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Table 4.74.8-118 
Intersection Levels of Service FutureFutureCumulative Plus Project Conditions (2014) 

City of Los Angeles Analysis Methodology 

Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Cumulative Base (2014) 
 

Cumulative Plus 
Project 

V/C or  
Delay Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

V/C* Delay LOS V/C* Delay LOS 

33. Bundy Drive and 
Olympic Boulevard 

 
AM 

1.224 n/a F 1.250 n/a F 0.026 Yes 

PM 1.223 n/a F 1.224 n/a F 0.001 No 

34. Bundy Drive and Pico 
Boulevard 

AM 0.987 n/a E 0.990 n/a E 0.003 No 

PM 1.394 n/a F 1.403 n/a F 0.009 No 

35. Bundy Drive and I-10 
Eastbound On-Ramp 

AM 1.672 n/a F 1.673 n/a F 0.001 No 

PM 1.078 n/a F 1.091 n/a F 0.013 Yes 

* Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 
** Indicates oversaturated conditions.  Delay cannot be calculated 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, November 2009.  See Appendix D for complete traffic study. 

  

Mitigation Measures.  As shown in Table 4.8-15 and Table 4.8-16, under the approval 
base plus project scenario, the proposed project would create significant traffic impacts at seven 
study intersections using the City of Santa Monica analysis methodology and significant impact 
criteria and at three intersections using the City of Los Angeles analysis methodology and 
significant impact criteria.  Mitigation measures T-1(a), T-1(f), T-1(g), T-1(h), T-1(i), T-1(k), and 
T-1(n) were considered to reduce impacts to study intersections under the approval base (2011) 
plus project scenario.   
 
As shown in Table 4.74.8-1317 and 4.74.8-1418 above, the proposed project would create 
significant traffic impacts under the cumulative plus project scenario during one or more of the 
weekday peak periods at 13 of the study intersections using the City of Santa Monica analysis 
methodology and significant impact criteria, and at six study intersections using the City of Los 
Angeles analysis methodology and significant impact criteria.  Mitigation measures T-1(a-m) 
are required were considered to reduce impacts to study intersections under the cumulative 
plus project scenario. 
 
As discussed further below, mitigation measures T-1(a) and T-1(g) would be feasible and 
effective at reducing project impacts.  The remaining mitigation measures are rejected due to 
secondary impacts. 
 

T-1(a) Transportation Demand Management Program.  A TDM plan shall 
be submitted to the City of Santa Monica Transportation Management 
Division for review and approval prior to issuance of building 
permits.  As part of the TDM plan, the applicant shall include the 
following:   

 

 Achieve at least a 50% reduction in peak hour trips for the media 
studio/office uses relative to the trip generation projected for ITE 
general office use (#710).   
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 The TDM plan trip reduction targets shall incorporate yearly 
monitoring, reporting, and enforcement.     

 Annual monitoring and reporting, including morning and 
afternoon trip counts as well as observations.   

 Potential TDM strategies may include transit pass subsidy, 
ridesharing, vanpool subsidy, parking cash out, guaranteed ride 
home, bicycle facilities, flexible work hours, transportation 
information center, wayfinding signage, and/or a commuter club.  
TDM strategies are described in further detail in the Traffic Study 
prepared for the proposed project (Appendix D).  

 
T-1(b) 20th Street & Olympic Boulevard.  An additional left-turn lane on 

the eastbound approach of Olympic Boulevard shall be introduced, 
which would bring the lane geometry for the eastbound approach to 
two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one shared through/right-
turn lane. (Note that this measure has been determined to be infeasible and 
impacts at this intersection would be significant and unavoidable.  Please see 
discussion under Significance After Mitigation below for further 
explanation.). 

  
T-1(c)   Cloverfield Avenue & Colorado Avenue.  Protected-permitted 

phasing for both the southbound and eastbound left-turn movements 
shall be provided.  (Note that this measure has been determined to be 
infeasible and impacts at this intersection would be significant and 
unavoidable. Please see discussion under Significance After Mitigation below 
for further explanation).  

  
T-1(d)   Cloverfield Avenue & Olympic Boulevard.  An additional left-turn 

lane on the eastbound approach of Olympic Boulevard shall be 
introduced, which would bring the lane geometry for the eastbound 
approach to two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one right-turn 
lane.  In addition, increased roadway width, detectors, signage, 
and/or lane restriping shall be required to accommodate the 
additional left-turn lane.  (Note that this measure has been determined to 
be infeasible and impacts at this intersection would be significant and 
unavoidable. Please see discussion under Significance After Mitigation below 
for further explanation). 

 
T-1(e)   Yale Avenue & Colorado Avenue.  The intersection of Yale Avenue 

and Colorado Avenue shall be signalized.  (Note that this measure has 
been determined to be infeasible and impacts at this intersection would be 
significant and unavoidable. Please see discussion under Significance After 
Mitigation below for further explanation). 

 
T-1(f)   Stewart Street & Colorado Avenue.  A second eastbound through 

lane on Colorado Avenue shall be introduced.  This would bring the 
lane geometry for the eastbound approach to two through lanes and 
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one right-turn lane, with overlap phasing.  (Note that this measure has 
been determined to be infeasible and impacts at this intersection would be 
significant and unavoidable. Please see discussion under Significance After 
Mitigation below for further explanation). 

 
T-1(g)   Stewart Street & Olympic Boulevard.  The traffic signal at the 

intersection of Stewart Street and Olympic Boulevard shall be 
modified to provide protected-permitted left-turn phasing for all legs 
of the intersection, except for the southbound leg.  A combination of 
new signage, controller cabinets, poles, mast arms, detectors, and/or 
signal heads shall be installed to implement the protected–permitted 
left-turn phasing.   

 
T-1(h)   Centinela Avenue & Colorado Avenue.  An exclusive southbound 

left-turn lane on Centinela Avenue shall be introduced.  This would 
bring the lane geometry for the southbound approach to one left-turn 
lane and one shared through/right-turn lane.  Additionally, the traffic 
signal at the intersection of Centinela Avenue and Colorado Avenue 
shall be modified to provide protected left-turn phasing for the north 
and southbound approaches.  The implementation of the protected 
left-turn phasing requires some combination of new signage, 
controller cabinets, poles, mast arms, detectors, and/or signal heads.  
(Note that this measure has been determined to be infeasible and impacts at 
this intersection would be significant and unavoidable. Please see discussion 
under Significance After Mitigation below for further explanation). 

 
T-1(i)  Centinela Avenue (East) & Olympic Boulevard.  An exclusive right-

turn lane on the northbound Centinela Avenue approach to Olympic 
Boulevard shall be introduced to bring the lane geometries for the 
northbound approach to two left-turn lanes and one right-turn lane.  
Eight on-street parking spaces along the west side of Centinela 
Avenue, south of the Centinela Avenue (East) and Olympic 
Boulevard intersection, shall be removed.  Additionally, some 
combination of new signage, detectors, and/or lane restriping shall be 
implemented.  (Note that this measure has been determined to be infeasible 
and impacts at this intersection would be significant and unavoidable. Please 
see discussion under Significance After Mitigation below for further 
explanation). 

 
T-1(j)   Centinela Avenue & Exposition Boulevard.  The following options 

would mitigate project-generated impacts at this intersection to 
varying degrees; Option A would fully mitigate impacts and Option B 
would fully mitigate impacts under HCM methodology and partially 
mitigate impacts (AM peak hour only) under CMA methodology.  
Option A would require City of Los Angeles approval.   Because 
Option A would depend on factors outside of the control of the City 
of Santa Monica, impacts would be significant and unavoidable.   
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Option A:  An exclusive northbound left-turn lane on 
Centinela Avenue shall be introduced some combination of 
new signage, controller cabinets, poles, mast arms, detectors, 
and/or signal heads shall be installed.  (Note that this measure 
has been determined to be infeasible and impacts at this intersection 
would be significant and unavoidable. Please see discussion under 
Significance After Mitigation below for further explanation).  
 
Option B:  The eastbound approach on Centinela Avenue 
shall be restriped to provide separate right- and left-turn lanes 
and the northbound approach shall be restriped to provide 
one left-turn lane and one through lane.  (Note that this measure 
has been determined to be infeasible and impacts at this intersection 
would be significant and unavoidable. Please see discussion under 
Significance After Mitigation below for further explanation).  
 

T-1(k)   Centinela Avenue & I-10 Westbound Ramps.  An additional left-turn 
lane on the I-10 westbound off-ramp approach shall be introduced to 
bring the lane geometry for the off-ramp approach to two left-turn 
lanes and one right-turn lane.  (Note that this measure has been 
determined to be infeasible and impacts at this intersection would be 
significant and unavoidable. Please see discussion under Significance After 
Mitigation below for further explanation).  

 
T-1(l)   Bundy Drive & Olympic Boulevard.  The right-turn lane shall be 

reconfigured to a through/right-turn lane on the southbound 
approach to Bundy Drive.  This reconfiguration would bring the lane 
geometries for the southbound approach to one left-turn lane, two 
through lanes, and one shared through/right-turn lane.  (Note that this 
measure has been determined to be infeasible and impacts at this intersection 
would be significant and unavoidable. Please see discussion under 
Significance After Mitigation below for further explanation). 

 
T-1(m)   Bundy Drive & I-10 Eastbound On-Ramp.  A second left-turn lane 

on the southbound approach shall be introduced to bring the lane 
geometry for the southbound approach to two left-turn lanes and two 
through lanes.  (Note that this measure has been determined to be infeasible 
and impacts at this intersection would be significant and unavoidable. Please 
see discussion under Significance After Mitigation below for further 
explanation). 

 
T-1(n) Bundy Drive & Pico Boulevard.  An exclusive right lane shall be 

introduced at the eastbound approach.  (Note that this measure has 
been determined 

 
Level of Significance After Mitigation.  As shown in Tables 4.74.8-1719 and 4.74.8-20, 

under the approval base plus project scenario, mitigation measures would reduce impacts at 
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two of the 7 impacted intersections to nineless than significant levels.   However, impacts to  
five of the identified intersections would be remain significant and unavoidable with 
implementation of mitigation.  These include:   
 

2. 20th Street and Olympic Boulevard 
16. Stewart Street and Colorado Avenue 
23. Centinela Avenue and Colorado Avenue 
28. Centinela Avenue and I-10 WB Ramps 
34. Bundy Drive and Pico Boulevard 

 
As shown in Tables 4.8-21 and 4.8-22, under the cumulative base plus project scenario, 
mitigation measures would reduce impacts at six of the 15 impacted intersections to less than 
significant levels.   However, impacts to nine of the identified intersections would remain 
significant and unavoidable.  These include:   
 

2. 20th Street and Olympic Boulevard 
5. Cloverfield Boulevard and Colorado Avenue  
6. Cloverfield Avenue and Olympic Boulevard 
15. Yale Avenue and Colorado Avenue 
16. Stewart Street and Colorado Avenue 
23. Centinela Avenue and Colorado Avenue 
27. Centinela Avenue and Exposition Boulevard 
28. Centinela Avenue and I-10 westbound ramps 
33. Bundy Drive and Olympic Boulevard 

 
The following is a discussion of the feasibility of proposed mitigation measures at adversely 
affected intersections and the significance of project-generated impacts when mitigation 
measures are implemented. 
 
20th Street and Olympic Boulevard.  The mitigation measure that would fully mitigate the project-
related impact at this intersection (Mitigation Measure T-1(b)) would require the introduction of 
an additional left-turn lane on the eastbound approach of Olympic Boulevard.  This would 
bring the lane geometry for the eastbound approach to two left-turn lanes, one through lane, 
and one shared through/right-turn lane.  In order for this mitigation measure to be 
implemented, some combination of new roadway width, detector, signage, and/or lane 
restriping would be required.  To accommodate the second eastbound left-turn lane, the center 
raised median and landscaping would be reduced and relocated of underground utilities would 
be needed.  Removal of a portion of the landscaped median would remove green space 
included in the Open Space Element.  The proposed mitigation measure could create negative 
impacts such as the elimination f the functional right-turn lane for eastbound traffic, removal of 
mature median trees, and prohibition of the U-turn movement on the eastbound approach.  
These secondary impacts would adversely affect pedestrians, motorists, and the City’s existing 
green space.  Since the proposed measure would negatively impact the built environment and 
existing pedestrian network, the mitigation was deemed infeasible and no feasible mitigation 
measures were identified that would mitigation project-related impacts at this location.  
Therefore, the project’s impact at this intersection would be significant and unavoidable.   
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Cloverfield Boulevard and Colorado Avenue.  The mitigation measure that would fully mitigate the 
project-related impact at this intersection (Mitigation Measure T-1(c)) would require the 
introduction of a protected-permitted phasing for the southbound and eastbound left-turn 
movements.  However, this mitigation measure cannot be safely or legally implemented. 
Existing left turn movements are protected from all directions.  Implementing protected-
permitted phasing for the southbound and eastbound approaches would produce inconsistent 
left turn treatments for opposing directions of traffic (westbound protected vs. eastbound 
protected-permitted & northbound protected vs. southbound protected-permitted).  This signal 
configuration would create an inconsistent environment for motorists and could potentially 
lead to safety related issues.  For these reasons, this mitigation was determined to be infeasible 
and no feasible mitigation measures were identified that would mitigate the project-related 
impact at this location.  Therefore, the project’s impact at this intersection would be significant 
and unavoidable. 
 
