proposed project at 3822 South Figueroa, 
Case Number: ENV-2024-6372-EIR. For almost 30 years, SAJE has been a force for economic 
justice in Los Angeles organizing with community members to pass policies that strengthen 
tenant rights and promote equitable development and land use,  including advocating for more 
affordable housing in Los Angeles. Most recently, SAJE conducted extensive community 
engagement and outreach efforts to ensure that the City of Los Angeles’ Citywide Housing 
Incentive Program (CHIP) ordinance and the Resident Protections Ordinance creates affordable 
housing and includes stronger protections for tenants facing displacement. While SAJE 
supports the current EIR process and the majority of the findings in the Initial Study, we have 
recommend the inclusion and expansion of findings  as well as  other suggestions that we 
believe will ensure the EIR Process is equitable and considers the impact of the  project on the 
current tenants, families, and community residents that will be displaced and removed from their 
neighborhood, in addition to the broader community and ecosystem that will bear the burden of 
any long-term impacts of the development proposed. 
 
First, we request that the LA City Planning Department expand the scope and contents of the 
proposed sections: Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Land Use and 
Planning, Noise, Public Services and Transportation. Second, we request that you reconsider 
the items which the initial study concludes has “less than a significant impact;” this includes: 
Population and Housing, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Energy, Utilities and Service 
Systems.   
 
Increase the scope of factors for which the report indicates “Potentially Significant 
Impacts”:  
 
Air Quality 
The initial findings indicate that most factors in impacts to  Air Quality will have “Potentially 
Significant Impact “due to exhaust, pollutants from construction, and dust which are certain to 
result from the proposed project. We request additional research to consider the concerns  

1 
https://planning.lacity.gov/eir/3822_South_Figueroa_Project/deir/3822%20Figueroa%20Project%20Initial
%20Study.pdf 
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residents have with regards  health impacts from Lead, Asbestos, and other hazardous 
materials such as PCBs that would become airborne with the demolition of historic buildings 
with a documented history of Asbestos Containing Materials. These pollutants will endanger all 
neighboring tenants, especially those with asthma, respiratory issues, and other underlying 
conditions. There are also additional concerns in regards to the impact demolition and 
construction will have on air quality hazards that will affect all residents of Flower Drive and 
nearby areas, especially those with asthma and other underlying conditions 
 
Cultural Resources 
The initial findings indicate a “Potentially Significant Impact” to Cultural Resources due to the 
project development. We believe that the demolition of seven residential historic buildings from 
the “Flower Drive Historic District” leading to a loss of fifty one units and dozens of families is 
more than a “potentially significant impact.” There should be significant assessment as to the 
detrimental impacts this will cause. The development proposal will lead to a loss to neighbors 
who have built a thriving community around these Historic Buildings, a neighborhood that 
supports and takes care of each other. The integrity of the district is a key factor in its historical 
significance, and the permanent destruction of a majority of buildings would represent a 
significant impact no amount of mitigation could address. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The initial findings indicate “Potentially Significant Impact”in regards to the Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions the project will contribute to. The neighborhood of the project area is already heavily 
impacted by the traffic surrounding the BMO Stadium, Coliseum and the 110 freeway. Cars idle 
around the block for hours during BMO events. In addition, the findings indicate that there are 
unknown factors that will increase GHG. This is very concerning and needs to be further 
investigated. 
 
Land Use and Planning  
The initial study claims that the project has a “less than significant impact” on physically dividing 
an established community. We believe this is inaccurate, as the proposal will separate an 
established community, one that has already faced division due to construction of the 110 
freeway.  The project will also create division among the housing that is being constructed for 
the purposes of catering to students, versus the current Rent Stabilized Housing that many 
families have called their homes for generations. 
 
Noise 
 While the study indicates Noise as a “Potentially Significant Impact”, we encourage a further 
study on the consequences and impacts The Flower Drive tenants and their neighbors from 
nearby blocks live with constant noise pollution from the freeway, from the Coliseum and BMO 
stadium in addition to ongoing construction from nearby development. The residents' ongoing 
complaints about construction noise have been routinely ignored by the responsible parties. 
 
Public Services  



 

The initial study indicates that Public Services such as Fire Protection will encounter a 
“Potentially Significant Impact” .Access to fire protection and emergency services is deeply 
concerning as the location's proximity to the major sporting events already diminish the 
communities access to such services. Development will significantly exacerbate this major fire 
and safety hazard. Emergency vehicle access would be severely impacted during the demolition 
and construction period, and permanently impacted by an increase in traffic congestion. This is 
of serious concern on a block with many disabled and elderly residents, and presents potentially 
life-threatening impacts. 
 
Mandatory Findings of Significance 
We are in agreement with the findings of the Initial Study that the proposed project would have 
cumulatively considerable potentially significant impacts. In addition to the factors listed, the 
effects of past projects, current projects, and probable future projects necessitates the 
consideration of potentially significant impacts. The harassment and displacement tied to that 
project and the Campus Edge project are already having a significant impact on residents and 
the neighborhood. Probable future projects will continue the significant and harmful impacts, 
pushing poor families out of the neighborhood and into greater precarity, substandard and 
overcrowded housing, and even homelessness. It is undeniable that this project would have 
significant negative impacts on Population and Housing. Therefore, we urge the EIR to address 
and investigate Population and Housing as an area of potentially significant impact to study as 
part of immediate and broader cumulatively considerable impacts. 
 
We request that you reconsider the items which the initial study claims  have “less than a 
significant impact” including: Population and Housing, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
Energy, Utilities and Service Systems. We disagree that the items listed below do not need to be 
further studied in an Environmental Impact Report and believe that labeling the above 
mentioned categories as “less than significant” will lead to unintended consequences in the 
future.  
 
Population and Housing 
We believe that there is due diligence that the LA Department of City Planning should be 
investigating what we believe are potential significant impacts to population and housing in the 
scope of its initial study. We question the factors that led to this item not being considered a 
“significant impact” as the proposed project would result in major displacement of the 
community. The residents of Flower Drive have described not being able to secure alternative 
housing near their neighborhood, facing predatory buy outs which ultimately are pushing them 
out of the City, city, county, and state due to the lack of readily available and affordable housing. 
The EIR must consider likely potential increases in the homeless population as part of the 
effects of a mass-displacement project like “Campus Edge,” especially in the context of a 
worsening affordability crisis. Loss of social cohesion, community stability, and impacts on 
mental health are key components contributing to Los Angeles’ worsening housing crisis that 
need to be integrated in the scope of the EIR to sufficiently capture potential significant impacts. 
City Planning’s investigation must engage with local residents to understand the potentially 



 

significant impacts and conduct research to adequately assess the direct and ripple effects of 
displacement. 
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
The Initial Study indicates that Hazards and Hazardous Materials, does not constitute a 
“Significant impact.” We believe that this underestimates potentially significant impacts of 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials resulting from the demolition and construction process, and 
we urge City Planning to include further investigation in the preparation of a draft EIR. Residents 
are already reporting significant health impacts from nearby construction and recent 
construction, and there is no amount of mitigation that can sufficiently limit the harmful effects of 
living 10 feet away from a demolition and construction site containing hazardous materials. The 
Initial Study finds that hazardous materials could be released into the environment during 
demolition or construction and acknowledges that asbestos containing materials (ACM) and 
lead-based paint (LBP) may be present in the existing buildings slated for demolition, but 
downplays the danger of demolition or construction and recommends no further analysis. We 
ask that you study this in future analysis. 
 
Energy 
We disagree that Energy will have “less than a significant impact” with regards to the project. 
Further analysis should be considered in order to assess the impacts this project will have in 
regards to “environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project construction or operation”. A project of this magnitude will 
result in impacts and community groups are concerned about the massive carbon footprint of 
this project in its demolition, construction, and operation phases, as well as off-site, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts.  

 
Utilities and Service Systems 
We disagree that  “Utilities and Service Systems” will encounter “less than a significant impact”. 
At present, residents of Flower Drive report regular and significant issues with basic 
components of service systems such as waste collection and street cleaning. The proposed 
project would lead to higher population density and create an even greater strain on service 
systems that are already overburdened and unable to meet the current needs of residents. 
 
We ask that you carefully review the comments outlined above, and that you consider the voices 
and concerns of the residents that have shared how they believe this project will impact their 
neighborhood. We look forward to participating in the public engagement process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Maria Patiño Gutierrez 
Deputy Director of Policy and Advocacy, Equitable Development and Land Use 
Strategic Actions for a Just Economy 
mpatino@saje.net  
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

FDTA Comment on the Initial Study for ENV-2024-6372-EIR / 3822 South Figueroa
Project
Flower Drive Tenants <flowerdrivetenantsassociation@gmail.com> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 2:16 PM
To: Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Good afternoon Tamar,

Please find attached the Flower Drive Tenants Association's comment for the Initial Study on the 3822 South Figueroa
Project, case number ENV-2024-6372-EIR.

Would you please confirm receipt of this email?
Thank you very much, we look forward to keeping in touch.

FDTA_ENV-2024-6372-EIR_Public Comment.pdf
648K
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Flower Drive Tenants Association 

flowerdrivetenatsassociation@gmail.com 
 

ENV-2024-6372-EIR 
3822 South Figueroa Project 

 
We are submitting our comment in honor of our family and neighbors on Flower Drive who have passed 

on, but whose memory is always with us. 
We will continue defending our homes and neighborhood in their honor. 

 
Alice Price 

Charlie 
Faye Springfield 

Gabriel Cruz 
Juanita 

Isidro Victoria 
Leonarda Victoria 
Mikael Sharrief 

Tracy Hood 
 
 

 
 

 
Dear Tamar Gharibian and the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
 
We are writing as the Flower Drive Tenants Association, a member-lead organization of residents ad 
stakeholders of the 3800 block of Flower Drive and Figueroa St. Our members range in age from 4 to 84, 
and have lived on the block and in the area for as many as 55 years. Some of us still live in the same 
homes where we were born and raised, and others have joined this incredible community in the last 
decade. Our Association is multilingual, multigenerational, and multiracial; what we share in common is a 
profound connection to our neighbors, environment, and neighborhood, and an unwavering commitment 
to defend our community against the relentless efforts to displace us and destroy the rent-stabilized 
buildings in the Historic District that we call home. The history and experience of our Association is of 
direct relevance to the proposed project and the corresponding EIR, which we delve into in more detail in 
following sections. 
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Community Participation in the EIR Process 

 
Thank you for taking the time to read our comments, which are written to express our opposition to the 
proposed “3822 South Figueroa Project.” As residents of Flower Drive and stakeholders of the 
community, we stand to directly experience the most severe and harmful impacts of this proposed project, 
and our perspective also takes in the larger community and neighborhood we are a part of. 

Our overarching insistence is that City Planning commit to meaningfully include residents of 
Flower Drive in the preparation of the EIR, and commit to inclusive and equitable community 
participation at every step of the process, including site visits and in-person public hearings with 
simultaneous interpretation. 

We understand the EIR process as a vital civic process for democratic and public input on projects 
that stand to have intense impacts on the built, natural, and human environment. Especially for a project 
site located in the urban setting of Los Angeles, the second largest city by population in the United States, 
the human environment is a particularly complex and critical component of this investigation and 
analysis. The EIR can and should take a proactive approach to ensure that new developments do not bring 
harm to the human environment, in particular to vulnerable communities, cultural practices, livelihoods, 
and homeplaces. City Planning should work off of the growing recognition in academic and policy 
discourses of avoiding the resettlement of existing communities because of the importance of place 
attachment–the emotional bond between people and places–in community wellbeing.  

Throughout the process, the meaningful and direct participation of community residents–from 
Flower Drive, where the most direct impacts will be felt, and from the wider neighborhood, where direct 
and indirect impacts will reverberate–is essential in ensuring the EIR process is equitable and that its 
findings and analysis accurately capture the potentially significant impacts. 

 

Scoping and Content of the EIR 

We are overwhelmingly in support of the initial findings guiding the preparation for the Environmental 
Impact Report on the proposed project. We have included comments below that speak to some of these 
areas. 

In the evaluation of Environmental Impacts, the Initial Study states that “All answers must take 
account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site components, cumulative as well 
as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts [Emphasis from 
FDTA].” In its Mandatory Findings of Significance, the initial study does judge cumulative considerations 
to be of potentially significant impact; we strongly believe that if the cumulative, indirect, and off-site 
impacts of the proposed project are considered for all answers, then it is necessary to take on a more 
in-depth assessment of topics which–as it stands–would be excluded from the draft EIR. 

There are key areas that have been overlooked or underestimated and are crucial to accurately 
assessing the potentially significant impacts of the project. It is essential that the scoping and content of 
the EIR be expanded to include these areas. 
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Expansion of Potentially Significant Impacts  

 
Aesthetics 
The Initial Study overlooks invaluable aesthetic considerations and diminishes significant impacts.  

-​ In answering, “Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?” the study 
finds there would be “Less Than Significant Impact.” While acknowledging the historic buildings 
of Exposition Park nearby, the study ignores that the vast majority of the Flower Drive Historic 
District itself would be destroyed by the proposed project. The study describes a scenic vista as “a 
view of a valued visual resource” including “unique urban or historic features,” yet neglects to 
include the registered Historic District of the subject property which fulfills both these criteria.  

-​ The study also assesses a “Less Than Significant Impact” in considering whether the project 
would “Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area.” For residents of Flower Drive and the area, the change from living 
next to a modest two-story building to living next to an 86-foot-tall, seven-story building would 
not only substantially increase light pollution but also massively impact natural light sources. 
Significant impacts to residents’ privacy and adverse effects to their daytime and nighttime views 
are undeniable, especially given the cumulative impacts created by current and recent projects. 

 
Energy 
In a region that has just survived devastating wildfires and can anticipate ongoing climate chaos, we’re 
justifiably concerned about the massive carbon footprint of this project in its demolition, construction, and 
operation phases. The study finds potentially significant impacts resulting from Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, which we agree should be thoroughly investigated—as a direct corollary of Energy 
consumption. 

-​ The EIR should analyze potentially significant impacts regarding Energy, especially in 
consideration of the significant cumulative, indirect, and off-site impacts. A worker at the 3900 
block construction site remarked offhand to one of our members that he commutes 90 minutes to 
work each way, everyday; he is one of dozens of construction workers, working multiple days a 
week, for several years. While it is fair to tread cautiously with speculative analysis, even the 
conservative estimates of the study predict 97,729 gallons of diesel fuel and 67,766 gallons of 
gasoline being consumed just for demolition and construction alone, with indirect energy 
consumption coming from materials being transported, workers commuting to the site, and 
increased consumption in line with increased congestion. These conservative estimates also 
anticipate the proposed project being completed on schedule despite an entire third of the 
construction period falling during the 2028 Olympics (which are slated to heavily rely on the 
facilities at USC and Exposition Park). The Ventus Group website currently reads “Projected Fall 
2023 Completion” for this project. Clearly, timelines change and in Los Angeles we should be 
accustomed to construction projects going long over schedule, with corresponding increases in 
energy consumption, especially wasteful and inefficient consumption. 

-​ While fuel and electricity are calculated, no estimate for the overall carbon footprint of the 
proposed project is included in the initial study. That calculation should be carefully prepared for 
the draft EIR, and include the carbon already invested in the existing buildings which would be 
demolished. Past, present, and unfortunately extending into the probable future, the neighborhood 
around Flower Drive has seen an enormous, concentrated consumption of energy resources in 
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construction contrasted with a lack of investment in decarbonization efforts; if anything, green 
spaces sequestering carbon and reducing environmental hazards are being decreased through 
rampant development. 

 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
We’re concerned the Initial Study underestimates potentially significant impacts of Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials resulting from the demolition and construction process, and urge City Planning to 
include further investigation in the preparation of a draft EIR. 

-​ Residents are already reporting significant health impacts from nearby, ongoing construction and 
recently completed projects. There is no amount of mitigation that can sufficiently limit the 
harmful effects of living 10 feet away from a demolition and construction site containing 
hazardous materials, as residents of Flower Drive would be subjected to if the proposed project 
goes forward. In the preparation of the draft EIR, Planners should work with the community and 
health experts in considering the potentially significant impacts from hazards and hazardous 
materials. 

-​ The Initial Study finds that hazardous materials could be released into the environment during 
demolition or construction and acknowledges that asbestos containing materials (ACM) and 
lead-based paint (LBP) may be present in the existing buildings slated for demolition. However, 
we are disturbed that the Initial Study downplays the danger of demolition or construction and 
recommends no further analysis. The Phase 1 ESA lists 3819 S Flower Drive–which would be 
demolished by the proposed project–as a waste generator site in the EPA database which 
generated 2.53 tons of Asbestos containing waste. There is a significant and likely impact of 
hazardous materials being released by demolition, hauling, and construction that the EIR should 
carefully assess. A simple rule of thumb we urge Planners to consider is how they would feel 
about their grandparent or child living next door to an active demolition site with asbestos 
containing materials. That’s the reality faced by residents, young and old, on Flower Drive.  

 
Population and Housing 
City Planning must investigate potential significant impacts to population and housing in the scope of its 
report. City Planning must adopt a holistic assessment approach in considering the direct and indirect 
significant impacts of the proposed project on housing and population, and consider the cumulative 
impact of demolition and construction in the immediate area and wider region.  

-​ City Planning’s investigation must engage with local residents to understand the potentially 
significant impacts and conduct research to adequately assess the cumulative, direct, and indirect 
effects of this mass displacement project. The proposed project would be a mass displacement 
event, displacing substantial numbers of people directly and indirectly, massively increasing the 
cumulative impacts of gentrification in the area, and permanently destroying rent-stabilized 
housing which is a lifeline to working and poor tenants. Many of our neighbors from Flower 
Drive who have been displaced through evictions and predatory buyouts from the project 
applicant were unable to secure replacement housing, falling into homelessness; others were 
permanently pushed out of the city, county, and state due to the lack of readily available and 
affordable housing. The same pattern has been repeated by tenants from across Los Angeles, but 
especially nearby in South Central. Loss of social cohesion, community stability, and impacts on 
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mental health are key components contributing to Los Angeles’ worsening housing crisis that 
need to be integrated in the scope of the EIR to sufficiently capture potential significant impacts. 

-​ The EIR must consider likely increases in the homeless population as part of the effects of a 
mass-displacement project like “Campus Edge,” especially in the context of a worsening 
affordability crisis. In assessing whether the proposed project would displace substantial numbers 
of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, 
the harsh reality is that City Planning must expect increasing homelessness as part of the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed project. For the poorest people being displaced 
across Los Angeles and especially in South Central, the harsh reality is that “replacement 
housing” really means a homeless shelter. Shelters such as PATH’s A Bridge Home Los Feliz 
house people who have been displaced from South Central, as the members of the PATH 
Protectors Tenants Association can attest to. The conditions they describe illustrate what it means 
for the poorest people in Los Angeles to be pushed out of their homes and communities: “The 
shelter is in a massive tent with one hundred tenants inside: 50 men and 50 women, split right 
down the middle. People live in cubicles with four foot walls. There is no privacy. Bathrooms are 
locked and tenants are forced to ask for permission from staff to use them. Although the shelter is 
supposed to be temporary, many tenants have been there for six months or more -- some even 
years.” The significant impacts of displacement and dislocation on the human environment in 
South Central ripple through the homeless shelters of Los Feliz, the overpasses of the 110, and the 
SROs of Skid Row.  

-​ The myth of supply: Claims about net increases in housing supply should be investigated in the 
EIR through rigorous research, especially on recent construction in the area, that interrogates 
vacancy rates, accessibility of units under affordability covenants, and spillover effects of 
displacement in the wider South Central area. Investigation of these claims should be balanced by 
research into the existing affordable, rent-stabilized housing on Flower Drive that is crucially 
important to poor and working families. As current USC students have stated in the public 
scoping hearing, if anything there is an abundance of units available to rent; the issue is that they 
are wildly unaffordable to both students and long-time community members. Simplistic 
calculations of supply and demand ignore the reality of how the financialization of housing has 
turbocharged rental prices and fundamentally altered the rental housing market. 

-​ The flaws of AMI and income restrictions: The initial study states that 22 units would be reserved 
for Very Low-Income households and 16 for Low-Income households; meanwhile, many of the 
current residents of Flower Drive fall in the Extremely Low Income bracket, of which only four 
units would be built. In other words, the proposed project would displace vulnerable households 
and demolish more truly affordable, rent-stabilized units (51) than it would create (42); of those 
42, 16 would be reserved for “low-income” individuals making upwards of $77,000 a year–a far 
cry from the reality of most area residents. At the public scoping hearing it was stated that the 
City of LA has no say in calculations of Area Median Income (AMI) that determine the income 
ranges for LI, VLI, and ELI brackets. The extreme inequality and massive disparities of income 
in Los Angeles skew AMI substantially, and artificially inflate these brackets such that they do 
not reflect the reality of communities in South Central where the proposed project would be built. 
The effect of these calculations is to exclude those most in need of affordable housing, shutting 
out the poorest and most vulnerable and disenfranchising the current residents of the 
neighborhood. As part of the EIR, city planning must include in its investigation a critical 
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evaluation of AMI alongside analysis of demographic information of the South Central area. 
Furthermore, the EIR must consider cumulative effects as area median rents would skyrocket as a 
result of this project and others, creating severe indirect effects on the rental market and 
worsening the housing crisis. 

-​ Destroying, not preserving, affordability: Rather than preserving the affordable housing these 
households currently rely on, the proposed project would permanently eliminate their long-time 
homes. This directly contradicts LA City Planning’s own Plan to House LA which is currently in 
effect and “...establishes a new Goal 2 focusing on housing preservation and tenant protections in 
order to elevate critical City priorities around housing stability. This is a recognition of the 
importance of maintaining existing affordable housing and as opposed to constructing a new unit, 
Los Angeles has long been committed to activities that support the preservation of affordable 
housing.” “The overall policies within these objectives,” the plan continues, “emphasizes the 
importance of prioritizing underserved communities and the most vulnerable.” 

-​ Covenants: The EIR should critically evaluate affordability covenants and prioritize investigation 
of alternatives. Unlike the rent-stabilized housing which this proposed project would destroy, 
covenants expire. This allows developers to take advantage of incentives in the present, enables 
land-grabs of highly desirable real estate, and sets the stage for unrestricted speculation in the 
future that upends poor households and communities, as is currently playing out at Hillside Villa. 

-​ Insufficient protections: The initial study references relocation services and a right of first refusal 
as reasons why the proposed project would not have a significant impact on population and 
housing. However, what current and past tenants have directly experienced shows why these 
supposed protections are woefully insufficient, and it would be idealistic to consider them 
adequate in ensuring residents are realistically able to permanently relocate or temporarily 
relocate pending return. The right of return also rests on an assumption of good faith efforts by 
the landlord. The reality faced by Flower Drive residents refutes this, with over half a decade of 
predatory buyout pressure, relentless harassment, retaliatory lawsuits suppressing free speech, and 
an incontrovertible pattern of attempting to effect the eviction or self-eviction of all tenants. 
Tenants who have been pressured into accepting buyout deals lose the right of first refusal that is 
cited as a key protection. Many tenants from Flower Drive who have been forced out of their 
homes experienced or are experiencing homelessness. The relocation maximum of around 
$25,000 is insufficient for permanent or temporary relocation given the enormous delta between 
the stabilized rents tenants have built their household finances around, and the market rents in the 
area that are prohibitive. Tenants would need to uproot their entire lives for several years in order 
to have the opportunity to return, and then face the mental health impacts and emotional turmoil 
of relocating to a project which demolished their home and destroyed their neighborhood as they 
knew it. 

-​ Mandatory Findings of Significance: We concur with the findings of the Initial Study that the 
proposed project would have cumulatively considerable potentially significant impacts. In 
addition to the factors listed, the effects of past projects, current projects, and probable future 
projects necessitates the consideration of potentially significant impacts to Population and 
Housing. The subject property has been historically impacted by racial covenants and the 
demolition of the east side of Flower Drive for the construction of the Harbor Freeway. Currently, 
the construction on the 3900 block of Flower Drive and other nearby projects are significantly 
impacting the affordability and availability of housing for poor residents of the community. The 
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harassment and displacement tied to that project and the Campus Edge project are already having 
a significant impact on residents and the neighborhood. Probable future projects will continue the 
significant and harmful impacts if no action is taken, pushing poor families out of the 
neighborhood and into greater precarity, substandard and overcrowded housing, and even 
homelessness. Seen in the incremental and cumulative effects over time, it is undeniable that this 
project would have significant negative impacts on Population and Housing. Therefore, we urge 
the EIR to address and investigate Population and Housing as an area of potentially significant 
impact to study as part of immediate and broader cumulatively considerable impacts. 

 
Utilities and Service Systems 
At present, residents of Flower Drive report regular and significant issues with basic components of 
public service systems such as waste collection and street cleaning. The residents of Flower Drive, who 
take great pride in caring for the block, hold regular community cleanups to keep their block clean, pick 
up trash and bulky items, and fill in the gaps of public service systems. The proposed project would lead 
to higher population density and create an even greater strain on public service systems that are already 
overburdened and unable to meet the current needs of residents. 
 
 

Considerations for Topics to be Further Analyzed 

The topics to be further analyzed have our full support, and City Planning’s investigation of the proposed 
project must center the impact to (potentially) displaced residents and residents who would have a 
massive demolition and construction project as little as 10 feet away from their bedroom windows. The 
paramount considerations for an equitable and accurate EIR must start with the people who stand to face 
the most direct and significant impacts of the proposed project.  
 
Air Quality 

-​ Residents are concerned about the health impacts from Lead, Asbestos, and other hazardous 
materials such as PCBs that would become airborne with the demolition of historic buildings with 
a documented history of Asbestos Containing Materials. These pollutants will endanger all 
neighboring tenants, especially those with asthma, respiratory issues, and other underlying 
conditions. 

-​ Demolition and construction will produce air quality hazards that will affect all residents of 
Flower Drive and nearby areas, especially those with asthma and other underlying conditions. 
The impacts to air quality should be considered cumulatively, with the increase in traffic, other 
projects, and of course the harbor freeway; in addition to exhaust, new studies are assessing the 
severe health risks of microparticulate matter. These compounding impacts are vitally important 
to analyze. 

-​ The Flower Drive tenants and their neighbors from nearby blocks already lived through the 
construction of the Hub Coliseum on the same block as this proposed project; their complaints 
about construction dust and pollutants were routinely ignored by the developer and the city. 
Well-meaning mitigation efforts should be balanced by the lived experience of residents who 
report insufficient compliance and enforcement. 
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Cultural Resources 
The 3800 blocks of Flower Drive and S Figueroa are not only home to individual families, some of whom 
have lived on the block for many years–they are also home to a thriving community of neighbors, who 
look out for each other, support each other, clean and take care of the block together, and celebrate their 
diverse Black and immigrant traditions and heritages together. 

-​ Historic architecture: The proposed project would destroy the majority of the Flower Drive 
Historic District, and thus undermine its cohesion and integrity which are core components of its 
historic character. The LA Conservancy notes, “The Flower Drive Historic District consists of 
two blocks of multi-family dwellings constructed between 1920 and 1927 that are highly 
consistent in size, massing, orientation, building type, and architectural style. It was designated as 
a significant collection of historic fourplexes from the 1920s and for the cohesive designs of the 
Period Revival architectural styles.” The integrity of the district is the key factor in its historical 
significance, and the permanent destruction of a majority of buildings would represent a 
significant impact no amount of mitigation could address. Location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association are the seven aspects of integrity that are used to 
determine–and guide the preservation of–the historical significance of this cultural resource. 
Within design, for example, the massing of the architecture would be radically and fundamentally 
compromised if a 7-story building with completely incongruous architectural design is placed 
next door. Similar irreversible effects can be imagined for each of the other seven aspects if the 
proposed project were to proceed. 

-​ A place of study: Dozens of USC students from a range of undergraduate, graduate and 
postdoctoral programs in journalism, architecture, urban planning, theater, Latin American studies 
and political science have visited, studied, and written about the unique cultural formations on 
Flower Drive. The 3822 South Figueroa Project would also displace low income USC students 
and graduates who reside on the block, along with long standing residents. USC students have 
stated their clear opposition to this project, which undermines the work done to build community 
ties by pitting students against families and neighborhood residents. 