Cloverfield Boulevard and Olympic Boulevard.  The mitigation measure that would fully mitigate 
the project-related impact at this intersection (Mitigation Measure T-1(d)) would require the 
introduction of an additional left-turn lane on the eastbound approach of Olympic Boulevard at 
the intersection of Cloverfield Boulevard and Olympic Boulevard.  This would bring the lane 
geometry for the eastbound approach to two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one right-
turn lane.  In order for this mitigation measure to be implemented, some combination of new 
roadway width, detectors, signage, and/or lane restriping would be required.  To accommodate 
the second eastbound left-turn lane, the center raised median and landscaping would be 
reduced and relocation of underground utilities would be needed.  Removal of a portion of the 
landscaped median would remove green space included in the Open Space Element of the 
City’s General Plan.  The proposed mitigation measure could create negative impacts such as 
the elimination of the functional right-turn for eastbound traffic, removal of mature median 
trees, and prohibition of the u-turn movement on the eastbound approach.  These undesirable 
secondary impacts would adversely affect pedestrians, motorists, and the City’s existing green 
space.  Since the proposed measure would result in unmitigable adverse secondary impacts to 
the built environment and existing pedestrian network, the mitigation was determined to be 
infeasible and no feasible mitigation measures were identified that would mitigate the project-
related impact at this location.  Therefore, the project’s impact at this intersection would be 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
Yale Avenue and Colorado Avenue.  The mitigation measure that would fully mitigate the project-
related impact at this intersection (Mitigation Measure T-1(e)) would require the installation of a 
signal at the intersection of Yale Avenue and Colorado Avenue.  Mitigation Measure T-1(e) 
would fully mitigate the impacts of the project on the intersection.  However, implementation of 
this mitigation could adversely affect the residential neighborhood to the north of Colorado 
Avenue by inducing more traffic to residential streets with the introduction of a signal.  This 
mitigation measure would be in conflict with the neighborhood goal to deter cut-through 
traffic.  This secondary impact to the residential neighborhood north of Colorado Avenue 
cannot be mitigated and there are no other mitigation measures that can reduce the project-
related impact at this location.  Based on these factors, Mitigation Measure T-1(e) is infeasible 
and the project-related impact at the intersection of 26th Street and Broadway would be 
significant and unavoidable.  
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Stewart Street and Colorado Avenue.  The mitigation measure that would fully mitigate the 
project-related impact at this intersection (Mitigation Measure T-1(f)) would require the 
addition of a second eastbound through lane on Colorado Avenue.  This eastbound approach 
was previously configured in this manner and was changed in 2008 as part of the East Colorado 
Pedestrian Improvement Project, which included restriping the two through eastbound lanes 
approaching 26th Street to provide one through lane and one exclusive right-turn lane.  The 
restriping was intended to better control the speed of traffic and discourage aggressive driving 
behavior while merging into one lane east of 26th Street.  In addition, a striped curb extension 
was added on the south side of Colorado Avenue, just south of 26th Street to further discourage 
a second lane of through traffic.   The proposed mitigation measure would conflict with the 
East Colorado Pedestrian Improvement Project that was implemented in 2008 and create an 
environment that would adversely affect the pedestrian environment.  Based on these factors, 
Mitigation Measure T-1(f) is infeasible and the project-related impact at the intersection of 
Stewart Street and Colorado Avenue would be significant and unavoidable. 
 
Stewart Street and Olympic Boulevard.  The mitigation measure that would fully mitigate the 
project-related impact at this intersection (Mitigation Measure T-1(g)) would require the 
modification of the traffic signal at this location to provide protected-permitted left-turn 
phasing for all legs of the intersection, except for the southbound leg.  The northbound, 
southbound and westbound legs all currently have some sort of protected phasing, and the 
eastbound leg does not have any left-turn protected phasing.  The implementation of the 
protected-permitted left-turn phasing would necessitate the provision of some combination of 
new signage, controller cabinets, poles, mast arms, detectors, and/or signal heads.  This 
mitigation measure would fully mitigate the project-related impacts at this intersection. 
  

Centinela Avenue and Colorado Avenue.  The mitigation measure that would fully mitigate the 
project-related impact at this intersection (Mitigation Measure T-1(h)) during the PM peak hour 
only would require the introduction of an exclusive southbound left-turn lane on Centinela 
Avenue and the modification of the traffic signal at this location to provide protected left-turn 
phasing for the north and southbound approaches. However, this mitigation measure would 
cause the intersection to degrade to LOS F during the AM peak hour using HCM methodology, 
resulting in a secondary and previously unidentified significant impact during the AM peak 
hour.  Further, this intersection is already built out and seven parking spaces along Centinela 
Avenue would need to be eliminated.  The removal of on-street parking reduces the number of 
available parking spaces in an area where parking is a premium for nearby residents and 
businesses.  As such, this measure could result in a potentially significant negative impact to the 
residential nature of the area.  For these reasons, this mitigation measure was determined to be 
infeasible and no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce or eliminate impacts at this 
intersection have been identified.  Therefore, impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 
 
Centinela Avenue (East) & Olympic Boulevard.  The intersection mitigation measure proposed for 
this intersection would reduce impacts to below significant levels if implemented. Note, 
however, that the project impact at this intersection would remain significant and unavoidable 
until the proposed mitigation measures are approved by the City of Los Angeles.   
 
The mitigation measure that would fully mitigate the project-related impact at this intersection 
(Mitigation Measure T-1(i)) would require the introduction of an exclusive right-turn lane on 
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the northbound Centinela Avenue approach to Olympic Boulevard.  This would bring the lane 
geometries for the northbound approach to two left-turn lanes and one right-turn lane.  
Currently, parking is allowed along the western side of Centinela Avenue.  In order to provide 
adequate roadway width for the exclusive southbound left-turn lane, approximately eight on-
street parking spaces along the west side of Centinela Avenue, south of the intersection, would 
need to be removed.  Some combination of new signage, detectors, and/or lane restriping 
would also be required. 
 
Since this intersection is controlled and co-owned by the City of Los Angeles, the 
implementation of this mitigation measure would require their approval based on their criteria; 
therefore, the project impact at this intersection remains significant and unavoidable until 
approval by the City of Los Angeles, since the decision of implementing this recommended 
improvement cannot be made entirely by the City of Santa Monica. 
 
Centinela Avenue and Exposition Boulevard.  Two mitigation measures were identified for this 
intersection: T-1(j) Option A and T-1(j) Option B.  Each measure is described below.  The 
intersection mitigation measures proposed below for this intersection would reduce project 
impacts to below significant levels if implemented.  The project impact at this intersection will 
remain significant and unavoidable until the proposed mitigation measures are approved by 
the City of Los Angeles. 
 
 T-1(j) Option A.  This measure requires the introduction of an exclusive northbound left-
turn lane on Centinela Avenue and the provision of some combination of new signage, 
controller cabinets, poles, mast arms, detectors, and/or signal heads.  This measure was found 
to fully mitigate the impacts of the project.  LOS for the worst approach (PM peak hour) would 
improve from LOS F to LOS D for vehicles traveling east on Exposition Boulevard and would 
introduce minor delays to vehicles on Centinela Avenue.  However, during the AM peak hour, 
LOS for the worst approach would remain at LOS F, a result of the heavy northbound traffic 
volumes, necessitating ample green time to minimize overall intersection delay.  In addition to 
being an effective mitigation measure under HCM (City of Santa Monica) methodology, using 
City of Los Angeles’ preferred CMA methodology, this mitigation measure would fully 
mitigate the project-related impacts.  However, because this intersection is owned and 
controlled by the City of Los Angeles, the implementation of this mitigation measure would 
require their approval based on their criteria; therefore, the project impact at this intersection 
would be significant and unavoidable until approval by the City of Los Angeles, since the 
decision of implementing this recommended improvement cannot be made at City of Santa 
Monica’s sole discretion. 
 
 T-1(j) Option B.  This measure requires the restriping the eastbound approach to 
Centinela to provide separate right- and left-turn lanes and restriping the northbound approach 
to provide one left-turn lane and one through lane.  While this mitigation measure would fully 
mitigate project-related impacts at the intersection of Centinela Avenue and Exposition 
Boulevard under HCM methodology and it would only partially mitigate project-related 
impacts under CMA methodology (impacts would be less than significant during the AM peak 
hour but significant during the PM peak hour).  Therefore, although it would reduce the 
project’s impact at this intersection, the project’s impact during the PM peak hour would be 
significant and unavoidable.   
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Centinela Avenue and I-10 Westbound Ramps.  The mitigation measure that would fully mitigate 
the project-related impact at this intersection (Mitigation Measure T-1(k)) would require the 
introduction of an additional left-turn lane on the I-10 westbound off-ramp.  The addition of a 
second left-turn lane on the off-ramp approach would require a second receiving lane on 
Centinela Avenue.  Currently, there is a double-yellow centerline on the southbound leg of 
Centinela Avenue, and the intersection of Virginia Avenue and Centinela Avenue is 
approximately 200 feet to the north of this intersection.  Due to physical constraints of these 
public right-of-ways, implementation of this mitigation measure would require narrowing or 
eliminating sidewalks or encroaching upon adjacent properties.  These options themselves 
would result in negative impacts because narrowing sidewalks widths or eliminating sidewalks 
adversely affects the pedestrian environment by reducing walking area for pedestrians, and 
potentially forcing pedestrians into the street.  Such widening of streets to accommodate 
additional vehicle trips is also contrary to City policy where the preservation of neighborhoods 
and the pedestrian environment is highly valued.  These secondary impacts cannot be mitigated 
and there are no other mitigation measures that can reduce the project-related impact at this 
location.  Based on these factors, Mitigation Measure T-1(k) is infeasible and the project-related 
impact at the intersection of Stewart Street and Colorado Avenue would be significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Bundy Drive and Olympic Boulevard.  The intersection mitigation measure proposed for this 
intersection would reduce impacts to below significant levels if implemented.  The mitigation 
measure that would fully mitigate the project-related impact at this intersection (Mitigation 
Measure T-1(l)) would require the introduction of a through/right-turn lane on the southbound 
approach to Bundy Drive.  The introduction of an additional southbound through lane would 
require a third receiving lane on the southbound departure on Bundy Drive.  Due to physical 
constraints of these public right-of-ways, implementation of this mitigation measure would 
require narrowing or eliminating sidewalks or encroaching upon adjacent properties.  These 
options themselves would result in negative impacts because narrowing sidewalks widths or 
eliminating sidewalks adversely affects the pedestrian environment by reducing walking area 
for pedestrians, and potentially forcing pedestrians into the street.  Such widening of streets to 
accommodate additional vehicle trips is also contrary to City policy where the preservation of 
neighborhoods and the pedestrian environment is highly valued.  These secondary impacts 
cannot be mitigated and there are no other mitigation measures that can reduce the project-
related impact at this location.  Based on these factors, Mitigation Measure T-1(l) is infeasible 
and the project-related impact at the intersection of Bundy Drive and Olympic Boulevard 
would be significant and unavoidable. 
 
Bundy Drive and I-10 Eastbound On-Ramp.  The mitigation measure that would fully mitigate the 
project-related impact at this intersection (Mitigation Measure T-1(m)) would require the 
introduction of a second left-turn lane on the southbound approach.  This would bring the lane 
geometry for the southbound approach to two left-turn lanes and two through lanes.  The 
addition of a second southbound left-turn lane would require a new receiving lane on the I-10 
Eastbound On-Ramp, requiring the widening of the on-ramp and a reduction in landscaping.  
However, the on-ramp is already fully build out, and three receiving lanes would need to 
transition to one prior to connecting to I-10, potentially inducing problems related to safe 
merging.  In addition, due to physical constraints of these public right-of-ways, implementation 
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of this mitigation measure would require narrowing or eliminating sidewalks or encroaching 
upon adjacent properties.  These options themselves would result in negative impacts because 
narrowing sidewalks widths or eliminating sidewalks adversely affects the pedestrian 
environment by reducing walking area for pedestrians, and potentially forcing pedestrians into 
the street.  Such widening of streets to accommodate additional vehicle trips is also contrary to 
City policy where the preservation of neighborhoods and the pedestrian environment is highly 
valued.  These secondary impacts cannot be mitigated and there are no other mitigation 
measures that can reduce the project-related impact at this location.  Based on these factors, 
Mitigation Measure T-1(m) is infeasible and the project-related impact at the Bundy Drive and I-
10 Eastbound On-Ramp intersection would be significant and unavoidable.  
 
Bundy Drive and Pico Boulevard.  Introducing an exclusive right lane would bring the lane 
geometries for the eastbound approach to one left-turn, two through, and one right-turn lane.  
However, this intersection is fully built out and the proposed mitigation would involve the 
taking of private property on the south side of Pico Boulevard along the eastbound approach 
for public right-of-way.  The nearside bus stop would need to be relocated to the far side of Pico 
Boulevard, which cannot effectively accommodate a bus stop due to dual driveways, street 
trees, and metered parking.  Introducing an exclusive right lane would negatively affect the 
pedestrian experience because the sidewalk would need to be narrowed to accommodate the 
mitigation.  For the introduction of an eastbound approach to be effective, the bus stop would 
need to be relocated; however, it cannot be safely relocated to the far side.  Based on these 
factors, Mitigation Measure T-1(n) is infeasible and the project-related impact at the Bundy 
Drive & Pico Boulevard intersection would be significant and unavoidable.   
 