-​ A history of racial covenants: Flower Drive carries a history of racial covenants preventing 
non-white home ownership on the block. These covenants, which are shockingly still on the 
books to this day, are reproduced in the logic of project applicant Red Penguins (AKA the Ventus 
Group)’s mass displacement of two entire blocks of working class Black and Latino families, 
elders, children with disabilities, and LGBTQ+ persons. City Planning must consider civic 
memory among the relevant and necessary parameters of accepted technical, legal, and ethical 
frameworks for evaluating the significant impacts threatened by the proposed project, and refer to 
the LA Civic Memory Working Group’s report and recommendations referenced in later sections 
of our comment. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
-​ Exhaust, coupled with pollutants and dust from construction, are certain to result from the 

proposed project. The area is already heavily impacted by the traffic surrounding the BMO 
Stadium in Expo Park. Cars idle around the block for hours during BMO events, an impact on 
greenhouse gas emissions which would be significantly exacerbated by the factors described 
below in “Transportation.” 
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Land Use and Planning 
-​ The project would unquestionably physically divide an established community. Our neighbors on 

the block stand to be directly displaced by the proposed project, and aggressive buyout pressure 
by the project applicant has already displaced residents. It is not a question of if the proposed 
project would physically divide the established community on Flower Drive, but to what extent. 
City Planning should consider how rubber-stamping the proposed project would exacerbate the 
predatory buyouts and pressure to self-evict that is already threatening our community and speak 
with residents about this topic. 

-​ The established community has already been divided by the construction of the 110 freeway and 
the displacement of every one of our neighbors on the 3900 block of Flower Drive; the proposed 
project further divides an established community, doubling-down on cumulative harm and 
destroying the longstanding and unique cultural enclave on Flower Drive. 

Noise 
-​ The residents of Flower Drive and their neighbors from nearby blocks reported serious impacts 

from the construction noise associated with the Hub Coliseum demolition and construction, and 
the construction of phase one of The Fig project on the 3900 block of Flower Drive. After project 
completion, anticipated increases in traffic, commercial activity, and population size would 
permanently raise noise levels and cause long-term significant impacts. 

-​ Residents’ ongoing complaints about construction noise have been routinely ignored by the 
developer and insufficiently addressed by city oversight. Residents report significant mental 
health impacts from this ongoing noise, including impacts on their children’s focus and academic 
performance in school. City Planning must honestly consider in the EIR whether city 
departments, especially amidst a billion-dollar budget deficit and cuts to city staff, can follow 
through on their obligations for oversight and enforcement in upholding crucial protections. 

Transportation 
-​ Severe traffic impacts on the 3800 block of Flower Drive already diminish firefighters' and 

emergency services’ abilities to access the block during major events at the BMO stadium. 
Construction and operation of the proposed project will significantly exacerbate this major fire 
and safety hazard. 

-​ Emergency vehicle access would be severely impacted during the demolition and construction 
period, and permanently impacted by an increase in traffic congestion. This is of serious concern 
on a block with many disabled and elderly residents, and presents potentially life-threatening 
impacts. 

-​ The area around the proposed subject property is already heavily impacted by traffic surrounding 
the BMO Stadium in Expo Park. The 3800 block of Flower Drive and the surrounding area is 
significantly overburdened by congestion. Cars idle around the block for hours during BMO 
events, an impact on greenhouse gas emissions which would be significantly exacerbated by the 
planned removal and net decrease of parking created by the project.  

-​ The project would have only 34 residential parking spaces for 209 units, a delta of 175 (!) spaces 
that will without doubt exacerbate present issues of parking availability and create spillover 
effects on parking availability into nearby areas, affecting street access and pedestrian safety and 
increasing social tensions in the community. The entrance to the off-street parking at the proposed 
project would be on Flower Drive, creating more traffic congestion and having significant 
impacts that should be evaluated in terms of Air Quality, Noise, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
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-​ Likewise, the proposed project would result in a net decrease of parking compared to the current 
available off-street parking on the subject property, creating environmental impacts. Parking is 
already a major issue on the 3800 block of Flower Drive and Figueroa Street due to the project 
applicant Ventus Group and their agents Rampart Property Management aggressively attempting 
to remove resident parking. Ventus and Rampart have been taking away resident parking through 
reductions of services that have already been decreasing off-street parking, such as the 
elimination of all parking spaces for the 12-unit building at 3855 S Flower Drive. Just recently, 
Ventus and Rampart have put up demolition signs for garages where no permits have been 
finaled, adding on to their pattern of reducing services and illegally relocating parking to in-use 
spaces so as to create social conflicts between residents. Tenants from neighboring buildings not 
slated for demolition are facing the removal of their parking, and others have had their spaces 
relocated to the subject property. In short, the proposed project would exacerbate the severe 
impacts of tenant harassment that has zeroed in on parking as an essential and limited resource. 
The net decrease in off-street parking in an area where street-parking is already overburdened will 
produce corollary environmental impacts, as residents unable to find parking will have to travel 
further and further away, creating significant impacts on-site and off-site. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 
-​ The brutal history of colonization and settler colonialism in what is today Los Angeles and 

California has attempted to bring about the wholesale displacement of Indigenous peoples from 
their homelands, the genocide of Indigenous people, the destruction of their lifeways, and the 
erasure of their connections to ancestral territories. The intensity of settler-colonial oppression, 
devastation, and exclusion has been compounded by the length of this history, and shamefully 
persists in the present-day structural forces of colonization and displacement. As long as this 
pattern persists, erasure, disturbance, and disconnection will be further compounded, increasing 
the difficulty for Californian Native American tribes to protect and reconnect with irreplaceable 
tribal cultural resources. The obligation is not just on tribes, under-resourced and over-burdened 
as they are, but also on departments like City Planning and stakeholders like the Flower Drive 
Tenants association to take action to intervene in the perpetuation of these ongoing harms and 
substantial adverse changes. The racialized residents of Flower Drive who have built deep roots 
in this area and deep relationships with each other and the environment feel strongly about what 
this history calls on us to do in the present, above all understanding colonization not as an event, 
but as a process that is still in motion and as an economic, political, social, and juridical structure 
that remains intact. That is why we have allied ourselves with Indigenous groups like the Apache 
Stronghold, who are resisting the destruction of their sacred sites and who have visited us on 
Flower Drive and held ceremonial practices on this place that is sacred to us. The proposed 
project repeats the disgraceful displacement of communities with established ties and 
relationships to their environment, all for the sake of the enrichment of real estate speculators. 
There can be no question that the proposed project would cause irreversible impacts and 
perpetuate racist processes of displacement and devastation that we must urgently oppose and 
dismantle. 
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Housing Element of the LA City General Plan 2021-29 

 
In preparing the EIR, City Planning should refer to the guiding principles they generated for the Housing 
Element of the city’s general plan that is currently in effect: 

-​ A City where housing production results in an ample supply of housing to create more equitable 
and affordable options that meet existing and projected needs. 

-​ A City that preserves and enhances the quality of housing and provides greater housing stability 
for households of all income levels. 

-​ A City in which housing creates healthy, livable, sustainable, and resilient communities that 
improve the lives of all Angelenos. 

-​ A City that fosters racially and socially inclusive neighborhoods and corrects the harms of 
historic racial, ethnic, and social discrimination of the past and present. 

-​ A City that is committed to preventing and ending homelessness. 
 
While the proposed plan would seem to result in an increased supply of housing, it would fly in the face 
of every single other goal and cause significant impacts–directly, indirectly, and cumulatively–that run 
counter to the primary goals guiding city planning decisions.  

-​ The proposed project would not result in more equitable and affordable options that truly meet the 
needs of the community. As USC students themselves have stated, there is no shortage of 
high-end housing marketed towards students; the housing market is increasingly unaffordable, 
dovetailing with a worsening affordability crisis across all aspects of life that both students and 
longtime residents are facing. 

-​ The proposed project would destroy rather than preserve existing affordable housing, diminish 
housing stability and push hosehoulds into more expensive, more crowded, and lower quality 
housing. 

-​ The proposed project would destroy a resilient community that is actively working towards 
keeping their neighborhood healthy, livable, and sustainable. 

-​ Rather than correcting significant harms of historic racial, ethnic, and social discrimination, the 
proposed project would greatly exacerbate these harms, destroy social bonds, and lead to a more 
racially divided neighborhood and city. 

-​ The proposed project has already pushed residents into homelessness, and the banishment of poor 
and struggling households from rent controlled housing would further exacerbate a crisis of 
homelessness in the neighborhood and city.  

 
Considered in total, the proposed project’s significant and harmful impacts far outweigh any increase in 
the housing supply. “Campus Edge” is a speculative development master-planned by a private investment 
group, and their goals are not in line with the stated goals and mechanisms identified in the Plan to House 
LA.  
 
City Planning should refer to their own guiding document in the preparation of the EIR and work closely 
with community members and experts in fields of health, sociology, and urban planning–among others–to 
consider the significant impacts of the proposed project and consider creative alternatives that meet the 
goals established in the Housing Element. 
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Recommendations of the Los Angeles Civic Memory Working Group 

 
From November 2019 through April 2021, the Civic Memory Working Group brought together 40 
historians, indigenous elders and scholars, architects, artists, curators, designers, and other civic and 
cultural leaders to, in their own words, “...produce a series of recommendations to help Los Angeles, so 
long in thrall to its reputation as a city of the future, engage more productively and honestly with its 
past—especially where that past is fraught or has been buried or whitewashed.” The Working Group’s 
report was released on April 15, 2021, with 18 key recommendations, including “how the City can shift 
its focus in stewarding civic memory from acting as a gatekeeper to a facilitator, giving fuller voice to 
community memory and bottom-up representation.” In this vein, the Preservation, Maintenance, and Care 
subcommittee identified a necessary strategic shift: “..for the City to seek to lower barriers to entry in this 
civic conversation, moving to dismantle procedural hurdles to participating in official discussions of 
historic preservation wherever possible.” 
 
City Planning should refer to the research, analysis, and recommendations of this report in preparing the 
EIR for the proposed project. Flower Drive is an important site of civic memory that represents painful 
and powerful histories of racist planning and community resistance. Among the recommendations of the 
working group are the following points, collected under the overarching imperative of “Preserve or 
Acknowledge the Various Histories Embedded in the Built Environment,” which City Planning should 
integrate into its considerations for the EIR. 
 

11. Take steps to protect the architecture and civic memory of the recent past, beginning with an 
effort to extend the Department of City Planning’s SurveyLA initiative from 1980 to the year 
2000. 
12. Strengthen financial and other penalties for the prohibited demolition of significant 
architecture, particularly residential architecture. 
13. Pursue the expansion of Historic-Cultural Monument status to include thematic or 
non-contiguous designations, for example the Bungalow Court, and to protect the body of work 
of a single prominent firm or social or cultural movement. 
14. Consider a City-led effort to mark and make visible the boundaries of racially exclusive 
zoning and lending practices in housing, e.g. redlining, or the communities displaced or 
disfigured by freeway construction. 
 

History of the Flower Drive Tenants Association 

 
The history of the Flower Drive Tenants Association gives valuable and essential insight into the 
proposed project and the project applicant. This experience is directly relevant to assessing the 
environmental impact of the 3822 S Figueroa project in conjunction with the current project on the 3900 
block of S Flower Drive under the auspices of the same landlord, the Ventus investment group headed by 
Scott Gale. 

Ventus Group began buying up the rent-stabilized historic buildings on both the 3900 and 3800 
blocks of Flower Drive almost a decade ago. Soon after, residents were bombarded with constant 
coercement and cash-for-keys offers, which is officially recognized as harassment under the city’s Tenant 
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Anti-Harassment Ordinance. Backed into a corner, the tenants on the 3900 block eventually caved into 
pressure and accepted these predatory buyouts; many of those tenants ended up homeless, some living on 
the street in front of the very homes they once occupied. Others were unable to find affordable options in 
Los Angeles, forcing many to relocate to other counties and other states. This traumatic impact to the 
established community on Flower Drive uprooted families, broke bonds, and continues to send 
shockwaves through the human environment centered on the block that had resisted successive waves of 
displacement. The harassment, pressure, and displacement endured by residents of Flower Drive has 
resulted in severe stress, mental health impacts, and even death, severe and irreversible impacts that 
preview further significant harms that would be caused by this proposed project. 

Summary 

We support the EIR process and the majority of the findings in the Initial Study and we want City 
Planning to commit to meaningfully include residents of Flower Drive in the preparation of the EIR, with 
inclusive and equitable community participation at every step of the process. 

In considering the potentially significant impacts of topics already identified for further analysis, 
potentially-displaced residents and remaining longtime residents are positioned to experience the most 
severe and harmful impacts of this proposed project. Our neighbors in South Central will be hit with 
direct and indirect significant impacts, as well as the cumulative effects this proposed project would add 
to. Their perspective and experience is crucial in preparing the draft EIR.  

The scope and contents of the EIR should be expanded to include additional topics of potentially 
significant impact, and the EIR should make use of an expanded framework for analysis and assessment 
to accurately evaluate the proposed project’s impact. 
 
We appreciate your time and dedication to this civic process and look forward to being in touch. 
 
Sincerely, 
Flower Drive Tenants Association 
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Additional Comments on ENV-2024-6372-EIR
Flower Drive Tenants <flowerdrivetenantsassociation@gmail.com> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 2:17 PM
To: Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Dear Tamar, 

Please find below comments from our members Inés Alcazar and Cristobal Ramos, who also spoke during the hearing on
April 23. (English translation is included below.) 

***

English below

Estimada Junta de planeación, 

Mi comentario es el siguiente. Nosotros como comunidad de Flower Dr, no queremos este proyecto por el
impacto ambiental tan devastador que representará para nuestra comunidad. 

Aquí vivimos muchas personas de la tercera edad que ya nos estamos enfrentando a la qué causa los
residuos polvorientos de las demoliciones de los edificios antiguos e históricos que fueron construidos hace
muchos años bajo otras regulaciones. Pero ahora los residuos contienen plomo en cantidades muy tóxicas
para la salud de nuestra comunidad mayor y nuestros niños sin contar que ya contamos con los
contaminantes que liberan los automóviles qué transitan por el freeway.  

Es un gran impacto a corto y a largo plazo, sin contar el caos que ya estamos viviendo por el tráfico lo cual
altera nuestra vida diaria. Siempre tenemos que enfrentarnos a anticipar mucho tiempo debido al
embotellamiento que se forma por la construcción y la falta de estacionamiento sin contar con que cuando
necesitamos caminar por nuestra cuadra tenemos carros estacionados encima de nuestras banquetas
obstruyendo el paso a nuestros vecinos. 