Projected intersection operating conditions with the suggested TDM measures and feasible 
physical mitigation measures are shown in the final columns in Table 4.74.8-19 and Table 4.74.8-
20 for the approval base plus project scenario and Table 4.74.8-15 21 and Table 4.74.8-1622 for 
the cumulative base plus project scenario. 
 
 
Table 4.74.8-17 23 summarizes the intersection impacts for both the Approval Plus Project and 
Cumulative Plus Project scenarios according to each city’s designated impact criteria, indicates 
whether each impact can be mitigated, and specifies whether the physical mitigation requires 
City of Los Angeles approval prior to adoption by the City of Santa Monica. 
 
Using the City of Santa Monica’s preferred HCM methodology, Table 4.74.8-17 23 indicates that 
proposed mitigation measures (with mitigation category noted in parentheses) would fully 
mitigate impacts at the following intersections: 
 

 26th Street & Santa Monica Boulevard (TDM) 

 26th Street & Broadway (TDM) 

 Stewart Street & Olympic Boulevard (physical) 

 Centinela Avenue & Exposition Boulevard (physical) 

 Bundy Drive & Pico Boulevard (TDM) 
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Table 4.74.8-19 
Approval Base Plus Project Conditions (2011) With Mitigation 

City of Santa Monica Analysis Methodology (HCM) 

Intersection 
Peak Hour 

Peak 
Hour 

 
Approval Base 

(2011) 
Plus Project 

 

Approval Base 
Plus Project With 

Mitigation 

V/C or 
Delay 

Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

V/C Delay
a
 LOS V/C Delay* LOS 

2.  20
th
 Street and Olympic Boulevard 

AM 1.068 57 E 
c 

Yes 

PM 2.346 321 F 

1. 16. Stewart Street and Colorado Avenue 
AM 0.934 70 E 

 Yes 
PM 1.035 42 D 

18. Stewart Street and Olympic Boulevard 
AM 0.865 25 C 0.865 26 C 1 No 

PM 1.355 60 E 1.045 54 D 3 No 

23. Centinela Avenue and Colorado Avenue 
AM 0.696 17 B 

C 
Yes 

PM 1.054 44 D 

27. Centinela Avenue and Exposition Boulevard
d
 

AM 0.841 9 A 0.619 4 A -4 No 

PM 0.633 11 B 0.681 9  -0.028 No 

28. Centinela Avenue and I-10 WB Ramps 
AM 1.713 248 F 

C 
Yes 

PM 1.852 298 F 

34. Bundy Drive and Pico Boulevard 

AM 0.805 29 C  
C 

Yes 
PM 1.143 73 E 

a
 Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 

b
 Indicates oversaturated conditions.  Delay cannot be calculated 

c
 Mitigation measures at intersection are not feasible.  Impact is significant and unavoidable.   

d 
For impacts purposes, the intersection was treated as signalized. 

e
 Project mitigation is signalization.  Delay and/or V/C comparison is not applicable. 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, Existing Plus Project Analysis, April 15, 2011.  See Appendix D for complete traffic analysis. 
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Table 4.8-20 
Approval Base Plus Project Conditions (2011) With Mitigation 

City of Los Angeles Analysis Methodology (CMA) 

Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Approval Year (2011) 
Plus Project 

 

Approval Year Plus 
Project With 

Mitigation 

V/C or 
Delay 

Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

 
V/C Delay* LOS V/C Delay* LOS 

23.  Centinela Avenue 
and Colorado Avenue 

AM 0.790 n/a C 
a 

Yes 
PM 1.204 n/a F 

27. Centinela Avenue 
and Exposition 
Boulevard*** 

AM 0.841 n/a D 
a 

Yes 
PM 0.633 n/a B 

28.  Centinela Avenue 
and I-10 WB ramps 

AM 1.878 n/a F 0.619 n/a F -0.209 No 

PM 2.060 n/a F 0.633 n/a F 0.012 No 

a 
Mitigation measures at intersection are not feasible.  Impact is significant and unavoidable. 

* Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 
** Indicates oversaturated conditions.  Delay cannot be calculated 
***Note that this assumes implementation of Mitigation Measure T-1(j) Option A, which requires City of Los Angeles’ approval.  If 
approval is not granted, T-1(j) Option B would be implemented and the PM peak hour impact would be significant and unavoidable 
under CMA methodology. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, November 2009.  See Appendix D for complete traffic study. 

 
The intersections of Centinela Avenue & Exposition Boulevard and Bundy Drive & Pico 
Boulevard would be fully mitigated with the proposed mitigation measures. However, these 
intersections are controlled by the City of Los Angeles, so any mitigation measures 
implemented at these intersections must be approved by LADOT.  Using the City of Los 
Angeles preferred CMA methodology, Table 4.74.8-16 23 indicates the project impacts would be 
fully mitigated at the following intersections (with mitigation category noted in parentheses): 
 

 Centinela Avenue (East) and Olympic Boulevard (physical) 

 Centinela Avenue & Exposition Boulevard (physical) 

 Bundy Drive & I-10 EB On-Ramp (TDM) 
 

As Table 4.74.8-15 23 and Table 4.7-16 both indicate8indicates, and based on the mitigation 
discussion above, a majority of the intersections where project impacts would be significant are 
fully built out and would require the taking of public or private property for public right-of-
way in order to implement the proposed physical mitigations.  These measures could adversely 
affect the built environment and existing pedestrian network and were rejected for those 
reasons.  In the event that the City of Los Angeles does not approve Mitigation Measure T-1(j) 
Option A, Mitigation Measure T-1(j) Option B would be required and would only require City 
of Santa Monica approval.  However, Mitigation Measure T-1(j) Option B would only partially 
mitigate project-related impacts according to CMA methodology (in the AM peak hour only).  
Therefore, because implementation of Mitigation Measure T-1(j) Option B would only reduce 
impacts during the AM peak hour, impacts to this intersection would remain significant and 
unavoidable.   
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Table 4.74.8-1521 
Intersection Levels of Service Future Cumulative Base Plus Project Conditions (2014) With 

Mitigation 
City of Santa Monica Analysis Methodology (HCM) 

Intersection 

Peak Hour 
Peak 
Hour 

 
Cumulative (2014) 

Plus Project 
 

Cumulative Plus 
Project With 

Mitigation 

V/C or 
Delay 

Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

V/C Delay
a
 LOS V/C Delay* LOS 

2.  20
th
 Street and Olympic Boulevard 

AM 1.228 b F 1.226 
b 

F 0.002 No 

PM 2.829 b F 2.828 
b 

F 0.006 Yes 

5. Cloverfield Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard 
AM 1.016 49 D 1.022 48 D 0 No 

PM 1.037 57 E 1.036 57 E 1 Yes 

6. Cloverfield Boulevard and Olympic Boulevard 
AM 1.200 

b 
F 1.199 

b 
F 0.001 No 

PM 1.242 
b
 F 1.240 

b 
F 0.005 Yes 

9.  26
th
 Street and Santa Monica Boulevard 

AM 1.376 
b
 F 1.247 71 E 0 No 

PM 1.547 
b
 F 1.547 

b 
F 0.001 No 

10. 26
th

 Street and Broadway 
AM 0.719 18 B 0.718 18 B 0 No  

PM 1.178 77 E 1.177 77 E 0 No 

15. Yale Avenue and Colorado Boulevard
d
 

AM 0.565 6  0.560 6  0.010 Yes 

PM 0.706 7  0.701 7  0.013 Yes 

16. Stewart Street and Colorado Avenue 
AM 1.103 

b
 F 1.103 

b 
F 0.011 Yes 

PM 1.189 
b
 E 1.183 78 E 4 Yes 
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Table 4.74.8-1521 
Intersection Levels of Service Future Cumulative Base Plus Project Conditions (2014) With 

Mitigation 
City of Santa Monica Analysis Methodology (HCM) 

18. Stewart Street and Olympic Boulevard 

AM 1.060 56 E  1.058 54 D 0 No 

PM 1.758 
b
 F  1.156 

b
 F -0.474 No 

23. Centinela Avenue and Colorado Avenue 
AM 0.948 31 C 0.938 30 C 3 No 

PM 1.591 
b
 F 1.589 

b 
F 0.028 Yes 

27. Centinela Avenue and Exposition Boulevard
d
 

AM 0.964 18  0.681 4  -0.269 No
f
 

PM 0.721 11  0.681 9  -0.028 No
f
 

28. Centinela Avenue and I-10 WB Ramps 

AM 1.934 
b
 F 1.930 

b 
F 0.010 Yes 

PM 2.189 
b
 F 2.184 

b 
F 0.017 Yes 

33. Bundy Drive and Olympic Boulevard  

AM 1.198 81
 

F 1.191 80 E 3 Yes 

PM 1.174 
b 

F 1.174 
b 

F 0.001 No 

34. Bundy Drive and Pico Boulevard 

AM 0.956 40 D  0.954 40 D 0 No 

PM 1.337 
b
 F  1.333 b F 0.004 No 

a
 Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 

b
 Indicates oversaturated conditions.  Delay cannot be calculated 

c
 Mitigation measures at intersection are not feasible.  Impact is significant and unavoidable.   

d 
For impacts purposes, the intersection was treated as signalized. 

e
 Project mitigation is signalization.  Delay and/or V/C comparison is not applicable. 

f
 The project impact at this intersection would remain significant and unavoidable until the proposed mitigation measures are approved by the City of 
Los Angeles. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, November 2009.  See Appendix D for complete traffic study. 
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Table 4.74.8-1622 
Intersection Levels of Service Future Cumulative Base Plus Project Conditions (2014) 

With Mitigation 
City of Los Angeles Analysis Methodology (CMA) 

Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Cumulative (2014) 
Plus Project 

 

Cumulative Plus 
Project With 

Mitigation 

V/C or 
Delay 

Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

 
V/C Delay* LOS V/C Delay* LOS 

23.  Centinela Avenue 
and Colorado Avenue 

AM 1.028 n/a F 1.024 n/a F 0.015 Yes 

PM 1.494 n/a F 1.490 n/a F 0.013 Yes 

26. Centinela Avenue 
(east) and Olympic 
Boulevard 

AM 0.833 n/a D 0.000 n/a D -0.823 No 

PM 1.045 n/a F 0.944 n/a E -0.086 No 

27. Centinela Avenue 
and Exposition 
Boulevard*** 

AM 0.861 n/a  0.796 n/a  -0.05 No 

PM 0.773 n/a  0.800 n/a  0.041 Yes 

28.  Centinela Avenue 
and I-10 WB ramps 

AM 2.134 n/a F 2.129 n/a F 0.011 Yes 

PM 2.447 n/a F 2.441 n/a F 0.020 Yes 

33.  Bundy Drive and 
Olympic Boulevard 

AM 1.250 n/a F 1.242 n/a F 0.018 Yes 

PM 1.224 n/a F 1.224 n/a F 0.001 No 

35.  Bundy Drive and I-
10 EB On-Ramp 

AM 1.673 n/a F 1.672 n/a F 0.000 No 

PM 1.091 n/a F 1.086 n/a F 0.008 No 

* Average stopped delay per vehicle, in seconds 
** Indicates oversaturated conditions.  Delay cannot be calculated 
***Note that this assumes implementation of Mitigation Measure T-1(j) Option A, which requires City of Los Angeles’ approval.  If 
approval is not granted, T-1(j) Option B would be implemented and the PM peak hour impact would be significant and unavoidable 
under CMA methodology. 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, November 2009.  See Appendix D for complete traffic study. 
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Table 4.8-23 
Intersection Impacts Summary Table  

Intersection 
HCM 

Impact? 

 
CMA 

Impact? 
 

Feasible 
Mitigation? 

TDM 
Mitigation? 

Physical 
Mitigation? 

Requires City 
of Los Angeles 

Approval? 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact? 

2. 20
th
 Street and Olympic 

Boulevard** 
Yes N/A No N/A N/A N/A Yes 

5. Cloverfield Boulevard and 
Colorado Avenue 

Yes N/A No N/A N/A N/A Yes 

6. Cloverfield Boulevard and 
Olympic Boulevard 

Yes N/A No N/A N/A N/A Yes 

9. 26
th
 Street and Santa 

Monica Boulevard 
Yes N/A Yes Yes No N/A No 

10. 26
th
 Street and Broadway Yes N/A Yes Yes No N/A No 

15. Yale Avenue and 
Colorado Avenue 

Yes N/A No N/A N/A N/A Yes 

16. Stewart Street and 
Colorado Avenue** 

Yes N/A No N/A N/A N/A Yes 

18. Stewart Street and 
Olympic Boulevard** 

Yes N/A Yes No Yes N/A No 

23. Centinela Avenue and 
Colorado Avenue** 

Yes Yes No N/A N/A N/A Yes 

26. Centinela Avenue (east) 
and Olympic Boulevard 

No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No 

27. Centinela Avenue and 
Exposition Boulevard** 

Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes* 

28. Centinela Avenue and I-
10 WB Ramps** 

Yes Yes No N/A N/A N/A Yes 

33. Bundy Drive and Olympic 
Boulevard 

Yes Yes No N/A N/A N/A Yes 

34. Bundy Drive and Pico 
Boulevard** 

Yes No Yes
a 

Yes No No No 

35. Bundy Drive and I-10 EB 
On-Ramp 

No Yes Yes Yes No No No 

 * Impacts would be significant and unavoidable until City of Los Angeles approves proposed mitigation measures. 
Source: Fehr and Peers Traffic Study, November 2009 and Existing Plus Project Analysis April 2011.  See Appendix D for complete 
traffic study. 
** Indicates an intersection impact under both the Approval Base Plus Project scenario and the Cumulative Plus Project Scenario. 
a 
Mitigation is feasible under cumulative plus project conditions, but not under approval base plus project conditions. 
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Impact T-2 The proposed project would increase traffic levels along 

roadways in the vicinity of the project site.  The projected 
increases are above City adopted thresholds on two of the seven 
studied street segments.  Impacts to these two street segments – 
Yale Avenue between Broadway and Colorado and Nebraska 
Avenue between Berkeley and Franklin - would be Class I, 
significant and unavoidable. 

 
Neighborhood traffic impacts were evaluated in the traffic study on the selected residential 
street segments listed below: 
 

 Princeton Street between Broadway and Colorado Avenue (Local Street) 

 Harvard Street between Broadway and Colorado Avenue (Local Street) 

 Yale Avenue between Broadway and Colorado (Local Street) 

 Stanford Street between Broadway and Colorado Avenue (Local Street) 

 Nebraska Avenue between Berkeley Street and Franklin Street (Local Street) 

 Exposition Boulevard between Stewart Street and Yorkshire Avenue (Local Street 

 Stewart Street between Exposition Boulevard and Delaware Avenue (Collector 
Street) 

 
City of Santa Monica significant impact criteria for collector, feeder and local streets are 
presented above in Table 4.74.8-1214.   Santa Monica impact criteria was applied to evaluate 
potential traffic impacts on street segments based on the existing ADT and the level of increase 
that can be attributed to the project.  The weekday neighborhood existing and existing approval 
yearexisting plus project daily street segment traffic volumes are shown in Table 4.74.8-16-24.  
As indicated, project-generated traffic would create a significant impact on two of the seven 
analyzed street segments. 
 
Because of the existing traffic volumes on Yale Avenue between Broadway and Colorado, and 
on Nebraska Avenue between Berkeley Street and Franklin Street, the addition of a single trip 
would be considered a significant impact.  As shown in Table 4.74.8-1824, the project is 
estimated to add an estimated 80 daily trips to each of these segments, resulting in significant 
neighborhood traffic impacts. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  The magnitude of the existing traffic on Yale Avenue between 
Broadway and Colorado Avenue and on Nebraska Avenue between Berkeley Street and 
Franklin Street is such that the addition of a single daily trip is considered a significant impact 
based on City criteria.   

 
As indicated by their volume, these two street segments are prominent routes for traffic in the 
project area.  There is no feasible mitigation measure, including relocating the project’s access 
point or turn restrictions that would limit motorist that access or depart the project site from 
using the public street grid and these street segments.  Short of full closure of the affected street 
segments, which would not be acceptable since these streets serve adjacent land uses and carry 
substantial traffic volumes that would then need to shift to other nearby streets, there are no 
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mitigation measures that would reduce project related vehicle trips on these two street 
segments.  Therefore, these impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 
 

Table 4.74.8-1824 
Neighborhood Traffic Impact Analysis 

Location and Classification 
Existing 

ADT 
Project 

ADT 

Existing plus Project 

ADT 
ADT 

Change 
% 

Change 
Significance 
Threshold 

Significant 
Impact? 

Princeton Street between Broadway 
and Colorado Avenue (Local Street) 

870 30 900 30 3.3 +25.0% No 

Harvard Street between Broadway 
and Colorado Avenue (Local Street) 

1,050 30 1,080 30 2.8 +25.0% No 

Yale Avenue between Broadway 
and Colorado (Local Street) 

2,890 80 2,970 80 2.7 +1 Trip Yes 

Stanford Street between Broadway 
and Colorado Avenue (Local Street) 

800 30 830 30 3.6 +25.0% No 

Nebraska Avenue between 
Berkeley Street and Franklin Street 
(Local Street) 

2,860 80 2,940 80 2.7 +1 Trip Yes 

Exposition Boulevard between 
Stewart Street and Yorkshire 
Avenue (Local Street 

1,840 50 1,890 50 2.6 +12.5% No 

Stewart Street between Exposition 
Boulevard and Delaware Avenue 
(Collector Street) 

9,150 150 9,300 150 1.6 +12.5% No 

Source:  Fehr and Peers Traffic Study, November 2009.  See Appendix D for complete traffic study. 

 
 Level of Significance After Mitigation.  There are no mitigation measures that would 
reduce the trips to be added to these street segments to a less than significant level.  Therefore, 
impacts to Yale Avenue and Nebraska Avenue would significant and unavoidable.   
 

Impact T-3 A driveway ramp located off of Pennsylvania Avenue would 
provide direct access to the three-level subterranean parking 
garage.  This driveway ramp would provide adequate site 
access; therefore, impacts relating to site access and circulation 
would be Class III, less than significant. 

 
The three-level subterranean parking structure proposed as part of the project would be served 
by one a driveway ramp off of the new Pennsylvania Avenue extension.  No potential 
operational issues have been identified with regard to this access scheme.  Therefore, impacts 
relating to site access would be less than significant. 
 
 Mitigation Measures.  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
 Level of Significance After Mitigation.  Access and circulation impacts would be less 
than significant without mitigation. 
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Impact T-4 Based on Los Angeles County Congestion Management 

Program (CMP) criteria, impacts to CMP identified freeway 
monitoring segments and arterial intersections as a result of the 
proposed project under the approval base plus project scenario 
or under the cumulative plus project scenario would be Class 
III, less than significant. 

 
This section presents the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) transportation impact analysis (TIA).  This analysis 
was conducted in accordance with the procedures outlined in 2002 Congestion Management 
Program for Los Angeles County (Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 
June 2002).   
 
The CMP guidelines require that the geographic scope of the project site vicinity is the first 
issue to be addressed.  The criteria for determining which intersections to study for CMP 
arterial monitoring intersections and for freeway monitoring locations are: 
 

 All CMP arterial monitoring intersections where the proposed project will add 50 or 
more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours of adjacent street traffic. 

 All CMP mainline freeway monitoring locations where the proposed project will add 
150 or more trips, in either direction, during either the AM or PM weekday peak 
hours. 

 
The nearest CMP arterial monitoring intersections to the project site are the intersections of 
Santa Monica Boulevard & Bundy Drive, Santa Monica Boulevard & Cloverfield Boulevard, and 
Wilshire Boulevard & 26th Street.  Of the three CMP arterial monitoring intersections nearest to 
the project site, only Santa Monica Boulevard & Bundy Drive is a study intersection.  Based on 
the project trip generation estimates and a review of the project trip assignment, the proposed 
project is not expected to add more than 50 vehicles per hour (vph) to any of the three locations 
during either peak hour under the approval base plus project scenario or under the cumulative 
base plus project scenario.  Therefore, a CMP arterial intersection analysis is not required. 
 
The mainline freeway monitoring locations nearest to the project site are I-10 at Lincoln 
Boulevard, I-10 east of Overland Avenue, and I-405 north of Venice Boulevard.  Based on the 
incremental project trip generation estimates, the proposed project is not expected to add 
sufficient new traffic to exceed the freeway analysis criteria at these locations.  Since incremental 
project related traffic in any direction during either peak hour is projected to be less than the 
minimum criteria of 150 vph, no further CMP freeway analysis is required. 
 
Potential increases in transit person trips generated by the proposed project were estimated.  
Section B.8.4 of the CMP provides a methodology for estimating the number of transit trips 
expected to result from a proposed project based on the projected number of vehicle trips.  This 
methodology assumes an AVR factor of 1.4 in order to estimate the number of person trips to 
and from the project site and then provides guidance regarding the percent of persons trips 
assigned to public transit depending on the type of use (commercial/other versus residential) 
and the proximity to transit services.  Based on the CMP guidelines, it is estimated that 
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approximately 3.5% of project person trips may involve the use public transit to travel to and 
from the site. 
 
The proposed project would generate a net increase of approximately 205 AM and 245 PM peak 
hour trips.  By applying the CMP guidelines described above (i.e., converting the vehicle trips to 
person trips by multiplying by a 1.4 AVR and assuming 3.5% transit use), it is estimated that the 
project would generate about seven transit person trips in the AM peak hour and about nine 
transit person trips in the PM peak hour.  Given the magnitude of the estimated increase in 
project-related transit trips, it can be concluded that no significant impact to the regional transit 
system would occur. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  No mitigation measures would be required. 
 
Level of Significance After Mitigation.  Impacts would be less than significant without  

mitigation. 
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5.0  LONG TERM IMPACTSOTHER CEQA REQUIRED 
DISCUSSIONS 

 
The State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s potential to foster 
economic or population growth, including ways in which a project could remove an obstacle to 
growth.  Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment.  
However, depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in 
significant adverse environmental effects.  The proposed project’s growth-inducing potential is 
therefore considered significant, if it could result in significant physical effects in one or more 
environmental issue areas.  The most commonly cited example of how an economic effect might 
create a physical change is where economic growth in one area could create blight conditions 
elsewhere by causing existing competitors to go out of business and the buildings to be left 
vacant.   
 

5.1 ECONOMIC AND POPULATION GROWTH 
 
The proposed project involves the construction of a 60-foot, five-story building to accommodate a 
creative studio facility192,000 square foot creative media studio, office, and retail building that 
would replace existing 38,000 square feet of industrial buildings.  In addition, the proposed 
project would include a 3,000 square foot (sf) childcare center, 13,500 sf of open space, and a three 
level subterranean parking garage.  The replacement of the existing 38,000 sf industrial buildings 
with the proposed creative studio development, childcare center, and subterranean parking 
levels could incrementally increase the residential population in the project vicinity.  Substantial 
residential population growth is not anticipated  impacts related to the proposed project are not 
anticipatedSubstantial population growth is not anticipated  as the proposed project does not 
include residences.   
 
The proposed 151,600 sf creative studio buildingproject would add new job opportunities to the 
site and the City of Santa Monica.  While the creation of new jobs has the potential to induce 
people to move to the area to fill the jobs, the effect of these new jobs on the local population 
would be speculative, as it is not known whether new residents would be drawn from the 
existing labor force or would move to Santa Monica or the greater Los Angeles Metropolitan 
area generally to fill them.  However, it should be noted that the creative studio space, due to its 
size, anticipated occupant, and its location, is not expected to be a substantial draw for out-of-
town job seekers.  Most of the employees would likely be drawn from the current labor force.As 
discussed in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project, the project would result in a 
net increase of about 300 employees on the project site (Natelson Company, Inc., Employment 
Density Study, 2001).  It is estimated that a portion of the employees would be generated from 
the existing population in the City and surrounding areas.  Nonetheless, for this analysis, it is 
assumed that the employees would relocate to the City.  The population in the City of Santa 
Monica is currently (January 2011) 90,174.  The South Coast Association of Governments 
estimates that the population will increase to 91,689 by the year 2020.  Therefore, the increase of 
300 employees could be accommodated in the City based on planned growth projections.   
In addition, the number of employees onsite would not likely result in a substantial increase in 
employees compared to existing conditions. 
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The development of a five-story creative studio, childcare center, and subterranean 
garagecreative media studio, retail, and office building can could be viewed as socially and 
economically beneficial for the community, as it would place childcareemployment and 
commercial opportunities  facilities in close proximity to residential areas and would provide 
additional public parking along the proposed Pennsylvania Avenue extension.   Furthermore, 
construction activity associated with the project would generate temporary jobs.  The project 
would not have economic or social effects that would result in adverse physical changes or 
deterioration of the surrounding area, as the area is currently developed with commercial, 
industrial, office, and residential uses.  
 
The proposed project would involve demolition of the existing industrial buildings.  No existing 
housing or population would be displaced, as the existing project site does not contain any 
housing.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with respect to economic and 
population growth.       
 

Mitigation Measures.  None required. 
 
Residual Impacts.ImpactsLevel of Significance After Mitigation.  No significant 

environmental impacts relating to economic or population growth are anticipated. 
 

5.2 REMOVAL OF OBSTACLES TO GROWTH 
 
The proposed project would be located within a fully urbanized area of Santa Monica, which is 
well-served by existing infrastructure.  Major improvements to water, sewer, and drainage 
connection infrastructure would not be necessary as a result ofto accommodate the proposed 
project.  Although the proposed project would result in the extension of Pennsylvania Avenue, 
this Local Street extension would not provide direct access to undeveloped land, and would 
therefore not facilitate any additional growth.  Because the project constitutes redevelopment 
within an urbanized area and does not require the extension of new infrastructure through 
undeveloped areas, project implementation would not remove an obstacle to growth. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  None required. 
 

ResidualLevel of Significance After MitigationResidual Impacts.  No significant 
environmental impacts relating to the removal of obstacles to population growth are 
anticipated. 