En referencia al impacto del ruido a todas horas que causa la construcción cuando las construcciones no
son supervisadas los constructores no respetan los horarios permitidos de trabajo en resumen nuestra
comunidad. No queremos este proyecto porque aparte de destruir la salud física, mental, cultural, y
ambiental de los inquilinos de Flower Drive y de sus vecindarios al derredor. Estaría aumentando el número
de ciudadanos sin hogar. 

Por eso y por otras razones sabemos que este proyecto fue planeado de mala fe, para gentrificar nuestra
comunidad. Por eso nos oponemos categóricamente al proyecto que nos traerá muerte y destrucción. 

Sinceramente, 

Sra. Inés Alcazar

Miembra de la Asociación de Inquilinos de Flower Drive, 
Sindicato de Inquilinos de Los Ángeles 

***



Estimado departamento de planificación, 

Los promotores de este proyecto ya conocen el brutal impacto que tendrá autorizar este tipo de proyecto.
Saben que el tráfico aumentará al alquilar tantos apartamentos en Flower Drive. Saben que la
contaminación se volverá incontrolable, ya que también tenemos la autopista 110 en nuestra manzana.
Saben que, al construir dos edificios de siete pisos, se perderá la luz natural para los vecinos que queden
en Flower Drive. Saben que destruirían nuestros edificios históricos. Parece que a ustedes tampoco les
importa nuestra comunidad, ya que nunca se realizó un censo sobre estos temas.

Por lo tanto, les escribo para informarles que nuestra manzana alberga a personas mayores, adultos y
niños con discapacidades. Les escribo para decirles que ya lidiamos con impactos significativos en el
tráfico, la calidad del aire, el ruido, que perjudica nuestra salud mental y la de nuestros hijos, y muchos
otros problemas. Y sabemos que todo esto aumentará si se permite que este proyecto continúe. El impacto
de este proyecto en nuestra comunidad es brutal. Atentamente,

Sr. Cristóbal Ramos

Miembro de la Asociación de Inquilinos de Flower Drive,
Sindicato de Inquilinos de Los Ángeles

***

Dear Planning Board,

My comment is the following. We, as the Flower Dr. community, do not want this project because of the
devastating environmental impact it will have on our community.

Many seniors live here and are already dealing with the dust contaminating our air from the demolition of
old, historic buildings that were built many years ago under older regulations.This waste contains lead in
quantities that are very toxic to the health of our elderly community and our children, this in addition to the
pollutants we breathe every day released by cars traveling on the freeway that cuts through our block. 

It's a significant short-and long-term impact, not to mention the chaos we're already experiencing due to the
traffic jams that disrupt our daily lives, from living so close to the developments around Expo Park. We
always have to deal with anticipating long travel times due to the traffic jams caused by construction and the
lack of parking. Even when we need to walk down our block, cars are parked on our sidewalks, blocking our
neighbors' paths.

Regarding the impact of noise caused at all hours by construction, when construction is unsupervised, the
builders don't respect permitted work hours. In short as a community, we don't want this project because in
addition to destroying the physical, mental, cultural, and environmental health of the residents of Flower
Drive and the surrounding neighborhoods, it would increase the number of homeless people. 

For this and other reasons, we know this project was planned in bad faith to gentrify our community. That's
why we categorically oppose this project, which will bring death and destruction to our community. 

Sincerely,

Ms. Inés Alcazar



Member of the Flower Drive Tenants Association,
Los Angeles Tenants Union

***

Dear planning department, 

The developers of this project already know of the brutal impact that authorizing this type of project will
cause. They know that traffic will increase by renting so many more apartments on Flower Drive. They know
pollution will become uncontrollable since we also have the 110 s freeway on our block. They know that by
building two 7-story buildings, the natural light will be gone for any neighbors of Flower Dr who remain. They
know they would destroy our historic buildings. It seems you do not care about our community either, as a
census was never made into these issues. 

Therefore I am writing to inform you that our block is home to elderly people, adults and children with
disabilities. I am writing to tell you that we already deal with significant impacts on traffic, to air quality, to
noise which damages our mental health, and our children’s health and many more things. And that we know
all of these things will increase if this project is allowed to continue. The impact of this project on our
community is brutal. 

Sincerely,

Mr. Cristobal Ramos

Member of the Flower Drive Tenants Association,
Los Angeles Tenants Union



Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

: 3822 S. Figueroa Street, ENV-2024-6372-EIR
Laura Meyers <lauramink@aol.com> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 3:05 PM
To: Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Please accept the attached comments written on behalf of N.U.P.C.A., the North University Park
Community Association, regarding the above-referenced matter.

And please confirm receipt.

Thank you,

Laura Meyers
for N.U.P.C.A.

3822 Figueroa_Flower Drive_NOP comments_NUPCA_ENV-2024-6372-EIR.pdf
403K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=adfd67af01&view=att&th=196930863f830780&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=adfd67af01&view=att&th=196930863f830780&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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N.   U.   P.   C.   A. 
NORTH UNIVERSITY PARK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 

  
May 2, 2025 
 
Tamar Ghariban 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
221 North Figueroa Street, Room 1350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012   
 
RE:  Notice of Preparation, ENV-2024-6372-EIR 
 3822 South Figueroa Project 
 3822-3828 South Figueroa Street, 3801-3833 ½ South Flower Drive, and 468-470 West 39th St. 
 Los Angeles, CA 90037 
 

(Flower Drive Historic District Proposed Demolition; demolition of eight multi-family buildings 
and Construction of new 7-story mixed-use building comprised of 209 dwelling units and ground 
level retail and restaurant uses.) 

   
Dear Ms. Ghariban: 
 
I am writing on behalf of the North University Park Community Association (N.U.P.C.A.)  

 
Our 40+-year-old historic preservation association has provided during these decades the principle 
stewardship in insuring that the appropriate level of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
historic inventory of North University Park be applied. N.U.P.C.A. has not only been involved in 
community preservation advocacy for more than four decades, but for 25 years, starting in the early 
1980s, N.U.P.C.A. has also served on the Community Advisory Committee (known as a “PAC” and 
later a “CAC”) to the Community Redevelopment Agency’s Exposition Park-University Park Project 
Area (former Hoover). I personally held that position beginning in 1989 through the cessation of the 
Agency’s Project Area meetings, and from that vantage point I/we have previously dealt with these 
particular properties’ and discussions about their futures.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for The Fig Project and 
the proposed demolition of the 3800 block of South Flower Drive, which constitutes about half of the 
original Flower Drive California Register Historic District. Please note that I previously commented, in 
2014 and 2016, on the prior project(s) proposed for Flower Drive and therefore would have thought for 
all of these reasons that I and N.U.P.C.A. would be on your Interested Parties list; yet I did not receive 
notice from the City of the scoping meeting.  Eventually I was forwarded the notice by another 
community member.  I was unable to attend the scoping meeting because I (and many other of the City’s 
historic preservation advocates and professionals) were attending an annual preservation awards event. 
 
My comments will be brief.  
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The proposed seven-story, mixed-use project proposes to demolish eight multi-family residences, seven 
of which are contributors to the Flower Drive Historic District. This would constitute a significant and 
adverse impact on these designated historic resources. Perhaps more importantly, it would represent the 
destruction of an estimated 51 naturally-occurring affordable RSO units, with a replacement affordable 
unit count of 42 units (of which 16 are described as “Low Income units, which at this time means 
households with $75,000 or more annual income.)  
 
The Notice itself doesn’t adequately provide the public with enough information to understand that this 
project in effect would remove the entire Flower Drive Historic District from the California Register. 
That is because not only would these seven Contributors be demolished, but also there are only a 
handful of remaining Contributors in the 3900 block of Flower Drive, the others being removed for 
another development, “The Fig,” which the City approved. 
 
Although those of us who are already knowledgeable of the facts immediately understood that that 
would mean the loss of a designated historic resource, other parties in seeing that project description 
could easily have decided to not read deeply into the remainder of the Notice, thus never learning of the 
true impact being proposed, e.g. the near-complete loss and likely delisting of a Historic District. 
 
Some additional observations: 
 
1). It is imperative to consider alternatives that would retain the Flower Drive District. It is also 
feasible if everyone thinks “outside the box” and considers a different site plan that adaptively reuse 
these structures – a site plan may include taller structures with a corresponding smaller footprint -- OR 
consider a partial or complete vacation of this block of Flower Drive itself to incorporate into a larger 
project. (Flower Drive only exists for two blocks – it is not a major circulating corridor). 
 
“Mitigations” are not enough to handle the significant impact that the destruction of the Flower 
Drive Historic District represents. Our colleagues at the Los Angeles Conservancy in their previous 
NOP comment letter on The Fig project have stated this well: 
 

“Mitigation measures that might be proposed in the DEIR, such as HABS documentation, would 
not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Under CEQA it is widely recognized that 
‘[a] large historical structure, once demolished, normally cannot be adequately replaced by 
reports and commemorative markers.’” 

 
2). This proposed Project lies within the Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project Area, 
which remains a “specific plan” type land use overlay now under the jurisdiction of the City’s Planning 
Department. The Project conflicts with multiple goals and elements of the redevelopment plan. The 
redevelopment plan also requires treating the preservation of historic resources with “special 
consideration.” The DEIR should explore alternatives which might make the proposed project 
consistent with the redevelopment plan, which does not expire until 2030. 
 
3). The DEIR will need to address CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The prior EIR for The Fig did NOT 
address cumulative impacts, arguing there had not been similar projects and that the Flower Drive 
Historic District would be substantially “altered” but not eliminated.  The current project in combination 
with the prior project would now eliminate the District. 
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In The Fig project’s DEIR’s Cultural Resources starting on page 22, it states: 
 

“Although impacts to historic resources tend to be site-specific, cumulative impacts would occur 
if the Project, related projects, and other future development within the Community Plan area 
affected local resources with the same level or type of designation or evaluation, affected other 
structures located within the same Historic District, or involved resources that are significant 
within the same context as the Project. As discussed above, there is one historical resource, the 
Flower Drive Historic District, located on and adjacent to the Project site. Since none of the 
related projects are located within the boundaries of the Flower Drive Historic District. 
Furthermore, all Project impacts to the Flower Drive Historic District and to historic resources 
within the vicinity of the Project would not be cumulatively considerable, and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant.” 

 
Obviously, this same argument cannot be made today. The cumulative impacts of the demolition of 
seven of the remaining Contributors to the Flower Drive Historic District would in fact be considerable 
and significant. 
 
4). Affordable Housing should be protected. This is one of the most critical issues today. However, 
this project as presented would result in a net loss of affordable units (down from the current 51 to the 
proposed 42) and the displacement of well over 150 individuals.  The Project should be adding 42 units 
to a base replacement RSO unit count of 51. That is, as a Mitigation measure, there should be 93 
affordable units in total, with 51 units that match current rents and are offered with a Right of Return to 
current tenants plus relocation costs for the duration of construction; AND the proposed affordable 42 
units. 
  
5). The City of Los Angeles is a “Certified Local Government” (CLG), which confers benefits BUT 
requires that it, specifically meaning the Planning Department, exercise certain responsibilities. 
Authorizing the demolition of a California Register Historic District runs (or demolition of half a 
District and resulting delisting of the District) completely runs counter to those responsibilities. 
According to the California State Office of Historic Preservation’s online description of Certified Local 
Governments’ responsibilities, CLGs must comply with five basic requirements: 
 

 Enforce appropriate state and local laws and regulations for the designation and protection of 
historic properties [emphasis added]; 

 Establish an historic preservation review commission by local ordinance; 
 Maintain a system for the survey and inventory of historic properties; 
 Provide for public participation in the local preservation program; and 
 Satisfactorily perform responsibilities delegated to it by the state. 

 
One of those responsibilities is the protection of historic resources under CEQA. A Certified Local 
Government may be de-certified if “the CLG fails to enforce its CEQA and Section 106 
responsibilities.” Allowing this Project to go forward as proposed would be grounds, in my opinion, for 
a de-certification (with the associated ramifications that the City of Los Angeles would no longer be 
eligible to apply for certain grant monies -- monies it has been utilizing for at least the past five years). 
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Staff should exercise its CLG responsibilities and authority and require that the Project Applicant re-
design the site plan in such a manner as it would protect the Flower Drive Historic District. 
6). Regarding Trees: The submitted Tree Report for this project stated that there are no Protected Trees 
on site (correct) and/but of the 23 current trees on the project site, only two are targeted for 
retention, if they survive.  And the Applicant noted that they are unable to replace/plant 21 more trees 
on the site, since the building footprint takes up too much of the land. 
 
The tree numbers discussed are too low.  First, I believe the replacement ratio is 2:1 – or at least for 
street trees that are removed.  In addition, housing projects require the planting of one tree for every four 
units. So that would mean this project should be providing somewhere between about 80 to 94 total trees 
on site and on the parkway. (95 if all removed trees are replaced 2:1 and new trees based on unit count 
are planted 1:4). 
 
The City of Los Angeles has an average tree canopy coverage of just 25%, and in South Los Angeles 
that number drops to 15%.  The DEIR should consider tree canopy equity for this project, especially 
considering its location in the shadow of the 110 Freeway.  
 
Please note that paying In-Lieu fees may be a technically allowable alternative for ministerial or minor 
discretionary projects. However, this is a discussion/NOP comment for a major discretionary project that 
is already flagged for required environmental analysis and mitigation measures. One problem with the In 
Lieu fees system is that the City’s Fund (where these monies go) is set up to plant trees, but not to water 
nor otherwise maintain them. And those trees may be planted anywhere, and may not benefit our 
community.  
 
A DEIR Mitigation Measure should require instead that as many of these trees as possible should be 
planted on and adjacent to the site, even if that requires an Alternative design and site plan (again, 
possible somewhat taller structures with lesser footprints, leaving more open space.  In this case, I would 
also suggest, again, considering a partial or full street vacation of Flower Drive to add a large planting 
space on the west side, and also significant tree plantings on the east side abutting the freeway wall – 
with automatic irrigation and monies in a specific fund set aside for maintenance on this site, if feasible.  
 
In sum, the Project as presently proposed, while it certainly could become an economic catalyst for the 
immediate Expo Park neighborhood and may in the end add to the area’s housing stock, as presented it 
conflicts with long-adopted historic preservation strategies that are environmentally sensitive, and help 
enhance the community character.  Flower Drive simply should not be lost.  
    
Sincerely, 
 
Laura Meyers 
N.U.P.C.A. representative to the CRA University-Exposition Park CAC citizen advisory committee 
Tel. 323-868-0854 / E-mail: lauramink@aol.com 
1818 S. Gramercy Place, Los Angeles CA 90019 



Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

ENV-2024-6372-EIR 3822 South Figueroa Project
Student Coalition Against Labor Exploitation (USAS Local #13) <scale.usc@gmail.com> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 4:10 PM
To: tamar.gharibian@lacity.org

Hello Tamar,

Attached is the USC Student Coalition Against Labor Explotation's public comment on 3822.

--
Student Coalition Against Labor Exploitation (S.C.A.L.E)
University of Southern California
SCALE.USC@gmail.com

Public Comment_3822 SFig Project SCALE .pdf
351K~ 

mailto:SCALE.USC@gmail.com
https://www.instagram.com/uscscale/
https://www.instagram.com/uscscale/
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=adfd67af01&view=att&th=196934409638a17e&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_ma7eknvc0&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=adfd67af01&view=att&th=196934409638a17e&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_ma7eknvc0&safe=1&zw


May 2, 2025

Dear Tamar Gharibian,


We, the members of USC Student Coalition Against Labor Exploitation (SCALE), stand in 
unwavering solidarity with our South Central community members and oppose the 3822 South 
Figueroa Project. 


For a year now, Flower Drive residents have welcomed USC students to their block, teaching us 
about their fight against displacement, the History of South Central, and have empowered 
students to learn about, and fight for, our own tenant rights. The proposed 3822 South Figueroa 
Project undermines the communal relationship of solidarity between Flower Drive residents and 
USC students by pitting us against the families and residents of this neighborhood.


We, USC students, vehemently oppose the 3822 South Figueroa Project.


Here are just some of the reasons why the 3822 South Figueroa Project presents a severe Health 
and Environmental risk to USC students:


ENVIRONMENT & PARKING: Adding more apartment units will only exacerbate the issue 
of Parking and Traffic. Students are, already, forced to walk blocks in order to find street parking 
at our own apartments. This leaves us vulnerable to car accidents, because of the poorly lit streets 
in South Central, and is a safety hazard and accessibility issue for disabled students with 
transportation needs. 

This project puts resident and student safety at risk.


ENVIRONMENT AS PLACE OF STUDY:  The 3288 project would displace a vibrant 
community in South Central that undergraduate, graduate and postdoctoral students in 
journalism, architecture, urban planning, film, theater, Latin American studies and political 
science have visited and studied to better understand the struggles of their neighbors. 

This project would destroy communal gardens, community gathering spaces, and would uproot 
native Californian vegetation.


HEALTH: Most students walk to and from class, and already have to dodge dusty construction 
sites that have popped up around our neighborhoods by real estate corporations that have 
displaced our South Central neighbors. Not to mention, the many construction sites ON 
CAMPUS - the SDA drama building, USC’s new football buildings, the women’s soccer field, 
demolished dormitories, etc.

If this project goes through, students won’t be able to escape the air pollution, whether we are on 
or off campus. 

This project puts resident and students respiratory health at risk. 


STUDENT HOUSING MYTHS: A common misunderstanding about USC is that “There isn’t 
enough student housing”. This statement is false.




In fact, there is a surplus of housing in this community. But we, as students, cannot afford many 
of the units due to price gouging. And the USC alum, turned landlords, that come back to this 
campus - displacing our neighbors to make way for ‘student housing’, rely on students’ 
ignorance. These landlords price gouge, raise rent illegally, and place students in hazardous 
living environments.

The 3822 South Figueroa Project claims that ‘more housing will benefit USC students.’ 
However, displacing students on Flower Drive will not only interrupt their studies, but will put 
low income students at risk of homelessness. Displacing our neighbors, our community 
members, to build “more ‘affordable’ housing” will not fill the already empty apartments around 
USC. This project will not make students safer.


USC students will not be an excuse to push this project forward. 


In our utmost solidarity with the Community and Student Residents of Flower Drive and the 
Flower Drive Tenants Association of the Los Angeles Tenants Union,



USC Student Coalition Against Labor Exploitation




Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Comments on ENV-2024-6372-EIR: 3822 South Figueroa Project
2 messages

NOlympics LA <no@nolympicsla.com> Wed, Apr 23, 2025 at 11:40 AM
To: tamar.gharibian@lacity.org

Dear Tamar Gharibian and the Los Angeles Department of City Planning,

We are writing to express our coalition's opposition to the proposed “3822 South Figueroa Project,” due to its likely
environmental and cultural impacts. The LA Planning department must meaningfully include residents of Flower Drive
and the impacts of displacement on the health and well-being of community members in the scope of its environmental
impact report.

We are concerned about the impact of this development project on the residents of Flower Drive and Figueroa Street who
live outside of the proposed project area. These tenants already lived through the construction of the Hub Coliseum on
the same block as this proposed project. They have also lived through the smaller-scale conversions of individual units on
Flower Drive, under the direction of the same individuals who now lead Red Penguin, the project applicant. In both cases,
tenants’ complaints about construction dust, pollutants, and noise (including construction noise at illegal times of the
morning and evening) were routinely ignored by the respective developers. Red Penguin management have shown they
cannot be trusted to protect tenants’ health and well-being in their construction projects. For the proposed project,
construction dust and pollutants will endanger tenants on the block, especially those with asthma and other health
conditions. Construction noise will disrupt residents’ lives, impinging on their rest and their ability to work or study from
home.

The proposed project will destroy most of the Flower Drive Historic District. The LA Conservancy notes, “The Flower Drive
Historic District consists of two blocks of multi-family dwellings constructed between 1920 and 1927 that are highly
consistent in size, massing, orientation, building type, and architectural style. It was designated as a significant collection
of historic fourplexes from the 1920s and for the cohesive designs of the Period Revival architectural styles.” The project
applicant (then known as “Ventus Group”) already destroyed nearly a quarter of this district (4 buildings out of the original
19 — one half of a whole block) with its development project on 3900 Flower Drive and Figueroa. The project applicant
now seeks to destroy another third of the district (7 buildings). Leaving some of these historically designated buildings in
place is not sufficient protection for this recognized historical resource. The value of historic districts does not derive only
from the architectural style of individual buildings; the value derives from the architectural style and community history of
the district as a whole. The project applicant has already destroyed too much. It cannot be allowed to destroy more.

The 3800 blocks of Flower Drive and S Figueroa are not only home to individual families, some of whom have lived on the
block for many years. They are also home to a thriving community of neighbors, who look out for each other, support each
other, clean and take care of the block together, and celebrate their diverse immigrant traditions and heritages together.
This tight-knit community must also be recognized as a valuable cultural resource. After all, city planners talk about the
value of cultivating this kind of block-level community all the time. To approve a project that uproots most of the block’s
residents would be to destroy this community. As we’re sure you know, uprooting communities creates intergenerational
harm (which psychiatrist Mindy Fullilove has called “root shock”) that negatively impacts not only the people who leave
their homes but also the people they leave behind and the city at large. We strongly recommend you and your colleagues
at LA’s Department of City Planning meet with tenants and attend a Flower Drive block party as part of the project’s EIR
assessment process, so you can see the value of the community the tenants have built for yourselves.

We are also concerned about the means by which Red Penguin is removing current tenants from the block. The
developer has deployed the State of California’s Ellis Act. (We note this fact seems to be missing from the project
application documents.) Yet the proposed project will remove rent-stabilized housing and will not replace it, as required by
the Ellis Act. Affordable units with temporary covenants are not a sufficient replacement. Additionally, the developer is
clearly not going out of the rental business, as is required by the Ellis Act. The developer wants to replace the current
tenants with higher-paying tenants, and has stated as much for years. The point of rent stabilization and just cause
eviction protections are to prevent a landlord from displacing lower-income tenants at will. If this proposed development
project is approved, it will provide a formula for developers across the state to continue employing the Ellis Act as a
loophole to subvert the Rent Stabilization Ordinance. This is an attack on rent control. Given its many rent-stabilized multi-
family buildings, the broader South Central neighborhood is particularly susceptible to this abuse of the Ellis Act,
especially as real estate speculation fueled by the University of Southern California, new stadium and museum
investments in Expo Park, and the upcoming 2028 Olympics continues to heat up. Regardless of whether this is typically
considered in Environmental Impact Reviews, it should be: you cannot fully understand the impact of the proposed project

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g


on its environment without taking into account this displacement and the erosion of rental housing for working-class and
racialized Angelenos.

Sincerely,
NOlympics LA

--

NOlympics LA

#NOlympicsAnywhere

nolympicsla.com / how to report on the olympics / academic syllabus

Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org> Wed, Apr 23, 2025 at 12:02 PM
To: NOlympics LA <no@nolympicsla.com>

Hello, 

Thank you for your email and comment. I have recorded it as a part of the administrative record for the Project.
[Quoted text hidden]
--

Tamar Gharibian (she/her)
Planning Assistant
Los Angeles City Planning

221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1350
Los Angeles, CA 90012
T: (213) 978-1797 | planning.lacity.gov

          

LOS ANGELES 
CITY PLANNING 
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Comment on Proposed Development on 3800 Flower Drive Block
3 messages

Edgar Rivera Colon <eriverac@usc.edu> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 3:39 PM
To: "tamar.gharibian@lacity.org" <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>
Cc: Edgar Rivera Colon <eriverac@usc.edu>

Dear Ms. Gharibian and the Planning Committee:

I am writing this email as a public comment on the University of Southern
California’s proposal to build student housing that will affect the residents of
3800 Flower Drive block. First, I’m making these comments as a public health
scientist who is a Clinical Assistant Professor of Medical Education at USC’s Keck
School of Medicine. I am concerned about the air quality effects on this
historically underserved population that resides at Flower Drive. Given the
amount of particulate matter already in the atmosphere due to the recent
wildfires (and the fires that, in all probability, are in the future) and the high
rates of asthma and other acute as well as chronic respiratory conditions that
low-income communities, like the one at Flower Drive, suffer from, my expert
opinion is that the planning committee make an effort for air quality mitigation
for all the residents or consider the viability of a student housing project that
may lead to increased emergency room visits as well as a possible increase in
respiratory-related mortality rates in the extant resident population.

Secondly, I would advise the committee to consult the growing scientific mental
health literature on the effects of housing displacement on low-income
communities. Social psychiatrist, Mindy Thompson Fullilove, MD, is the leading
national expert on the morbidity and mortality effects on what she describes as
radical urban displacement or “root shock” on low-income communities since
1950s in the United States. As a medical anthropologist and someone who has
reviewed the proposals for USC’s new student housing, I can only conclude that
“root shock”, with all its attending physical and mental health sequalae and
costs, is exactly what the residents of the 3800 Flower Drive are going to be
subject to if these plans are enacted as now conceived.



Finally, I am also an ordained minister who has provided pastoral support during
the struggles that the 3800 Flowe Drive residents have undertaken whilst their
landlord seeks to cajole or push them out of their homes for sake of his profit. I
can attest to the anxiety and fear that these residents have endured during the
periodic crises. No doubt, the USC proposal, as it stands, will only add to their
already formidable life stresses.

All the above indicates to me that the Planning Committee should proceed with
prudential discernment on how they make their decisions about USC’s proposed
new student housing. At minimum, the residents of the 3800 Flower Drive block
need to be full participants in the planning process. Their needs and desires
should be at the center of the Planning Committee’s approach and final decision
about this USC student housing project. I thank the committee in the advance for
their kind consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Edgar Rivera Colon, PhD

Clinical Assistant Professor of Medical Education

Keck School of Medicine

University of Southern California

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Edgar Rivera Colon, PhD
Clinical Assistant Professor (Part-Time)
Narrative Medicine
Department of Medical Education

Edgar Rivera Colon <eriverac@usc.edu> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 4:17 PM
To: Edgar Rivera Colon <eriverac@usc.edu>, "tamar.gharibian@lacity.org" <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>
Cc: Militant Tenderness <kmarxate@gmail.com>

Dear Ms. Gharibian: 

I am forwarding my recent public comment email to certify that I am referring to Case # ENV-2024-6372-EIR, Project
Name 3822 South Figueroa Project. Please amend this to my original email. 
Thank you for kind consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely,

Edgar Rivera Colon 
Get Outlook for iOS

From: Edgar Rivera Colon <eriverac@usc.edu>
Sent: Friday, May 2, 2025 3:39:54 PM
To: tamar.gharibian@lacity.org <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>
Cc: Edgar Rivera Colon <eriverac@usc.edu>
Subject: Comment on Proposed Development on 3800 Flower Drive Block
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org> Mon, May 5, 2025 at 5:38 PM
To: Edgar Rivera Colon <eriverac@usc.edu>
Cc: Militant Tenderness <kmarxate@gmail.com>

Hello, 

Thank you for your email and comment. I have recorded it as a part of the administrative record for the Project.
[Quoted text hidden]
--

Tamar Gharibian (she/her)
Planning Assistant
Los Angeles City Planning

221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1350
Los Angeles, CA 90012
T: (213) 978-1797 | planning.lacity.gov

          

LOS ANGELES 
CITY PLANNING 
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Written Comment for 3822 South Figueroa Project
fredichini3 <fcantarine@gmail.com> Wed, Apr 30, 2025 at 1:02 PM
To: Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org

Dear Tamar Gharibian,

The 3822 South Figueroa Project should not be approved by the city. This project will actively displace 30+ families who
have lived as part of the Flower Drive community for decades. The project proposal says only 4 of the new 209 units will
be allotted for extremely low income families. This is a direct threat to the current tenants. Do the developers of this new
project really care about the current tenants? Do they really want the new structure to be welcoming and built for them?
No, not at all. Not only that, but the city and the developers are using the USC student body as a scapegoat for putting the
project through, saying it is due to a lack of student housing that such a development needs to be built. This is not true. If
anything, a project like this will make it increasingly harder for students to find affordable housing.

This project will also be devastating for the environment and surrounding community. Construction at this scale only takes
from the environment. There is nothing regenerative about such a development. It will increase traffic and safety issues in
the area and cause great disruption of the air quality in the immediate area.

Most importantly, this project directly threatens the livelihood of the current Flower Drive tenants. The 3833 South
Figueroa Gentrification Project should not go through. This project is an act of violence in an already underserved area as
a means to serve corporate construction companies and USC.