 

5.3 GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
Global climate change (GCC) is a change in the average weather of the earth that is measured by 
temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms over a long period of time.  The baseline, 
against which these changes are measured, originates in historical records identifying temperature 
changes that have occurred in the past, such as during previous ice ages.  The global climate is 
continuously changing, as evidenced by repeated episodes of substantial warming and cooling 
documented in the geologic record.  The rate of change has typically been incremental, with 
warming or cooling trends occurring over the course of thousands of years.  The past 10,000 years 
have been marked by a period of incremental warming, as glaciers have steadily retreated across 
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the globe.  However, scientists have observed an unprecedented acceleration in the rate of 
warming during the past 150 years. 
 
GCC is a documented effect.  Although the degree to which the change is caused by anthropogenic 
(man-made) sources is still under study, the increase in warming has coincided with the global 
Industrial Revolution, which has seen the widespread reduction of forests to accommodate urban 
centers and agriculture and the use of fossil fuels, primarily burning of coal, oil, and natural gas for 
energy.  Per the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, 2007), the 
understanding of anthropogenic warming and cooling influences on climate has led to a very 
high confidence (90% or greater chance) that the global average net effect of human activities 
since 1750 has been one of warming.  Most of the observed increase in global average 
temperatures, since the mid-20th century, is very likely due to the observed increase in 
anthropogenic GHG concentrations per the IPCC (November 2007).  While there is some 
disagreement by individual scientists with some of the findings of the IPCC, the overwhelming 
majority of scientists working on climate change agree with the main conclusions, as do the vast 
majority of major scientific societies and national academies of science.   Disagreement within 
the scientific community is present for all major scientific issues; however, the current state of 
knowledge is substantially in favor of GCC warming, with eleven of the last twelve years (1995-
2006) ranking among the twelve warmest years in the instrumental record of global surface 
temperature since 1850 (IPCC, 2007).  In addition, the majority of scientists agree that 
anthropogenic sources are a main, if not primary, contributor to the GCC warming. 
 

5.3.1 Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) 
 
Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are often called greenhouse gases (GHG), analogous to the 
way in which a greenhouse retains heat.  Common GHG include water vapor, carbon dioxide 
(CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxides (N2Ox), fluorinated gases, and ozone.  GHG are emitted by 
both natural processes and human activities.  Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 are emitted in the 
greatest quantities from human activities.  Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products of fossil fuel 
combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and 
landfills.  Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption potential than CO2, 
include fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFC), and sulfur 
hexafluoride (SF6) (Cal EPA, 2006). 
 
The accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature.  Without the 
natural heat trapping effect of GHG, the earth’s surface would be about 34° C cooler (CAT, 2006).  
However, it is believed that emissions from human activities, particularly the consumption of fossil 
fuels for electricity production and transportation, have elevated the concentration of these gases in 
the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations.  The following discusses 
the primary GHGs of concern. 
 
 Carbon Dioxide.  The global carbon cycle is made up of large carbon flows and reservoirs. 
Billions of tons of carbon in the form of CO2 are absorbed by oceans and living biomass (i.e., sinks) 
and are emitted to the atmosphere annually through natural processes (i.e., sources).   When in 
equilibrium, carbon fluxes among these various reservoirs are roughly balanced (USEPA, April 
2008).  CO2 was the first GHG demonstrated to be increasing in atmospheric concentration, with 
the first conclusive measurements being made in the last half of the 20th century.  Concentrations 
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of CO2 in the atmosphere have risen approximately 35%, since the Industrial Revolution.  Per the 
IPCC (2007), the global atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide has increased from a pre-
industrial value of about 280 parts per million (ppm) to 379 ppm in 2005.  The atmospheric 
concentration of CO2 in 2005 exceeds the natural range over the last 650,000 years (180 to 300 ppm) 
as determined from ice cores.  The average annual carbon dioxide concentration growth rate was 
larger during the last 10 years (1995–2005 average:  1.9 ppm per year) than it has been since the 
beginning of continuous direct atmospheric measurements (1960–2005 average:  1.4 ppm per year), 
although there is year-to-year variability in growth rates. 
 
 Methane.  Methane (CH4) is an extremely effective absorber of radiation, though its 
atmospheric concentration is less than that of carbon dioxide and its lifetime in the atmosphere is 
limited to 10-12 years, compared to some other GHGs.  It is approximately 20 times more effective 
at trapping heat in the atmosphere than CO2 (global warming potential [GWP] 20x that of CO2).  
Over the last two hundred and fifty years, the concentration of CH4 in the atmosphere increased by 
148% (IPCC 2007).  Anthropogenic sources of CH4 include landfills, natural gas and petroleum 
systems, agricultural activities, coal mining, wastewater treatment, stationary and mobile 
combustion, and certain industrial processes (USEPA, April 2008). 
 
 Nitrous Oxide.  Concentrations of nitrous oxide (N2O) also began to rise at the beginning of 
the industrial revolution.  N2O is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including 
those reactions which occur in fertilizers that contain nitrogen.  Use of these fertilizers has 
increased over the last century.  N2O’s GWP is 300 times that of CO2. 
 
 Fluorinated Gases (HFCS, PFCS and SF6).  Fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons 
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and sulfurhexafluoride (SF6), are greenhouse gases that are 
emitted from a variety of industrial processes.  Fluorinated gases are used as substitutes for ozone-
depleting substances, such as chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), 
and halons, which have been regulated since the mid-1980s because of their ozone-destroying 
potential and are phased out under the Montreal Protocol and Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  
Fluorinated gases are typically emitted in smaller quantities than CO2, CH4, and N2O, but each 
molecule can have a much greater global warming effect.  SF6 is the most potent greenhouse gas 
the IPCC has evaluated. 
 

5.3.2 Greenhouse Gas Inventory   
 
Worldwide anthropogenic emissions of GHG were approximately 40,000 million metric tons of 
carbon dioxide equivalent (CDE1), including ongoing emissions from industrial and agricultural 
sources, but excluding emissions from land use changes (i.e., deforestation, biomass decay) (IPCC, 
2007).  CO2 emissions from fossil fuel use accounts for 56.6% of the total emissions of 49,000 million 
metric tons CDE (includes land use changes) and all CO2 emissions are 76.7% of the total.  Methane 
emissions account for 14.3% and N2O emissions for 7.9% of GHG (IPCC, 2007).  
 

                                                 
1
 Carbon dioxide equivalent (CDE or CO2E) is a quantity that describes, for a given mixture and amount of GHGs, the amount of 

CO2 (usually in metric tons; million metric tons [megatonne] = MMTCO2E = terragram [Tg] CO2 Eq; 1,000 MMT = gigatonne) that 
would have the same global warming potential (GWP) when measured over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years).   
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Total U.S. GHG emissions were 7,054 million metric tons CDE in 2006 (USEPA, April 2008), or 
about 14% of total GHG emissions worldwide.  U.S. emissions rose by 14.7% from 1990 to 2006, 
while emissions fell by 1.1% from 2005 to 2006 (75.7 MMT CDE).  The following factors were 
primary contributors to this decrease:  (1) compared to 2005, 2006 had warmer winter conditions, 
which decreased consumption of heating fuels, as well as cooler summer conditions, which 
reduced demand for electricity, (2) restraint on fuel consumption caused by rising fuel prices, 
primarily in the transportation sector and (3) increased use of natural gas and renewables in the 
electric power sector. 
 
The primary GHG emitted by human activities in the United States is CO2, representing an 
estimated 84.8% of total GHG emissions (USEPA, April 2008).  The largest source of CO2, and of 
overall greenhouse gas emissions, was fossil fuel combustion.  CH4 emissions, which have declined 
from 1990 levels, resulted primarily from enteric fermentation associated with domestic livestock, 
decomposition of wastes in landfills, and natural gas systems.  Agricultural soil management and 
mobile source fossil fuel combustion were the major sources of N2O emissions.  The emissions of 
substitutes for ozone depleting substances and emissions of HFC-23 during the production of 
HCFC-22 are the primary contributors to aggregate HFC emissions.  Electrical transmission and 
distribution systems account for most SF6 emissions, while PFC emissions result from 
semiconductor manufacturing and as a by-product of primary aluminum production. 
 
The residential and commercial end-use sectors accounted for 20% and 18%, respectively, of CO2 
emissions from fossil fuel combustion in 2006 (USEPA, April 2008).  Both sectors relied heavily on 
electricity for meeting energy demands, with 72% and 79%, respectively, of their emissions 
attributable to electricity consumption for lighting, heating, cooling, and operating appliances.  The 
remaining emissions were due to the consumption of natural gas and petroleum for heating and 
cooking. 
 
California is the second largest contributor of GHG in the United States among states and if 
California were considered a country, it would be the sixteenth largest contributor in the world 
(AEP, 2007).  Based upon the 2004 GHG inventory data (the latest year available) compiled by the 
California Energy Commission (CEC, December 2006), California produced 492 MMT CDE (7% of 
US total).  The major source of GHG in California is transportation, contributing 41% of the state’s 
total GHG emissions.  Electricity generation is the second largest source, contributing 22% of the 
state’s GHG emissions (CEC, December 2006).  Most, 81%, of California’s 2004 GHG emissions (in 
terms of CDE) were carbon dioxide produced from fossil fuel combustion, with 2.8% from other 
sources of CO2, 5.7% from methane, and 6.8% from nitrous oxide (CEC, December 2006).  
California emissions are due in part to its large size and large population.  By contrast, California 
had the fourth lowest CO2 emissions per capita from fossil fuel combustion in the country in 2001, 
due to the success of its energy-efficiency and renewable energy programs and commitments that 
have lowered the state’s GHG emissions rate of growth by more than half of what it would have 
been otherwise (CEC, December 2006).  Another factor that reduces California’s per capita fuel use 
and GHG emissions, as compared to other states, is its mild climate compared to that of many 
other states. 
 

5.3.3 Effects of Global Climate Change 
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Table 5-7 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report  

Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 

from landfills.  A diversion rate of 48% has been achieved on a 
statewide basis.  Therefore, a 2% additional reduction is 
needed. 

standards established by AB 939.  Currently, the City requires 
that 65% of all solid waste, including construction/demolition 
waste, be diverted from landfills, which is higher than the State 
mandate of 50%.  The City has set a goal of increasing the 
amount of solid waste diverted from landfills to 70% by the year 
2010 (City of Santa Monica Sustainable City Plan, 2003). 

Zero Waste – High Recycling 

Efforts to exceed the 50% goal would allow for additional 
reductions in climate change emissions 

Consistent 

As discussed above, as of 2000 the City was recycling 55% of 
its solid waste, thereby exceeding the State’s 50% goal.  
Currently, the City requires that 65% of all solid waste, including 
construction/demolition waste, be diverted from landfills.  By 
2010, the City has set the goal of increasing the amount of 
waste recycled to 70%. Furthermore, the proposed project 
would be required to be built with a minimum of five green 
construction materials, selected from a list that has been 
approved and issued by the Director of the Department of Public 
Works.  Materials are included on the list, based on their 
durability, energy efficiency, water use efficiency, recycled 
content, low emissions, and resource depletion (City of Santa 
Monica Municipal Code Section 8.108.030).  

Department of Forestry 

Urban Forestry 

A new statewide goal of planning 5 million trees in urban areas 
by 2020 would be achieved through the expansion of local 
urban forestry programs. 

Consistent 

The landscaping, proposed for the project, would include new 
trees at  the site. 

Department of Water Resources 

Water Use Efficiency 

Approximately 19 percent of all electricity, 30 percent of all 
natural gas, and 88 million gallons of diesel are used to convey, 
treat, distribute and use water and wastewater.  Increasing the 
efficiency of water transport and reducing water use would 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

Consistent 

The project could be accommodated by existing City supplies of 
water.  In addition, new construction is required to comply with 
the Water Consumption Limits and Fees for New Development 
(Santa Monica Municipal Code, Section 7.16.050), which 
requires payment of water demand mitigation fees to the City to 
offset the estimated total water demand of the project. 
Compliance with existing standards would ensure that low flow 
fixtures and waterwise landscaping is incorporated.  The 
proposed project would also be required to comply with water 
conservation requirements set forth by Santa Monica Municipal 
Code Section 8.108.100, which include, but are not limited to, a 
limit of the amount of potable water used for irrigation, maximum 
precipitation rates for sprinklers and the use of water 
recirculation systems in water features.  

Energy Commission (CEC) 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in Progress 

Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the CEC to adopt and 
periodically update its building energy efficiency standards (that 
apply to newly constructed buildings and alterations to existing 
buildings). 

Consistent 

The City requires new development, including the proposed 
project, to be constructed such that the standards of Title 24 that 
are in effect at the time of development are exceeded by 10%.  
In addition, pursuant to Section 8.108.040 of the City of Santa 
Monica Municipal Code, the proposed project would be required 
to use solar heated water for any pools, spas, fountains, etc; 
pipe insulation for hot water circulation; and heat traps for inlets 
and outlets of noncirculated hot water heaters.  Also, Section 
8.108.060 of the Santa Monica Municipal Code requires that 
projects (including the proposed project) use appliances, heating 
systems, lighting and other energy-using devices, which meet 
specific energy efficiency factors.   

Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in Progress 

Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the Energy 
Commission to adopt and periodically update its appliance 

Consistent 

Under State law, appliances that are purchased for the project – 
both pre- and post-development – would be consistent with 
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Table 5-7 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report  

Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 

energy efficiency standards (that apply to devices and 
equipment using energy that are sold or offered for sale in 
California). 

energy efficiency standards that are in effect at the time of 
manufacture.  Section 8.108.060 of the Santa Monica Municipal 
Code requires that projects (including the proposed project) use 
appliances, heating systems, lighting and other energy-using 
devices, which meet specific energy efficiency factors.  