As a man of the working class, I find this project devastating to my fellow brothers and sisters who are just trying to get by.
Do not approve of this project! 

Sincerely, 
Frederick Cantarine

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3833+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3833+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g


Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

BLOCK THE 3822 South Figueroa Project!
2 messages

Crystal Guo <crystalcguo@alumni.usc.edu> Wed, Apr 30, 2025 at 3:12 PM
To: Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org

To whom it may concern:

The 3822 South Figueroa Project should not be approved by the city. This project will actively displace 30+ families who
have lived as part of the Flower Drive community for decades. The project proposal says only 4 of the new 209 units will
be allotted for extremely low income families. This is a direct threat to the current tenants. Do the developers of this new
project really care about the current tenants? Do they really want the new structure to be welcoming and built for them?
No, not at all. Not only that, but the city and the developers are using the USC student body as a scapegoat for putting the
project through, saying it is due to a lack of student housing that such a development needs to be built. This is not true. If
anything, a project like this will make it increasingly harder for students to find affordable housing.
 
This project will also be devastating for the environment and surrounding community. Construction at this scale only takes
from the environment. There is nothing regenerative about such a development. It will increase traffic and safety issues in
the area and cause great disruption of the air quality in the immediate area.
 
Most importantly, this project directly threatens the livelihood of the current Flower Drive tenants. The 3833 South
Figueroa Gentrification Project should not go through. This project is an act of violence in an already underserved area as
a means to serve corporate construction companies and USC.

Best,
A concerned USC alum.

Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org> Mon, May 5, 2025 at 4:47 PM
To: Crystal Guo <crystalcguo@alumni.usc.edu>

Hello, 

Thank you for your email and comment. I have recorded it as a part of the administrative record for the Project.

[Quoted text hidden]
--

Tamar Gharibian (she/her)
Planning Assistant
Los Angeles City Planning

221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1350
Los Angeles, CA 90012
T: (213) 978-1797 | planning.lacity.gov

          

LOS ANGELES 
CITY PLANNING 
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

ENV-2024-6372-EIR 3822 South Figueroa Project
2 messages

Rachel Han <rachelhan321@gmail.com> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 4:14 PM
To: tamar.gharibian@lacity.org

Dear Tamar,

My name is Rachel Han, and I am a student at USC, submitting my Public Comment on the 3822 South Figueroa Project
EIR. It is attached to this email.
Thank you.

Sincerely,
Rachel Han

3822 Public Commment.pdf
53K

Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org> Mon, May 5, 2025 at 5:36 PM
To: Rachel Han <rachelhan321@gmail.com>

Hello, 

Thank you for your email and comment. I have recorded it as a part of the administrative record for the Project.
[Quoted text hidden]
--

Tamar Gharibian (she/her)
Planning Assistant
Los Angeles City Planning

221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1350
Los Angeles, CA 90012
T: (213) 978-1797 | planning.lacity.gov

          

LOS ANGELES 
CITY PLANNING 
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May 2, 2025


3822 Project Public Comment


Dear Tamar,


My name is Rachel Han, and I am a student at the University of Southern California. I am 

writing to you, in Public Comment, to express my deep concerns regarding the health and safety 

ramifications that the 3822 South Figueroa Project pose on USC students.


In my four years at USC, I have noticed an aggressive progression of construction on and around 

campus. Many of these projects claim they are upcoming “Student” or “Affordable” Housing 

units. In the wake of what was once community housing, are piles upon piles of dust, debris, and 

construction parts that litter my neighborhood of South Central LA. Such construction vehicles 

block roads, uproot native Californian greenery, and intensify the already horrible traffic around 

USC campus.This project will only exacerbate LA’s intense Air Pollution problem, that has still 

yet to recover from the fires that ravaged our city in January. 


The 3822 South Figueroa Project also seeks to displace 30 families on Flower Drive, many of 

them low-income, immigrant, elderly, disabled, and multigenerational. Many of these families 

have lived on Flower Drive for decades, some up to 50+ years. How does the city plan to take 

care of an entire block of displaced families, who are now susceptible to homelessness? 


It doesn’t. Instead, it claims that the 4 Units (2%) for “Extremely Low Income Households” and 

22 Units (14%) for “Very Low Income Households” will house the  (LA City Planning Website). 


The residents of the Flower Drive Historic District have welcomed USC students to study, learn 

and fight for our own tenant rights against USC alum landlords that abuse our ignorance as first 

time renters. Many students at USC are unable to even afford the additional housing that 3822 

proposes, many of us coming from immigrant and low-income households. Displacing USC 

students on Flower Drive will put students at risk of homelessness.




As a USC student, I reject the false claim that 3822 will benefit students or community members. 

Rather, I know it will pollute my neighborhood, displace my neighbors - causing health 

complications and lasting mental/emotional trauma, and will put student safety at risk.


Sincerely,


Rachel Han



Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Written Comment: Stop the 3822 South Figueroa Project NOW
Chen Jing <chenxjing86@gmail.com> Wed, Apr 30, 2025 at 3:13 PM
To: Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org

Dear Tamar Gharibian,

The 3822 South Figueroa Project should not be approved by the city. This project will actively displace 30+ families who
have lived as part of the Flower Drive community for decades. The project proposal says only 4 of the new 209 units will
be allotted for extremely low income families. This is a direct threat to the current tenants. Do the developers of this new
project really care about the current tenants? Do they really want the new structure to be welcoming and built for them?
No, not at all. Not only that, but the city and the developers are using the USC student body as a scapegoat for putting the
project through, saying it is due to a lack of student housing that such a development needs to be built. This is not true. If
anything, a project like this will make it increasingly harder for students to find affordable housing.

This project will also be devastating for the environment and surrounding community. Construction at this scale only takes
from the environment. There is nothing regenerative about such a development. It will increase traffic and safety issues in
the area and cause great disruption of the air quality in the immediate area.

Most importantly, this project directly threatens the livelihood of the current Flower Drive tenants. The 3833 South
Figueroa Gentrification Project should not go through. This project is an act of violence in an already underserved area
as a means to serve corporate construction companies and USC.

Sincerely, Jing Chen

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3833+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3833+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
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Background/General 
 
​ My name is Nikita Kholay, and I am a senior at USC at the Sol Price School of Public 
Policy as an urban planning and studies major. Prior to becoming an urban planning student, I 
was also at the School of Architecture. I have been lucky enough to become friends with the 
Flower Drive residents who this proposed project will displace. The initial study suffers from 
one major oversight, as much of the EIR findings are built on the assumption that the Flower Dr 
residents want to leave their apartments, and that the developer is operating in good faith. Both 
of these assumptions are incorrect. Additionally, the preliminary study did not check many 
factors that are applicable to this project, including Population/Housing, Aesthetics, & Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials, all of which will experience potentially significant impacts.  
 
Architectural significance 
​ The buildings that are marked for demolition were constructed in the 1920s in a mix of 
Mediterranean Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival style. Although the EIR is mandated to 
find less than significant impact on aesthetics in transportation priority areas per SB 743, 
ignoring the significant impact the demolition of these historic buildings will have on the area's 
historic designation because of their architectural style presents a concern for city planning to 
give more attention too. A previous project by the same developer on the same area of Flower 
Drive saw the LA Conservancy file a lawsuit against the city for not including the aesthetics 
consideration given the historical significance of these buildings and the proposed demolition’s 
impact on the area’s historical preservation. Thus, the aesthetics of the buildings are not in line 
with the findings presented in the preliminary EIR. The Initial Study overlooks invaluable 
aesthetic considerations and diminishes significant impacts, fundamentally excluding Flower 
Drive residents as subjects whose perspectives on aesthetics should be considered front and 
center in the report, as it is they who stand to be most directly and significantly impacted, and are 
the ones taking care of the buildings because the city and landlord refuse to.While 
acknowledging the historic buildings of Exposition Park nearby, the study ignores that the vast 
majority of the Flower Drive Historic District itself would be destroyed by the proposed project. 
The study describes a scenic vista as “a view of a valued visual resource” including “unique 
urban or historic features,” yet neglects to include the registered Historic District of the subject 
property. 
 
Health/Noise Pollution 

The Initial Study underestimates potentially significant impacts of Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials resulting from the demolition and construction process, and we urge City 
Planning to include further investigation in the preparation of a draft EIR. Residents are already 
reporting significant health impacts from nearby construction and recent construction, and there 
is no amount of mitigation that can sufficiently limit the harmful effects of living 10 feet away 
from a demolition and construction site containing hazardous materials. The Initial Study finds 



that hazardous materials could be released into the environment during demolition or 
construction and acknowledges that asbestos containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint 
(LBP) may be present in the existing buildings slated for demolition, but downplays the danger 
of demolition or construction and recommends no further analysis. Furthermore, considering the 
average income on flower drive, any health hazards that are released into the environment due to 
the demolition of these buildings will be extremely burdensome for the residents considering 
many cannot afford the time or money required for healthcare costs and services that will be 
incurred. The Flower Drive tenants and their neighbors from nearby blocks already lived through 
the construction of the Hub Coliseum on the same block as this proposed project — their 
complaints about construction dust and pollutants were routinely ignored by the developer and 
the city. The Flower Drive tenants and their neighbors from nearby blocks reported serious 
impacts from the construction noise associated with the Hub Coliseum demolition and 
construction, and the construction of phase one of The Fig project on the 3900 block of Flower 
Drive. Residents’ ongoing complaints about construction noise have been routinely ignored by 
the developer and insufficiently addressed by city oversight. City Planning must honestly 
consider in the EIR whether city departments, especially amidst a billion-dollar budget deficit 
and cuts to city staff, can follow through on their obligations for oversight and enforcement in 
upholding crucial protections. After project completion, anticipated increases in traffic, 
commercial activity, and population size would permanently raise noise levels and cause 
long-term significant impacts. 

 
​  
Housing 
​  
​ Despite what was said in the hearing, housing considerations is a subject matter included 
in the CEQA guidelines. The preliminary EIR presented did not even check off this category, 
which is a massive oversight. I concur with the findings of the Initial Study that the proposed 
project would have cumulatively considerable potentially significant impacts. In addition to the 
factors listed, the effects of past projects, current projects, and probable future projects 
necessitates the consideration of potentially significant impacts. The subject property has been 
historically impacted by racial covenants and the demolition of the east side of Flower Drive for 
the construction of the Harbor Freeway. Currently, the construction on the 3900 block of Flower 
Drive and other nearby projects are significantly impacting the affordability and availability of 
housing for poor residents of the community. The harassment and displacement tied to that 
project and the Campus Edge project are already having a significant impact on residents and the 
neighborhood. Probable future projects will continue the significant and harmful impacts, 
pushing poor families out of the neighborhood and into greater precarity, substandard and 
overcrowded housing, and even homelessness. Seen in the incremental and cumulative effects 
over time, it is undeniable that this project would have significant negative impacts on 
Population and Housing. Therefore, I urge the EIR to address and investigate Population and 



Housing as an area of potentially significant impact to study as part of immediate and broader 
cumulatively considerable impacts. Campus-led gentrification in the United States is a 
well-documented phenomenon. University campuses are key players in urban revitalization 
processes as they transform nearby urban areas through the process of “studentification.” 
Researchers explain studentification as the social, cultural, physical, and economic 
transformation of an established neighborhood carried out by the influx of students enrolled in 
nearby institutions. Housing markets are deeply impacted by this process as students compete 
with long-time settled residents to gain access to housing within walking distance from the 
campus. This trend is evident in the prevalent rebranding of rental housing to attract students in 
areas next to campus., despite there being no demand for more shittily constructed high rise 
student housing. City Planning should also consider that there is an abundance of student 
housing in the area- companies are still advertising for vacant units, like my landlored 
 
Housing Element of the LA City General Plan 2021-29: The following goals are the guiding 
principles of LA City Planning’s own contribution to the Housing Element of the city’s general 
plan currently in effect: 
A City where housing production results in an ample supply of housing to create more equitable 
and affordable options that meet existing and projected needs 
A City that preserves and enhances the quality of housing and provides greater housing stability 
for households of all income levels. 
A City in which housing creates healthy, livable, sustainable, and resilient communities that 
improve the lives of all Angelenos. 
A City that fosters racially and socially inclusive neighborhoods and corrects the harms of 
historic racial, ethnic, and social discrimination of the past and present. 
A City that is committed to preventing and ending homelessness. 
While the proposed plan would seem to result in an increased supply of housing, it would fly in 
the face of every single other goal and cause significant impacts that run counter to the primary 
goals guiding city planning decisions.  
The proposed project would destroy rather than preserve existing affordable housing, diminish 
housing stability and push hosehoulds into more expensive, more crowded, and lower quality 
housing.The proposed project would destroy a resilient community that is actively working 
towards keeping their neighborhood healthy, livable, and sustainable. 
Rather than correcting significant harms of historic racial, ethnic, and social discrimination, the 
proposed project would greatly exacerbate these harms, destroy social bonds, and lead to a more 
racially divided neighborhood and city.The proposed project has already pushed residents into 
homelessness, and the banishment of poor and struggling households from rent controlled 
housing would further exacerbate a crisis of homelessness in the neighborhood and city.  
Considered in total, the proposed project’s significant and harmful impacts far outweigh any 
increase in the housing supply. “Campus Edge” is a speculative development master-planned by 
a private investment group, and their goals are not in line with the stated goals and mechanisms 



identified in the Plan to House LA. City Planning should refer to their own guiding document in 
the preparation of the EIR and work closely with community members and experts in fields of 
health, sociology, and urban planning to consider the significant impacts of the proposed project 
and consider creative alternatives that meet the goals established in the Housing Element. 
 
​  
Culture 
 
​ The proposed project would destroy the majority of the Flower Drive Historic District, 
and thus undermine its cohesion and integrity which are core components of its historic 
character. The LA Conservancy notes, “The Flower Drive Historic District consists of two 
blocks of multi-family dwellings constructed between 1920 and 1927 that are highly consistent 
in size, massing, orientation, building type, and architectural style. It was designated as a 
significant collection of historic fourplexes from the 1920s and for the cohesive designs of the 
Period Revival architectural styles.” The integrity of the district is a key factor in its historical 
significance, and the permanent destruction of a majority of buildings would represent a 
significant impact no amount of mitigation could address. Flower drive is also a cultural place of 
study: Dozens of USC students from a range of undergraduate, graduate and postdoctoral 
programs in journalism, architecture, urban planning, theater, Latin American studies and 
political science have visited, studied, and written about the unique cultural formations on 
Flower Drive. The 3822 South Figueroa Project would also displace low income USC students 
and graduates who reside on the block, along with long standing residents. USC students have 
stated their clear opposition to this project, which undermines the work done to build community 
ties by pitting students against families and neighborhood residents. Flower Drive ALSO carries 
a history of racial covenants preventing non-white home ownership on the block. These 
covenants, which are shockingly still on the books to this day, are reproduced in the logic of 
Developer Red Penguin (AKA the Ventus Group)’s mass displacement of two entire blocks of 
working class Black and Latino families, elders, children with disabilities and LGBTQ+ persons. 
 



Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

BLOCK THE 3822 South Figueroa Project!
LJ Mehri <lj@co-creator.co> Wed, Apr 30, 2025 at 12:14 PM
To: Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org

Dear Tamar Gharibian, 

The 3822 South Figueroa Project should not be approved by the city. This project will 
actively displace 30+ families who have lived as part of the Flower Drive community for 
decades. The project proposal says only 4 of the new 209 units will be allotted for 
extremely low income families. This is a direct threat to the current tenants. Do the 
developers of this new project really care about the current tenants? Do they really want 
the new structure to be welcoming and built for them? No, not at all. Not only that, but 
the city and the developers are using the USC student body as a scapegoat for putting 
the project through, saying it is due to a lack of student housing that such a 
development needs to be built. This is not true. If anything, a project like this will make it 
increasingly harder for students to find affordable housing. 

This project will also be devastating for the environment and surrounding community. 
Construction at this scale only takes from the environment. There is nothing 
regenerative about such a development. It will increase traffic and safety issues in the 
area and cause great disruption of the air quality in the immediate area. 

Most importantly, this project directly threatens the livelihood of the current Flower Drive 
tenants. The 3833 South Figueroa Gentrification Project should not go through. This 
project is an act of violence in an already underserved area as a means to serve 
corporate construction companies and USC. 

LJ Mehri 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3833+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g


Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Written Comment for 3822 South Figueroa Project
LJ <ljbmehri@gmail.com> Wed, Apr 30, 2025 at 11:56 AM
To: Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org

The 3822 South Figueroa Project should not be approved by the city. This project will actively
displace 30+ families who have lived as part of the Flower Drive community for decades. The
project proposal says only 4 of the new 209 units will be allotted for extremely low income
families. This is a direct threat to the current tenants. Do the developers of this new project really
care about the current tenants? Do they really want the new structure to be welcoming and built
for them? No, not at all. Not only that, but the city and the developers are using the USC student
body as a scapegoat for putting the project through, saying it is due to a lack of student housing
that such a development needs to be built. This is not true. If anything, a project like this will
make it increasingly harder for students to find affordable housing.

This project will also be devastating for the environment and surrounding community.
Construction at this scale only takes from the environment. There is nothing regenerative about
such a development. It will increase traffic and safety issues in the area and cause great
disruption of the air quality in the immediate area.

Most importantly, this project directly threatens the livelihood of the current Flower Drive
tenants. The 3833 South Figueroa Gentrification Project should not go through. This project is
an act of violence in an already underserved area as a means to serve corporate construction
companies and USC.

- LJ Mehri
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

3822 S Figueroa Project Comments (ENV-2024-6372-EIR)
Wendy Miranda <wendym@esperanzacommunityhousing.org> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 3:22 PM
To: tamar.gharibian@lacity.org
Cc: Nancy Halpern Ibrahim <nancy@esperanzacommunityhousing.org>

Good Afternoon, 

My name is Wendy Miranda, I am a Policy Associate at Esperanza Community Housing, located in CD 9/Historic South
Central and less than a mile away from USC. I am writing to you as a concerned community member regarding case
number (ENV-2024-6372-EIR) concerning the proposed 3822 South Figueroa Project. 

I am in support of the EIR process and majority of the findings in the Initial Study. I ask that the City Planning Department
to commit to completing the following: 

1. Commit to meaningfully include residents of Flower Drive in the preparation of the EIR 
The proposed project is set to demolish 51 existing dwelling units, many of which are RSO units. This demolition
would result in the displacement of the families who currently reside in this location, in an area that is already
experiencing rapid displacement and gentrification and is the epicenter of LA’s housing crisis. Therefore, it is
imperative that the Department of City Planning does deep community engagement with residents who already
live on Flower Drive. The Department of City Planning should also commit to inclusive and equitable community
participation at every step of the process, including site visits and in-person public hearings with simultaneous
interpretation available for residents. 

2. Expand the scope and contents of the Draft EIR to include the additional topics of potentially significant 
impact

The current topic areas that will be addressed are not enough. The draft EIR should expand their scope to
include additional topics such as Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The Initial Study acknowledges that
asbestos containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP) may be present in the existing buildings slate
for demotion and these hazardous materials to be released during the proposed demolition of these structures.
However, the Initial Study downplays the danger of these hazardous materials and recommends no further
analysis. This poses a public health risk – residents are already reporting significant health impacts from nearby
construction and recent construction, and there is no amount of mitigation that can sufficiently limit the harmful
effects of living 10 feet away from a demolition and construction site containing hazardous materials.  I urge City
Planning to include further investigation of Hazards and Hazardous Materials in the preparation of a draft EIR and
to also include additional topics such as Population and Housing and Utilities and Service Systems. 

3. Consider significant impacts of topics already identified for further analysis 
While certain topics will already be further analyzed in the EIR, the Department of City Planning’s investigation
should center the impact to potentially displaced residents and residents who will have a massive demolition and
construction project as little as 10 feet away from their bedroom windows. In terms of Air Quality, for example, it is
certain that the demolition and construction will produce air quality hazards that will affect the health of all Flower
Drive residents and nearby areas, especially residents with existing health conditions such as asthma, respiratory
issues, and other underlying conditions. Exhaust, pollutants from construction, and dust are certain to result from
the proposed project and there is concern that this will result in further adverse health impacts. Furthermore,
given that the Initial Study acknowledges that asbestos and lead may be present in existing buildings, residents
are concerned about the health impacts from lead, asbestos, and other hazardous materials that would become
airborne with the demolition and endanger all neighboring tenants. The Flower Drive tenants and their neighbors
from nearby blocks have already lived through the construction of the Hub Coliseum on the same block as this
proposed project where their complaints about construction dust and other pollutants were routinely ignored by
the developer and the city — these same concerns should not be ignored again.

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g


4. Utilize an expanded framework for assessing the potential significant impacts of of the proposed project
While the proposed plan would seem to result in an increased supply of housing, it would fly in the face of every
single other goal and cause significant impacts that run counter to the primary goals guiding city planning
decisions. The proposed project would destroy rather than preserve existing affordable housing, resulting in a
diminishing housing stability and pushing households into more expensive, more crowded, and lower quality
housing. The proposed project has already pushed residents into homelessness, and the banishment of poor and
struggling households from rent controlled housing would further exacerbate a crisis of homelessness and
housing in the neighborhood and city. The Department of City Planning should refer to their own guiding
documents in the preparation of the EIR and work closely with community members and experts in fields of
health, sociology, and urban planning to consider the significant impacts of the proposed project and consider
creative alternatives that meet the goals established in the Housing Element.

Lastly, City Planning must expand its definition of health impacts to include Mental Health and “root shock” effects
to public health caused by mass displacement faced by residents of Flower Drive. City Planning has a moral
obligation to include these significant impacts in the scope of their report. Especially in light of the devastating
Eaton and Palisades fires, consideration of dislocation and displacement as health factors is a crucial framework
for assessment.

To summarize, I support the EIR and ask the Department of City Planning to meaningfully include existing residents of
Flower Drive in this process, expand the scope of the draft EIR, consider other significant impacts, and expand the current
framework for assessing significant impacts. It is especially important to listen to impacted residents and that they are left
out of this process or that their concerns are overlooked. 

Thank you for your time, 

Wendy Miranda

Best, 

Wendy Miranda (she/her)
Policy Associate 
Esperanza Community Housing
3655 S Grand Ave #280
Los Angeles, CA 90007
www.esperanzacommunityhousing.org

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3655+S+Grand+Ave+%23280+Los+Angeles,+CA+90007?entry=gmail&source=g
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

ENV-2024-6372-EIR --- 3822 South Figueroa Project
Faiza M <faiza.moatasim@gmail.com> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 4:25 PM
To: tamar.gharibian@lacity.org

ENV-2024-6372-EIR
3822 South Figueroa Project
 
May 2 2025
 
 
Dear Tamar Gharibian and the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning,
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed “3822 South Figueroa Project,” because it will
significantly impact, in fact, destroy the existing community.
 
Everything I know (as a researcher and professor of urbanism invested in housing issues of low-income
communities) confirms that urban renewal and revitalization developments like the “3822 South Figueroa
Project” will displace, destroy, and gentrify the existing Flower Drive and Figueroa Street neighborhood
and its community. This is not a personal fear, but a most certain outcome should the 3822 South Figueroa
Project be approved.
 
Community resettlement is community displacement. Research tells us that everytime a new project forces
existing houses to be demolished, it destroys the existing resident community. The initial study for 3822
South Figueroa Project assigned a “Less than Significant Impact” to the question “Displace substantial
numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?”
The report justifies this assessment in the following section:

…the displacement of 51 existing units would result in the displacement of approximately 171
existing residents. However, as discussed above, the Project would provide 158 net new units,
(including 42 affordable units) providing housing opportunities for approximately 529 residents,
greater than the number of residents that would be displaced…

 
According to the authors of this report, because there will be more new housing units built (158) than
demolished (51), the project will not have a potentially significant impact on Population and Housing. I
contest this assessment based on how it treats multigenerational low-income households who live in this
vibrant and tight-knit community as interchangeable numbers. 51 houses lost, 158 gained!!! People’s homes
are not abstract numbers; people share an emotional bond with their homes and neighborhoods. This
connection makes communities sustainable and resilient. Even if there is a false promise of housing
replacement, the same community rarely ever returns after being forced out of their homes. I want to
emphasize that demolishing established homes only to generate more revenue for private entities poses an
unnecessary and severe environmental and human impact and harm that a city like Los Angeles must
avoid.  
 
Because of the 3822 South Figueroa Project and other similar urban renewal gentrification projects, the
Flower Drive Tenant Association has emerged as a cohesive and empowered community that needs to be
celebrated rather than demolished or displaced. The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning needs
to ask if it wants to support a project that will 100% destroy this existing community and allow uneven
development to continue to shape our city. Or would the City Planning be willing to explore alternative
models of development with the local community as partners, like cooperative housing and community land
trusts, as alternatives to the developer-led displacement and gentrification models? I would urge the
planning department to explore these other equitable planning models and emerge as a leader in making
truly liveable, resilient, and sustainable communities.
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Sincerely
 
Faiza Moatasim, PhD
Associate Professor of Architecture
University of Southern California



Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Families at risk
Aya Obeid <ayaobeid07@gmail.com> Wed, Apr 30, 2025 at 12:07 PM
To: "tamar.gharibian@lacity.org" <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Hello,

The 3822 South Figueroa Project should not be approved by the city. This project will actively displace 30+ families who 
have lived as part of the Flower Drive community for decades. The project proposal says only 4 of the new 209 units will 
be allotted for extremely low income families. This is a direct threat to the current tenants. Do the developers of this new 
project really care about the current tenants? Do they really want the new structure to be welcoming and built for them? 
No, not at all. Not only that, but the city and the developers are using the USC student body as a scapegoat for putting the 
project through, saying it is due to a lack of student housing that such a development needs to be built. This is not true. If 
anything, a project like this will make it increasingly harder for students to find affordable housing. 

This project will also be devastating for the environment and surrounding community. Construction at this scale only takes 
from the environment. There is nothing regenerative about such a development. It will increase traffic and safety issues in 
the area and cause great disruption of the air quality in the immediate area. 

Most importantly, this project directly threatens the livelihood of the current Flower Drive tenants. The 3833 South 
Figueroa Gentrification Project should not go through. This project is an act of violence in an already underserved area 
as a means to serve corporate construction companies and USC. 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
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Tamar Gharibian 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
221 North Figueroa Street, Room 1350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

April 21 , 2025 

Dear Ms. Gharibian: 

The purpose of this letter is to express my concern about the 

3822 South Figueroa Project. 

Specifically, I'd like to know, "How can the City of Los Angeles justify destroying an historic 

district within the City of Los Angeles?" 

Please call me regarding this question and the notice for the Virtual Public Scope Meeting. 

My cellphone number is (323) 220-2996. 

Thank you in advance. 

Sincerely, 

Carl Populus 
3813 S. Flower Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90037 
(323) 220-2997 



Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Comments on project ENV-2024-6372-EIR for 3822 South Figueroa
Robertson, Cerianne <cerianne.robertson@asc.upenn.edu> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 6:14 AM
To: "tamar.gharibian@lacity.org" <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Dear Tamar,

I'm Cerianne Robertson, a recent PhD graduate of the University of Southern California and now a member
of faculty at the University of Pennsylvania. I research urban development and displacement in Los Angeles
and I’ve had the privilege of getting to know the tenants who live on Flower Drive these last several years.
I’m writing now in regards to proposed project ENV-2024-6372-EIR for 3822 South Figueroa Street.

I appreciate that the initial Study highlights many important topics that will be explored further in the EIR
process. I want to highlight a few areas of particular concern. 

Land Use and Planning: the proposed project would indeed "physically divide an established community."
Multiple families will be displaced, uprooted from the thriving community they have built with their
neighbors, in the broader context of rising unaffordability in the neighborhood that is pushing out long-
time, working-class, majority Black and Latino tenants. To see just how beautiful and strong the established
community on Flower Drive is, I recommend that you and your colleagues from LA City Planning coordinate
with the tenant association to set up an in-person visit.

Air Quality and Noise: The project applicants, Red Penguin, have already done renovation work on the 3800
block of Flower Drive, as well as a larger construction project on the 3900 block of Flower Drive. From the
prior renovation projects, tenants have unfortunately experienced significant negative health impacts both
from the construction dust and from noise outside of allowable construction hours. It seems that Red
Penguin and their contractors do NOT have a record of taking the necessary precautions to protect the
health of nearby residents in their construction works. I am greatly concerned that the construction of the
proposed project would impact negatively on the remaining Flower Drive tenants, many of whom are
seniors, families with young children, and individuals with asthma and other health conditions. The negative
health impacts caused by bad air quality and noise would compound with the negative mental and
psychological health impacts caused by displacement and the destruction of community ties. 

Given the displacement this proposed project requires, and given it contributes to a broader neighborhood
population shift in which low-income tenants are being replaced by USC students, I also strongly suggest the
topic of "Housing and Population" be examined in the EIR as an area of significant impact. 

In general, the tenants on the 3800 block of Flower Drive and Figueroa would be most negatively impacted
by this proposed project. The EIR process must center and take seriously these tenants' concerns and
perspectives. Please consider maximizing the opportunities for in-person, simultaneously translated
hearings and meetings where the tenants can participate meaningfully in shaping the trajectory of their
home and community. 

Thank you,
Cerianne Robertson

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g




Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

BLOCK THE 3822 South Figueroa Project!
2 messages

Stacey Shen <staceshen@gmail.com> Wed, Apr 30, 2025 at 12:54 PM
To: Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org

Dear Tamar Gharibian, 

The 3822 South Figueroa Project should not be approved by the city. This project will actively displace 30+ families who 
have lived as part of the Flower Drive community for decades. The project proposal says only 4 of the new 209 units will 
be allotted for extremely low income families. This is a direct threat to the current tenants. Do the developers of this new 
project really care about the current tenants? Do they really want the new structure to be welcoming and built for them? 
No, not at all. Not only that, but the city and the developers are using the USC student body as a scapegoat for putting the 
project through, saying it is due to a lack of student housing that such a development needs to be built. This is not true. If 
anything, a project like this will make it increasingly harder for students to find affordable housing. 

This project will also be devastating for the environment and surrounding community. Construction at this scale only takes 
from the environment. There is nothing regenerative about such a development. It will increase traffic and safety issues in 
the area and cause great disruption of the air quality in the immediate area. 

Most importantly, this project directly threatens the livelihood of the current Flower Drive tenants. The 3833 South 
Figueroa Gentrification Project should not go through. This project is an act of violence in an already underserved area 
as a means to serve corporate construction companies and USC. 

Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org> Mon, May 5, 2025 at 4:51 PM
To: Stacey Shen <staceshen@gmail.com>

Hello, 

Thank you for your email and comment. I have recorded it as a part of the administrative record for the Project.

[Quoted text hidden]
--

Tamar Gharibian (she/her)
Planning Assistant
Los Angeles City Planning

221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1350
Los Angeles, CA 90012
T: (213) 978-1797 | planning.lacity.gov

          

LOS ANGELES 
CITY PLANNING 
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

3822 Figueroa project
Josh Shaw <juliocesar2325@gmail.com> Wed, Apr 30, 2025 at 12:13 PM
To: "tamar.gharibian@lacity.org" <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Hello I am writing as a voter in LA City and a former USC student to ask that the Council please reject the development
proposed at 3822 S Figueroa near USC. 

The 3822 South Figueroa Project should not be approved by the city. This project will actively displace 30+ families who 
have lived as part of the Flower Drive community for decades. The project proposal says only 4 of the new 209 units will 
be allotted for extremely low income families. This is a direct threat to the current tenants. Do the developers of this new 
project really care about the current tenants? Do they really want the new structure to be welcoming and built for them? 
No, not at all. Not only that, but the city and the developers are using the USC student body as a scapegoat for putting the 
project through, saying it is due to a lack of student housing that such a development needs to be built. This is not true. If 
anything, a project like this will make it increasingly harder for students to find affordable housing. 

This project will also be devastating for the environment and surrounding community. Construction at this scale only takes 
from the environment. There is nothing regenerative about such a development. It will increase traffic and safety issues in 
the area and cause great disruption of the air quality in the immediate area. 

Most importantly, this project directly threatens the livelihood of the current Flower Drive tenants. The 3833 South 
Figueroa Gentrification Project should not go through. This project is an act of violence in an already underserved area 
as a means to serve corporate construction companies and grow USC’s endowment which functions as an untaxed 
hedge fund for the university and its wealthy donors and trustees. This development would only harm students and the 
local community that USC supposedly wants to protect and serve 
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

3822 S Fig Project EIR written comment
Jasmin Tobar <jaytobar@gmail.com> Fri, May 2, 2025 at 4:14 PM
To: tamar.gharibian@lacity.org

To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Dr. Jasmin Tobar, a longtime South Central community member, professor, and social worker with over a
decade of experience advocating for the health and well-being of immigrant, low-income, and historically marginalized
families in Los Angeles. I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed “Campus Edge” project at 3822 South Figueroa, and
to express deep concern over the significant and cumulative environmental and social harms this project will cause—
harms that are already being experienced by residents on Flower Drive.

As someone who lives directly across the street from the proposed site, I have already experienced the devastating
effects of unchecked construction projects in our neighborhood. These projects—such as The Fig and the Hub Coliseum
—have drastically disrupted our daily lives, degraded our health, and exposed us to a host of environmental and
psychological hazards. The air is often filled with dust, chemicals, and pollutants, worsening respiratory conditions for
residents, including elders and children with asthma. My own respiratory health has suffered. These are not theoretical
risks—these are our lived realities.

The EIR must address these significant impacts to public health, including both respiratory and mental health
outcomes, and incorporate a framework that recognizes the trauma caused by displacement, construction, and
environmental degradation. As a mental health professional, I urge you to consider “root shock”—the severe emotional
and psychological distress caused by forced displacement—as a measurable health outcome within the scope of the EIR.

Further, this project continues a pattern of mass displacement and cultural erasure in South Central Los Angeles. The
destruction of Flower Drive’s historic homes and vibrant community is not just a loss of housing—it is a loss of cultural
heritage, social cohesion, and safety. The community here is a unique cultural enclave, home to immigrant families,
elders, LGBTQ+ residents, and students. Many of us have deep ties to this block and have already witnessed neighbors
being harassed, bought out, or evicted due to previous developments. The trauma of displacement ripples through our
families, our children, and our mental health.

Additionally, I am alarmed by the downplaying of the hazards and hazardous materials that will be released during
demolition. The City Planning Department must not ignore the potential for lead, asbestos, and other toxins to become
airborne, especially in a neighborhood already burdened with pollution from the 110 freeway, Expo Park events, and
decades of environmental neglect. This is an issue of environmental racism and cumulative harm.

I urge City Planning to:

Expand the EIR to include Population and Housing, Utilities and Service Systems, and Hazards and Hazardous
Materials as areas of potentially significant impact;

Conduct a Social Impact Assessment (SIA) that includes displacement trauma and root shock;

Ensure meaningful and equitable participation from Flower Drive residents at every stage of the process;

Fully investigate the air quality and respiratory health risks posed by this project, especially in light of recent
complaints and health conditions in the area;

Center the lived experiences of tenants who are just 10 feet away from this proposed demolition zone.

This project is not development—it is destruction. It will irreparably harm the health, stability, and cultural integrity of
Flower Drive. I strongly oppose the 3822 South Figueroa Project and ask that you reject its approval based on the
significant negative impacts to health, housing, and environment that this EIR must address.

Sincerely,
Dr. Jasmin Tobar
Resident, South Central Los Angeles

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

ENV-2024-6372-EIR/3822 South Figueroa Project
Vestal, Marques <mvestal@luskin.ucla.edu> Thu, May 1, 2025 at 4:56 PM
To: "tamar.gharibian@lacity.org" <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Dear Tamar Gharibian and the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning,

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed "3822 South Figueroa Project," due to its
potentially significant impact on aesthetics and population and housing. 

I am a native Angeleno and my ancestors trace their origins in the city to at least 1890. I have also had the
distinct privilege of attending and participating in community events hosted by the current residents of
Flower Drive over the last several years. Professionally, I currently serve as Assistant Professor of Critical
Black Urbanism and Urban Planning at the Luskin School of Public Affairs, UCLA. I offer the following public
comment as both a community member and urban historian of Los Angeles.  

Aesthetics

Aesthetic impacts should be evaluated in the forthcoming EIR as a potentially significant impact for the
Project, as requested by the Flower Drive Tenants Association. As the "Initial Study" states, Senate Bill (SB)
743 qualifies this project for special exemptions whereby aesthetic impacts of the Project shall not be
considered significant impacts on the environment and thus do not require evaluation under CEQA. I am
asking the Planning Department to respect the spirit of the SB 743 exemption and not apply it to this
project. As we know, our current housing affordability crisis is, in part, a consequence of wealthy, low
density communities using the EIR process to forward objections to new development of all types due to
potentially significant aesthetic impacts, such as loss of scenic views and blocked sunlight. These
communities have had great success using this strategy, necessitating the passage of SB 743 to bypass it and
provide a means to provide increase density in high opportunity neighborhoods. The downstream benefits
are numerous, among them, providing a means to combats over a century of racial and class segregation
that stains the legacy of our city.   

The proposed project site of Flower Drive is not one of those neighborhoods who have benefited from that
use of obstruction to protect low density, high-value land uses. Flower Drive is already zoned for dense,
multifamily development, has experienced numerous development projects in the area recently, and
straddles a major freeway (Harbor Freeway) that previously subjected the neighborhood to massive
redevelopment historically. The spirit of SB 743 is to provide housing supply in high opportunity areas for
the low-income tenants such as those who now live on Flower Drive, such as young adults looking to
establish their first independent residence in a neighborhood with good jobs. The residents of Flower Drive,
and other low-income tenants like them, have not had their aesthetic needs and concerns addressed in
considerations of new developments in the city. To then use SB 743 to sidestep an EIR investigation of their
concerns, neglected historically, is to then continue the very harms that SB 743 is meant to address. It is the
duty of the Planning Department to not only apply the letter of the law but, too, its spirit and higher order
objectives not readily citable in terse public resource code. 

  Population and Housing

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g


The "Initial Study" claims "Less Than Significant Impact" as to whether the Project would "Displace
substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere," and thus claims that "no mitigation measures would be required" and "No further evaluation of
this topic in an EIR is required. 

This is profoundly misguided. The current tenants of Flower Drive would be considered, likely, "extreme
low-income" (ELI) households and by the "Initial Study" estimate, the project would displace some 171
existing residents. Yet, the "Initial Study" admits that it will only provide a paltry four units of ELI housing.
The "Initial Study" also states that existing relocation benefits and Right to Return rights enumerated in
Government Code Section 7260 et seq., provide existing residents means to safely relocate or return to the
neighborhood after the Project is complete. 

Given the current housing affordability and homelessness crisis in Los Angeles, this Project's demolition of
rent stabilized units will potentially cause significant impacts to population and housing that may
necessitate the construction of housing elsewhere. 1) Effectively utilizing RSO relocation benefits and Right
to Return procedures is known to be incredibly difficult to achieve. The feasibility of their effective use
ought to be studied and mitigation measures set in place. 2) The sudden displacement of 171 residents at a
time of historically high rents and home prices will potentially add to the city's or region's homeless
population, necessitating the expansion of services, especially is displaced residents remain in the
neighborhood. Even a marginal increase in homelessness at a time of crisis is unacceptable and potential
impact of additional people living on the street in the neighborhood, from sanitation to fire safety, ought to
be investigated in the EIR.       

Sincerely, 

Mark Vestal 
Assistant Professor
Urban Planning, UCLA       



Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Written Comment for 3822 South Figueroa Project or BLOCK THE 3822 South
Figueroa Project!
Alberta Wright <alberta.e.wright@gmail.com> Thu, May 1, 2025 at 6:01 PM
To: "tamar.gharibian@lacity.org" <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

Dear Tamar Gharibian, 

The 3822 South Figueroa Project should not be approved by the city. This project will actively displace 30+ families who 
have lived as part of the Flower Drive community for decades. The project proposal says only 4 of the new 209 units will 
be allotted for extremely low income families. This is a direct threat to the current tenants. Do the developers of this new 
project really care about the current tenants? Do they really want the new structure to be welcoming and built for them? 
No, not at all. Not only that, but the city and the developers are using the USC student body as a scapegoat for putting the 
project through, saying it is due to a lack of student housing that such a development needs to be built. This is not true. If 
anything, a project like this will make it increasingly harder for students to find affordable housing. 

This project will also be devastating for the environment and surrounding community. Construction at this scale only takes 
from the environment. There is nothing regenerative about such a development. It will increase traffic and safety issues in 
the area and cause great disruption of the air quality in the immediate area. 

Most importantly, this project directly threatens the livelihood of the current Flower Drive tenants. The 3833 South 
Figueroa Gentrification Project should not go through. This project is an act of violence in an already underserved area 
as a means to serve corporate construction companies and USC. 

Sincerely,

bert wright
they/them

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3833+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3833+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3833+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g


Tamar Gharibian <tamar.gharibian@lacity.org>

3822 South Figueroa Project - Written Comment
Ian Wu <ianwu@usc.edu> Wed, Apr 30, 2025 at 3:19 PM
To: Tamar.Gharibian@lacity.org

Ms. Gharibian, 

As a USC alumni and current resident of the Expo park area, I strongly oppose the 3822 South Figueroa Project! The idea 
that this project will benefit anybody other than the developers and real estate agents is completely farcical, and the idea 
that the city would even consider approving the project is absolutely disgusting.

The 3822 South Figueroa Project should not be approved by the city. This project will actively displace 30+ families who 
have lived as part of the Flower Drive community for decades. The project proposal says only 4 of the new 209 units will 
be allotted for extremely low income families. This is a direct threat to the current tenants. Do the developers of this new 
project really care about the current tenants? Do they really want the new structure to be welcoming and built for them? 
No, not at all. Not only that, but the city and the developers are using the USC student body as a scapegoat for putting the 
project through, saying it is due to a lack of student housing that such a development needs to be built. This is not true. If 
anything, a project like this will make it increasingly harder for students to find affordable housing. 

This project will also be devastating for the environment and surrounding community. Construction at this scale only takes 
from the environment. There is nothing regenerative about such a development. It will increase traffic and safety issues in 
the area and cause great disruption of the air quality in the immediate area. 

Most importantly, this project directly threatens the livelihood of the current Flower Drive tenants. The 3833 South 
Figueroa Gentrification Project should not go through. This project is an act of violence in an already underserved area 
as a means to serve corporate construction companies and USC. 

Ian Wu
University of Southern California

https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3822+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3833+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3833+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3833+South+Figueroa?entry=gmail&source=g
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