Business, Transportation and Housing 

Measures to Improve Transportation Energy Efficiency 

Builds on current efforts to provide a framework for expanded 
and new initiatives including incentives, tools and information 
that advance cleaner transportation and reduce climate change 
emissions. 

Consistent 

The project would incorporate office and childcare space that 
would potentially reduce the need for employees to drive to a 
childcare facility daily.  Moreover, the project site is close in 
proximity to a residential neighborhood, where employees could 
potentially reside.   

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 

Smart land use strategies encourage jobs/housing proximity, 
promote transit-oriented development, and encourage high-
density residential/commercial development along transit 
corridors. 

Consistent 

The project would create job opportunities near residential 
neighborhoods, thereby creating availability of employees to 
reside in nearby residences and residents in the existing 
residential neighborhoods to work close to home.   
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6.0  ALTERNATIVES 
 
As required by Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project.  Three alternatives are analyzed:  the CEQA-
required “no project” alternative, a reduced creative studio/office use alternative, and a 
residential/commercial alternative.  

 
Table 6-1 provides a summary comparison of the development characteristics of the proposed 
project and the alternatives.  A more detailed description of the alternatives is included in the 
impact analysis for each alternative.  This section also includes a discussion of the 
environmentally superior alternative among those studied. 
 

Table 6-1   
Comparison of Project Alternatives’ Buildout Characteristics 

Feature Proposed Project 
No Project 
(Existing 

Conditions) 

Reduced Creative 
Studio/Office Use  

Residential/ 
Commercial 
Alternative 

  
   

 

Land Use 

   

 

creative 
studio/office* 

Creative media 
studio/office and 

retail 

 

Commercial/light 
industrial 

 

creative studio/office* 

Creative media 
studio/office and retail 

 

residential/commercial 

(artist studio) 

Size 

 

151,600600 

192,000 sf 

 

38,000 sf 

 

75,795 

96,000 sf 

50 residential units 

47,367 sf Work Space 

Number of 
Stories 

545 
4 

1 and 2 
4 
3 

2-4 

Net Increase/ 

(Decrease) in 
Average Daily 
Trips (ADT) 

1,796 

2,092 
538** 

905 

1,046 
(120) 

Primary 
Access 

Pennsylvania 
Avenue Colorado Avenue Pennsylvania Avenue Pennsylvania Avenue 

Number/Type 
of Parking 
Levels 

3-level subterranean 
parking garage and 

surface parking 
Surface Parking  

2-level subterranean 
parking garage and 

surface parking 

1-level subterranean 
parking garage and 

surface parking  

sf = square feet  

*Also includes an approximately 3,000 sf detached childcare center onsite. 

**Existing ADT of current onsite light industrial uses. 

 

6.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 

6.1.1 Description 
 
The no project alternative assumes that development proposed as part of the project would not 
occur.  The existing 38,000 square foot, one- and two-story commercial/light industrial 
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buildings and associated surface parking would remain.  The site would remain in its current 
condition and the existing structures and existing uses would remain in place.   
 

6.1.2 Impact Analysis 
 
No change in environmental conditions would occur under this alternative because no new 
development would occur.  This alternative would avoid the proposed project’s Class I traffic 
impacts and Class I construction air quality impacts.   
 
Overall, this alternative’s impacts would be less than those of the proposed project for all issues, 
including the issues discussed in the Initial Study in Appendix A.  It should be noted, however, 
that implementation of the No Project alternative at this time would not preclude future 
redevelopment of the site, including projects that may be exempt from environmental review 
under CEQA, nor would it meet any of the project objectives. identified in Section 2.0, Project 
Description.   
 

6.2 REDUCED CREATIVE STUDIO/OFFICE USE ALTERNATIVE  
 

6.2.1 Description 
 
The Reduced Project alternative would involve the demolition of the all existing structures and 
the construction of creative studiocreative media studio/ office space and retail space similar to 
the proposed project.  This alternative would involve reducing the square footage of the 
proposed creative studio/office and retail project component by 50%.  Therefore, this 
alternative would include 96,000 square feet of square feet of creative media studio/office and 
retail space.  This would result in an overall reduction of 96,000 square feet compared to the 
proposed project.  the reduction of 75,805 square feet of creative studio space compared to the 
proposed project.  The square footage of the creative studio/office building under this 
alternative would be 75,795 square feet, andheThe structure would be four three stories in 
height rather than fivefour.  This alternative would include a child care facility similar to the 
proposed project and the development of a 2-level subterranean parking garage and an 
extension of Pennsylvania Avenue across the site similar to the proposed project. 
 
As with the proposed project, access to the project site would be available from the 
Pennsylvania Avenue extension via the subterranean garage.   
 

6.2.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a.  AestheticsShadows.  Shadow impacts associated with this alternative would be 
incrementally lower than those of the proposed project as the building would be one story 
lower.  As with the proposed project, no lightshadow-sensitive uses would be shaded for 
periods exceeding the City’s shadow thresholds and shadow impacts would be less than 
significant.   

 
b.  Air Quality.  Air quality impacts associated with this alternative would be 

incrementally lower than those associated with the proposed project because of the decrease in 
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trip generation as compared to the proposed project.  As with the proposed project, operational 
air quality impacts would be less than significant under this alternative.   

 
  c.  Construction Effects.  This alternative would generate slightly lower construction 
effects compared to the proposed project as the overall amount of construction would be 
reduced.  The reduced building size would not substantially reduce the amount of ROG 
emissions associated with architectural coatings, thus the mitigation measures requiring use of 
low VOC coatings would still be necessary for this alternative.  This alternative would have 
slightly less particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) emissions as compared to the proposed project.  
However, standard dust and ozone precursor control mitigation would still be required during 
general construction activities because it is expected that ROG emissions would continue to 
exceed SCAQMD thresholds and PM emissions would continue to exceed Localized 
Significance Thresholds (LSTs).  As with the proposed project, temporary construction-
generated air quality impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  Construction noise and 
construction traffic effects would be roughly the same as those generated by the proposed 
project.  As such, all mitigation identified for the proposed project would be required to reduce 
construction traffic and noise to a less than significant level.     
 

d.  Geology.  Impacts associated with geology would be generally the same as compared 
to the proposed project.  As such, the mitigation identified for the proposed project would also 
be required for geology impacts under this alternative.  As with the proposed project, impacts 
associated with geology under this alternative would be less than significant with mitigation.   

 
e.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Greenhouse gas emissions associated with this 

alternative would be incrementally lower than those associated with the proposed project 
because of the decrease in trip generation as compared to the proposed project.  As with the 
proposed project, impacts would be less than significant under this alternative.   

 
f.  Neighborhood Effects.  Please refer to the Air Quality, Construction Effects, Noise 

and Traffic discussions.  
 

g.  Noise.  Operational noise impacts resulting from this alternative would be similar to 
those associated with the proposed project, although slightly reduced as trip generation would 
be lower.  As with the proposed project, operational noise impacts would be less than 
significant.  (Construction noise is discussed under Construction Effects above.) 

 
 h.  Transportation/Traffic.  Trip generation associated with the Reduced Creative 
Studio/Office Use Alternative would be lower overall (daily) than that of the proposed project, 
and would also be lower during both of the analyzed peak periods.  Compared to the proposed 
project, this alternative would result in a 50% reduction in daily trips generated.  This 
alternative is estimated to generate a net increase of 905 777 daily trips, including 109 48 AM 
peak hour trips and 182 90 PM peak hour trips (see page 61 of traffic study in Appendix D).  
Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would result in a 50% reduction in daily 
trips generated, a 53% reduction in AM peak hour trips, and a 25% reduction in PM peak hour 
trips.   
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Under this alternative, the LOS at intersections would be incrementally lower as a result of the 
decrease in trips in the AM and PM peak periods, compared to the proposed project.  This 
alternative would not result in any new significant traffic impacts as compared to the proposed 
project and are estimated to avoid three of the project impacts identified in Section 4.7, Traffic.  
The 50% fewer daily trips associated with this alternative are estimated to eliminate significant 
and unavoidable impacts at three of the 15 study area intersections that would have significant 
and unavoidable impacts as a result of the proposed project.  Therefore, significant and 
unavoidable impacts to nine study area intersections would still occur under this alternative 
and all of the mitigation measures identified to reduce the project’s impacts to intersections 
would also apply to this alternative.   The project’s impacts on the residential neighborhood 
street segments would not be avoided with this alternative, as they result from the addition of 
one or more trips to the neighborhood street segments.  Therefore, like the proposed project, 
traffic impacts to neighborhood street segments would also be significant and unavoidable.   

 
6.3 RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCIAL ALTERNATIVE  
 
6.3.1 Description 
 
This alternative  would involve  no creative studio or child care center land uses, and instead 
would involve development of 50 artist studio/housing units, including 46 condominiums and 
four low income apartments.  Under this alternative, 50% of each artist studio/housing unit 
would be used as commercial work space and 50% would be used for living quarters for the 
occupying artist.  This alternative would result in an onsite residential density of 35 dwelling 
units per acre.  The 50 live/work housing units are the maximum floor area permitted in the 
Light Manufacturing and Studio District zone. Under this alternative there would be a 1-level 
subterranean parking garage.  Additionally, some parking would be provided at-grade (surface 
parking). 
 

6.3.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a.  Aesthetics Shadows.  Shadow impacts associated with this alternative would be 
incrementally lower than those of the proposed project as the height would likely be reduced.  
However, as with the proposed project, shadow impacts would be less than significant.  No 
lightshadow-sensitive uses would be shaded for periods exceeding the City’s shadow 
thresholds. 

 
b.  Air Quality.  Air quality impacts associated with this alternative would be lower 

than those associated with the proposed project because of the decrease in trip generation as 
compared with the proposed project.  Operational air quality impacts would be less than 
significant for the Residential/Commercial Alternative.   

 
  c.  Construction Effects.  This alternative would generate slightly lower construction 
effects as the overall amount of construction would be reduced.  However, the change in 
proposed use would not substantially affect the amount of ROG emissions associated with 
architectural coatings, thus the mitigation measures requiring use of low VOC coatings would 
still be necessary for this impact.  This alternative would reduce particulate matter (PM10 and 
PM2.5) emissions slightly as compared to the proposed project because it would include 
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excavation for 1-level of subterranean parking, rather than 23233-levels.  Nonetheless, standard 
dust and ozone precursor control mitigation would still be required during construction.  It is 
expected that with the standard dust mitigation, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would not exceed 
LSTs under this alternative.  However, likelikelLike the proposed project, ROG emissions 
would remain in exceedanceexceedancenotin exceed eance of SCAQMD thresholds, with 
implementation of mitigation., and impacts would be significant and unavoidable.   
 
It is expected that construction noise and construction traffic effects would be about the same as 
the proposed project.  As such, the mitigation identified for the proposed project would be 
required to reduce construction traffic and noise impacts to a less than significant level. 
 

d.  Geology.  This alternative would slightly reduce the impacts associated with geology 
as compared to the proposed project since it would include excavation for a 1-level 
subterranean parking garage rather than a 23233-level garage.  Mitigation measures GEO-4(a), 
GEO-4(b), and GEO-4(c) would be required and with mitigation incorporated, impacts would 
be less than significant.  The impacts associated with seismic activity would be essentially the 
same as the proposed project.  As with the proposed project, impacts associated with geology 
under this alternative would be less than significant with mitigation. 

 
e.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Greenhouse gas emissions associated with this 

alternative would be incrementally lower than those associated with the proposed project 
because of the decrease in trip generation as compared to the proposed project.  As with the 
proposed project, impacts would be less than significant under this alternative.   

 
f.  Neighborhood Effects.  Please refer to the Air Quality, Construction Effects, Noise 

and Traffic discussions.   
 

g.  Noise.  As trip generation would be reduced under this alternative, operational 
roadway noise would also be reduced.  As with the proposed project, operational noise impacts 
would be less than significant.  (Construction noise is discussed under Construction Effects 
above.)   

 
h.  Transportation/Traffic.  The trip generation for this alternative would be less than 

that of the proposed project during both of the analyzed peak periods as well as for daily trips.  
TAs compared to the existing site use, this alternative is estimated to generate a net decrease of 
120 daily trips, including a net decrease of 8 trips during the AM peak hour, and a net increase 
of 20 trips during the PM peak hour, compared to the existing site use.   
 
In the AM peak hour, LOS at study area intersections would improve compared to the 
cumulative baseproject conditions and would incrementally worsen in the PM.  This alternative 
would avoid all but one to two intersection impacts identified for the proposed project.  
Therefore, although impacts would be lower than for the proposed project, impacts at one to 
two intersections would be significant and unavoidable under this alternative.   
 
The project impacts on the residential street segments would be avoided under this alternative, 
as there would be a net decrease in daily trips.  Therefore, traffic impacts to local street 
segments would be less than significant under the Residential/Commercial alternative.     
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6.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

 
As required by CEQA, this section identifies the environmentally superior alternative.  The No 
Project alternative would involve no change to the environment and is therefore considered 
environmentally superior overall.  However, this alternative would not preclude future 
development of the site.  Additionally, this alternative fails to achieve the stated project 
objectives.  Among the development options, the Residential/Commercial alternative would be 
the environmentally superior alternative, as there would be a net decrease in daily vehicle trips 
and all other impacts would be incrementally lower than the impacts that would occur from the 
development of the proposed project.  Under the Residential/Commercial alternative, the net 
decrease in daily vehicle trips would eliminate the significant and unavoidable impacts at 10 to 
eleven of the study area intersections; however, there would still be significant and unavoidable 
impacts at one to two study area intersections due to the net increase in PM peak hour vehicle 
trips.  It should be noted that the Residential/Commercial alternative would not meet project 
objectives identified in Section 2.0, Project Description.  Specifically, the Residential/Commercial 
alternative would not meet the project objective of developing a creative studio/retail facility on 
the project site that would contribute to the City of Santa Monica and would be viable in the 
current and future market.  In addition, the project objectives include contributing to the area’s 
vision as a transit-focused employment center with mixed-use creative arts and a neighborhood 
that provides a quality transition to residential neighborhoods to the north, east, and south as 
envisioned in LUCE Goal D24.  LUCE Policies D24.2 and D24.4 envision a diverse mix of 
creative arts facilities as well as local serving retail uses, which is also a project objective.  The 
Residential/Commercial alternative would not create a transit-employment center to the same 
extent as the proposed project and would not be as economically viable as the proposed project.   
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8.0  COMMENTS and RESPONSES 
 
8.1 COMMENTS and RESPONSES 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that the lead agency evaluate public comments on 
environmental issues included in a Draft EIR and prepare written responses to those comments. 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), “The written responses shall describe the 
disposition of significant environmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to 
mitigate anticipated impacts or objections).  In particular, the major environmental issues raised 
when the lead agency’s positions is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in 
the comments must be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and 
suggestions were not accepted.”  The CEQA Guidelines call for responses that contain a “good 
faith, reasoned analysis” with statements supported by factual information.   

 
The City of Santa Monica received ten comment letters on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for the 2834 Colorado Avenue Creative Studio Project.  As required by CEQA, the 
City has prepared responses to each of these letters.   
 
The comment letters that the City received are listed below.  The letters and responses follow.   
 

Commenter Page 

1. Alberto T. Valmidiano, Project Manager, Department of 
Toxic Substances Control 

8-2 
 

2. Board of Directors: Friends of Sunset Park 8-5 

3. Jack Walter, Managing Partner, Colorado Creative 
Studios, LLC 8-9 

4. Helen Auerbach 8-11 

5. David Latham  8-13 

6. Wes Thompson, Pico Neighborhood Association Co-
Chair  8-18 

7. Deborah Goodwin 8-22 

8. Alison Broadbent 8-24 

9. Gregg Heacock 8-26

10. Paula Monaghan 8-29 
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Letter 1 
 
COMMENTER: Alberto T. Valmidiano, Project Manager, Department of Toxic 

Substances Control 
 
DATE:   December 28, 2009 
 
Response  
 
The commenter recommends an environmental site investigation to evaluate whether current 
and historical conditions at the site pose a threat to human health or the environment.  The 
commenter further states that if it is determined that contaminated soils exist, the DEIR should 
identify how any required investigation and/or remediation would be conducted and which 
government agency would provide oversight. 
 
As discussed in Section IX of the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix 
A), a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment performed for the project site by Asbestos, 
Environment & Safety (AE&S) (January 2000) found no evidence of recognized environmental 
conditions in connection with the project site.  There are no National Priority Listing 
(Superfund) sites or solid waste transfer and disposal facilities within a one-mile radius of the 
subject property.  There are four Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Information System (CERCLIS) sites and 12 Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
(LUST) sites located within one-half mile of the project site; however, due to the direction and 
distance of these sites from the project site, these pose no hazard to the site (AE&S 2004).  The 
project site is not listed on the State’s Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List (CORTESE 
List) from the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA), Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) (DTSC, 2008).  Based on the findings of the Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment, further investigation is not warranted. 
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January 4, 2009 
  
To:     Planning Department and Planning Commission (Attn: Bruce Leach) 
  
From: Board of Directors: Friends of Sunset Park 
  
Re:    Comment on Draft EIR -- 2834 Colorado Avenue Creative Studio Project 
  
  
At the time of the Lantana Campus expansion, the FOSP Board of Directors took a position that we would 
oppose any large development that could not mitigate traffic impacts on residential neighborhoods. 
  
The 2834 Colorado Avenue project is just such a development. 
  
1. On page 4.1-4, it states that the project will further the City's goal of a slightly more intensely developed 
urban environment..."  
  
Replacing a 38,000 sq ft building with a 153,590 sq ft building, and increasing height from one story to 5 
stories does not strike us as "slightly more intensely developed," but rather as much more intensely 
developed. This does not seem in keeping with the City's goal. 
  
2. The jobs/housing imbalance in Santa Monica is often described as a problem that needs correcting, 
since it contributes to commuter traffic and traffic congestion (the #1 complaint among residents).  
  
In section 3-8, Table 3-2 ("Total Cumulative Development") shows 4,878,978 sq ft of 
Commercial/Retail/Restaurant development "currently planned and pending within the City and 
surrounding communities." 
  
How will Development Agreements such as this proposed 2834 Colorado Avenue project, and other 
project approvals that add up to nearly 5 million sq ft of commercial development, will help solve the city's  
jobs/ housing imbalance?  
  
3. Page 4.4-2 shows an estimate of 1,796 net new daily car trips that will be generated by the project. It 
states that the project would result in significant impacts at 11 intersections (including Cloverfield & 
Colorado, Cloverfield & Olympic, 26th & Santa Monica Blvd., 26th & Olympic, Yale & Colorado, Stewart & 
Colorado, Stewart & Olympic, Centinela & Colorado, Centinela & Exposition Blvd., and Centinela & I-10 
westbound ramps).  
  
4. Page 4.4-3 shows significant impacts at Bundy & Olympic and at Bundy & the I-10 eastbound on-
ramp.  
  
5. On page 4.4-5, it states that "The project's impacts at 10 of these intersections would 
be Class I, significant and unavoidable."   
  
6. Page 52 of the Fehr and Peers report also shows significant and unavoidable impacts at 20th & 
Olympic.  
  
Conclusion:  For residents of the eastern half of Sunset Park, if we cannot travel north/south on 20th, 
Cloverfield, Stewart/28th, or Centinela, due to increased congestion and reduced Level of Service at 
intersections on those streets, we will have to travel west to 14th, 11th, or Lincoln in order to cross the  
I-10 freeway and access the Mid-City, Wilshire'/Montana, or North of Montana neighborhoods.  
That is unacceptable. 
  
Therefore, we suggest that Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 would be far preferable to the 2834 Colorado Avenue 
project as currently proposed.  

Letter 2

1

2
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Letter 2 
 
COMMENTER: Board of Directors:  Friends of Sunset Park 
 
DATE:   January 4, 2010 
 
Response 2.1 
 
The commenter states an opinion that replacing a 38,000 sf building with a 153,590 sf building 
and increasing height on the project site from one story to five stories would be much more 
intensely developed, which would not support City goals. 
 
Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the City adopted the Land Use and Circulation 
Element (LUCE) in July 2010. As indicated in Section 2.0, the project site is located within the 
Mixed-Use Creative District, as established in the LUCE.  The base height in the Mixed-Use 
Creative District is 32 feet (2 stories) with a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.5 (Tier 1 
projects).  Projects that provide affordable housing in accordance with the City’s Affordable 
Housing Production Program (Section 9.56 of the Santa Monica Municipal Code) are 
allowed an increased height of 36 feet.  Subject to a discretionary review process (i.e., 
development agreements), Tier 2 projects in this land use designation may be permitted to 
be developed to a maximum height of 47 feet and FAR of 2.0 with the provision of 
community benefits.  Tier 3 projects are afforded a height of 57 feet and FAR of 2.5 with the 
provision of additional community benefits.  Therefore, as a Tier 3 project, the proposed 
project’s height of 57 feet and FAR of 2.5 would be in conformance with what the LUCE 
allows for the project site.  As required by the LUCE, the proposed project would be subject 
to a Development Agreement to establish community benefits.  Therefore, the proposed 
project’s height and density would support the current LUCE goals adopted by the City.  In 
addition, as discussed in the Initial Study provided in Appendix A, the project is subject to 
review by the City’s Architectual Review Board.  The Board would have to make the 
following findings pursuant to Santa Monica Municipal Code Section 9.32.140 prior to 
approval of the proposed project:  
 

a. The plan for the proposed building or structure is expressive of good taste, good design, 
and in general contributes to the image of Santa Monica as a place of beauty, creativity 
and individuality. 

 
b. The proposed building or structure is not of inferior quality such as to cause the nature 

of the local neighborhood or environment to materially depreciate in appearance and 
value. 

 
c. The proposed design of the building or structure is compatible with developments on 

land in the general area. 
 

d. The proposed development is in conformity with the effective guidelines and standards 
adopted pursuant to this chapter and all other applicable ordinances insofar as the 
location and appearance of the buildings and structures are involved. 
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The City’s Architectural Review Board would ensure that the proposed project conforms to 
City aesthetic policies and goals.   
 
Response 2.2 
 
The commenter asks how the 2834 Colorado Avenue Creative Studio Project and other 
cumulative development in the City would help solve the City’s job/housing imbalance.   
 
The proposed project would result in a net increase of roughly 119,200 square feet of post-
production/creative office space, ancillary storage, and community-serving retail.  As 
discussed in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see Section XV, Population and 
Housing, Appendix A),the proposed project would increase job opportunities on the site as 
compared to the existing uses to be displaced.  Some of the new employees may be drawn from 
outside of Santa Monica; others would be drawn from the local labor pool.  Those from outside 
of the area may commute from their existing residences, others may move to Santa Monica and 
still other may move to surrounding cities.  The proposed project would not help solve the 
City’s job/housing imbalance since it would not provide new housing.  However, the project 
would provide jobs in the City.   
 
Response 2.3 
 
The commenter states that the project would generate an estimated 1,796 net daily car trips and 
would result in significant impacts at 11 intersections.  The commenter further states that the 
project would create a significant impact at Bundy and Olympic and at Bundy and the I-10 
eastbound on-ramp.   
 
Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the applicant revised the project to include 170,000 
square feet of post-production/creative office, 13,000 square feet of storage, and 9,000 square 
feet of retail uses. As discussed in Section 4.7, Traffic, the proposed project (as revised) would 
generate an estimated 2,092 net new daily trips, which includes 205 net new vehicle trips 
during the weekday AM peak hour and 245 net new vehicle trips during the weekday PM peak 
hour.  The increase in vehicle trips would result in significant traffic impacts at 7 study area 
intersections under the approval year plus project scenario, including 7 intersections impacted 
under the City of Santa Monica criteria and 3 intersections impacted under the City of Los 
Angeles criteria (the 3 intersections impacted under the City of Los Angeles criteria are also 
impacted under the City of Santa Monica criteria).  Implementation of mitigation measures 
would reduce impacts at two of the 7 impacted intersections.  However, the project’s impacts at 
five intersections would be significant and unavoidable.  Under the cumulative plus project 
scenario, the increase in vehicles traveling on the surrounding roadway network would result 
in significant traffic impacts at 15 of the 35 study area intersections, including 13 intersections 
impacted under the City of Santa Monica criteria and six intersections impacted under the City 
of Los Angeles criteria (four intersections impacted under the City of Los Angeles criteria are 
also impacted under the City of Santa Monica criteria).  Implementation of mitigation measures 
would reduce impacts at 6 of the 15 adversely affected intersections to a less than significant 
level; however, the project’s impacts at nine of these intersections would be significant and 
unavoidable.    
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The commenter states that impacts are identified to be significant and unavoidable at 10 of the 
intersections and that the Fehr and Peers Traffic Report shows a significant and unavoidable 
impact at 20th and Olympic.  As discussed on Page 4.7-42 in Section 4.7, Traffic, under the 
cumulative plus project scenario, the proposed project would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts at nine intersections, which includes the intersection of 20th and Olympic. 
 
Response 2.4 
 
The commenter states that residents would have to travel west to 14th Street, 11th Street, or 
Lincoln Street to cross the I-10 freeway due to increased traffic associated with the proposed 
project.  For this reason, the commenter states an opinion that alternatives 1, 2, or 3 would be 
preferable.  
 
The preference for alternatives 1, 2, or 3 is noted.  Alternatives are discussed in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives.  The No Project alternative (Alternative 1) would involve no change in 
environmental conditions because no new development would occur.  This alternative would 
avoid the proposed project’s Class I traffic impacts and Class I construction air quality impacts. 
  
The Reduced Creative Studio/Office Use alternative (Alternative 2) would avoid the proposed 
project’s Class I air quality impacts.  In addition, this alternative would reduce vehicle trips, but 
would not avoid the proposed project’s Class I traffic impacts.   
 
Among the development options, the Residential/Commercial alternative (Alternative 3) has 
been identified as the environmentally superior alternative as it would reduce vehicle trips and 
incrementally reduce impacts in other issue areas as compared to the proposed project.  The 
Residential/Commercial alternative would avoid all but one to two intersection impacts 
identified for the proposed project.  Therefore, although impacts would be lower than for the 
proposed project, impacts at one to two intersections would be significant and unavoidable 
under this alternative.  Please see Letter 3 below for a discussion about alternatives failing to 
meet project objectives.   
 
It should be noted that while the project would result in significant traffic impacts, it would not 
render travel on 20th, Cloverfield, Stewart, or Centinela impossible.  The impacted intersections 
are projected to be operating at LOS E or F in the future, and small increases in traffic are 
enough to trigger impacts.  At LOS F, an increase in capacity by 0.5% is enough to trigger an 
impact.  At many impacted locations, traffic volumes will increase by less than 10 vehicles in 
the peak hour for a single movement, representing one car every six minutes or less.  
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Letter 3 
 
COMMENTER: Jack Walter, Managing Partner, Colorado Creative Studios, LLC 
 
DATE:   January 5, 2010 
 
Response 
 
The commenter states that the goals of the project are to construct a creative studio facility that 
would contribute to the City of Santa Monica financially and aesthetically, and that would be 
viable in the current and future economic market.  The commenter states that project 
alternatives 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3 would not meet the requirements and objectives of the project and, 
therefore, are not viable alternatives for the applicant.  This comment is noted. 
 
Project alternatives are discussed in Section 6.0, Alternatives.  In the discussion of the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative in Section 6.0, it is noted that the “No Project 
Alternative” (Alternative 6.1) and the “Residential/Commercial Alternative” (Alternative 6.3) 
would not meet project objectives. 
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Letter 4 
 
COMMENTER: Helen Auerbach   
 
DATE:   January 4, 2010 
 
Response 
 
The commenter states that the existing businesses on the project site are longstanding 
businesses whom the commenter has patronized in the past.  The commenter objects to the new 
development and states that the project site may be a potentially historic trade court. 
 
This comment that the existing onsite businesses are longstanding is noted, but does not pertain 
to the environmental impact analysis contained in the Draft EIR.   
 
According to the Historic Resources Report prepared by San Buenaventura Research Associates 
for the project, the project site is not identified as a historic trade court.  As discussed under 
item VI, Cultural Resources, of the Initial Study (see Appendix A of the EIR) that was prepared 
for the project, the project would not result in significant impacts to historic resources.    The 
following is taken from item VI, Cultural Resources, of the Initial Study: 
 

Neither the project site nor any properties in the immediate vicinity are listed in the 
Santa Monica Historic Resources Inventory (Santa Monica Historic Resources 
Inventory, September 2007), nor designated as a Landmark (Santa Monica Designated 
Landmarks, updated June 2008) or Historic District (Santa Monica Designated Historic 
Districts, updated December 2006) by the City of Santa Monica.  A Historic Resources 
Report was prepared for the project site (San Buenaventura Research Associates, July 
2003) which concluded the project site would not be eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historic Resources, or the City of 
Santa Monica historic landmarks or districts list. (The report is on file at Planning 
Division offices, Santa Monica City Hall, 1685 Main Street in Santa Monica.)  
Therefore, the property is not regarded as a significant historical resource and the 
proposed project would not result in a significant impact to historic resources. 

 
With regard to the NOA and comment period, a Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR was 
circulated to all interested parties and owners and occupants of property contiguous to the 
project site in accordance with Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The Notice of 
Availability was also published in the local newspaper.  The Draft EIR was made available for a 
45 day public review at the public libraries and at City Hall.  While not required by CEQA, the 
Notice of Availability and Draft EIR was also posted on-line on the City’s website.   
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Letter 5 
 
COMMENTER: David Latham  
 
DATE:   January 4, 2010 

 
 
Response 5.1 
 
The commenter is disappointed with the City-driven east-end development of Santa Monica 
and is concerned for the height and density of the proposed building as well as the traffic 
associated with the project.  The commenter feels that impacts of the proposed project seem to 
be presented as “livable” and “not much hurtful” within the EIR.   
 
Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the City adopted the Land Use and Circulation 
Element (LUCE) in July 2010. As indicated in Section 2.0, the project is located within the 
Mixed-Use Creative District, as established in the LUCE.  The base height in the Mixed-Use 
Creative District is 32 feet (2 stories) with a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.5 (Tier 1 
projects).  Projects that provide affordable housing in accordance with the City’s Affordable 
Housing Production Program (Section 9.56 of the Santa Monica Municipal Code) are allowed 
an increased height of 36 feet.  Subject to a discretionary review process (i.e., development 
agreements), Tier 2 projects in this land use designation may be permitted to be developed to a 
maximum height of 47 feet and FAR of 2.0 with the provision of community benefits.  Tier 3 
projects are afforded a height of 57 feet and FAR of 2.5 with the provision of additional 
community benefits.  Therefore, as a Tier 3 project, the proposed project’s height of 57 feet and 
FAR of 2.5 would be in conformance with what the LUCE allows for the project site.  As 
required by the LUCE, the proposed project would be subject to a Development Agreement to 
establish community benefits.   
As discussed in Section 4.7, Traffic, proposed project would generate an estimated 205 net new 
vehicle trips during the weekday AM peak hour and 245 net new vehicle trips during the 
weekday PM peak hour .  The increase in vehicle trips would result in significant traffic 
impacts at 7 study area intersections under the approval year plus project scenario, including 7 
intersections impacted under the City of Santa Monica criteria and 3 intersections impacted 
under the City of Los Angeles criteria (the 3 intersections impacted under the City of Los 
Angeles criteria are also impacted under the City of Santa Monica criteria).  Implementation of 
mitigation measures would reduce impacts at two of the 7 impacted intersections.  However, 
the project’s impacts at five intersections would be significant and unavoidable..  Under the 
cumulative plus project scenario, the increase in vehicles traveling on the surrounding roadway 
network would result in significant traffic impacts at 15 of the 35 study area intersections, 
including 13 intersections impacted under the City of Santa Monica criteria and six 
intersections impacted under the City of Los Angeles criteria (four intersections are also 
impacted under the City of Santa Monica criteria).  Implementation of mitigation measures 
would reduce impacts at 6 of the 15 adversely affected intersections to a less than significant 
level; however, the project’s impacts at nine of these intersections would be significant and 
unavoidable.    
 
It is not the EIR’s purpose to determine whether or not the project is “livable” or “hurtful.”  Its 
purpose is to identify and, when possible, mitigate the significant environmental effects of the 
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proposed project.  It should be noted that CEQA specifically requires lead agencies to identify 
feasible mitigation measures for identified significant impacts. 
 
Response 5.2 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the new traffic burden and higher densities would 
worsen life in the area.  The commenter states an opinion that an extension of Pennsylvania 
Avenue would be unacceptable.  The commenter feels that there will be no way to mitigate the 
effect that the proposed Pennsylvania Avenue extension would have on traffic and pedestrian 
movements in the neighborhood.  
 
As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed project would include the 
extension of Pennsylvania Avenue through the southernmost third of the project site.  This 
street extension would be approximately 40-feet in width comprising two traffic lanes.  It 
should be noted that the Pennsylvania Avenue extension is necessary to provide vehicular 
access to the proposed project’s subterranean parking facility and would facilitate circulation in 
the area.  As previously stated, the traffic analysis for the approval base project scenario (which 
does not take into account the Pennsylvania Avenue extension as well as cumulative 
development) indicates that the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts on five intersections after implementation of mitigation measures.  Under the 
cumulative base plus project scenario (which accounts for the Pennsylvania Avenue extension), 
the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts on nine intersections 
after implementation of mitigation measures.  
 
Response 5.3 
 
The commenter states that he did not see anything in the EIR about the impacts of the proposed 
project on business currently on the property or about the effects of the proposed project on 
those living and working in the area.   
 
Section 4.5, Neighborhood Effects, includes an analysis of the project’s potential impacts to the 
surrounding neighborhood with respect to air quality, construction effects, traffic and noise.  
As discussed in Section 4.5, Neighborhood Effects, under the approval base project scenario 
(which does not take into account the Pennsylvania Avenue extension as well as cumulative 
development), the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts 
on five intersections after implementation of mitigation measures.  Under the cumulative base 
plus project scenario (which accounts for the Pennsylvania Avenue extension), the proposed 
project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts on nine intersections after 
implementation of mitigation measures. Construction effects would be less than significant 
with implementation of mitigation measures CON-1 and CON-2(a-e), which require the 
implementation of a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan and noise attenuating construction 
techniques.  Long-term air quality and noise impacts would be less than significant.   
 
Response 5.4 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the project would create a housing detriment to the area. 
The commenter states that new developments do not provide truly affordable housing.   
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This comment is noted.  Please refer to Response 2.2. 
 
Response 5.5 
 
The commenter states that it seems a specific development plan has been set independent of 
resident input.   
 
This opinion is noted, but does not pertain to the environmental impact analysis contained in 
the Draft EIR.  Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the City of Santa Monica adopted the 
Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE) in July 2010.  As discussed in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, the project is located within the Mixed-Use Creative District, as established in the 
LUCE.  The base height in the Mixed-Use Creative District is 32 feet (2 stories) with a maximum 
floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.5 (Tier 1 projects).  Projects that provide affordable housing in 
accordance with the City’s Affordable Housing Production Program (Section 9.56 of the Santa 
Monica Municipal Code) are allowed an increased height of 36 feet.  Subject to a discretionary 
review process (i.e., development agreements), Tier 2 projects in this land use designation may 
be permitted to be developed to a maximum height of 47 feet and FAR of 2.0 with the provision 
of community benefits.  Tier 3 projects are afforded a height of 57 feet and FAR of 2.5 with the 
provision of additional community benefits.  Therefore, as a Tier 3 project, the proposed 
project’s height of 57 feet and FAR of 2.5 would be in conformance with what the LUCE allows 
for the project site.  As required by the LUCE, the proposed project would be subject to a 
Development Agreement to establish community benefits. . 
 
A Development Agreement is a contract between the City and a developer that authorizes the 
type and amount of development that may occur within a specific period of time.  
Development agreements are typically used to provide developers with guaranteed 
development rights in exchange for public benefits. A Development Agreement must comply 
with the General Plan, but can establish different development standards than provided by 
zoning regulations. 
 
A Development Agreement can provide greater latitude to advance local planning policies 
compared to the Development Review Permit process.  While a Development Agreement is an 
alternative to the standard development approval process, in practice it is similar to other 
public review processes where the City Council makes the final decision with the exception that 
the City Council has more discretion in imposing conditions and requirements on the proposed 
project, since the Development Agreements are adopted by ordinance and are negotiated 
contracts.  Compared to the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process, the Development 
Agreement process has greater public review and participation, allows more flexibility to create 
high-quality projects and achieve greater community benefit, providing the greatest 
discretionary control to the City.  Chapter 9.48 of the Municipal Code establishes the processes 
and requirements for the City to enter into a Development Agreement.  One of the provisions is 
annual review by the City Council of each approved Development Agreement to determine 
good faith compliance with the terms of the development agreement. 
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Letter 6 
 
COMMENTER: Wes Thompson, Pico Neighborhood Association Co-Chair  
 
DATE:   January 4, 2010 

 
Response 6.1 
 
The commenter states that the Pico Neighborhood Association opposes the proposed project.  
The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with the height requirements of the 
General Plan.  The commenter suggests a study of the cumulative impact of traffic impacts 
resulting from three proposed projects in the project site vicinity.  The opposition to the project 
is noted. 
 
Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the City adopted the Land Use and Circulation 
Element (LUCE) in July 2010. The project is located within the Mixed-Use Creative District, as 
established in the LUCE.  The base height in the Mixed-Use Creative District is 32 feet (2 
stories) with a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.5 (Tier 1 projects).  Projects that provide 
affordable housing in accordance with the City’s Affordable Housing Production Program 
(Section 9.56 of the Santa Monica Municipal Code) are allowed an increased height of 36 feet.  
Subject to a discretionary review process (i.e., development agreements), Tier 2 projects in this 
land use designation may be permitted to be developed to a maximum height of 47 feet and 
FAR of 2.0 with the provision of community benefits.  Tier 3 projects are afforded a height of 57 
feet and FAR of 2.5 with the provision of additional community benefits.  Therefore, as a Tier 3 
project, the proposed project’s height of 57 feet and FAR of 2.5 would be in conformance with 
what the LUCE allows for the project site.  As required by the LUCE, the proposed project 
would be subject to a Development Agreement to establish community benefits. With approval 
of the Development Agreement, the project would be consistent with the LUCE height and 
FAR requirements.   
 
Cumulative traffic impacts are analyzed in Section 4.7, Traffic.  The cumulative plus project 
scenario analysis provided therein  did consider trips from cumulative development in the area, 
including the two pending projects identified by the commenter.  As discussed in Section 4.7, 
under the cumulative plus project conditions, traffic impacts at nine intersections would be 
significant and unavoidable based on both the City of Santa Monica and City of Los Angeles 
significance criteria. 
 
Response 6.2 
 
The commenter states that there is no assurance that jobs on the project site would go to local 
residents.   
 
As discussed in the Initial Study in Appendix A, some of the new employees may be drawn 
from outside of Santa Monica; others would be drawn from the local labor pool.  Those from 
outside of the area may commute from their existing residences, others may move to Santa 
Monica and still other may move to surrounding cities.   
 
Response 6.3 
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The commenter states that there is no assurance that TDM can mitigate traffic impacts 
described in the EIR.   
 
As discussed in Section 4.7, Transportation/Traffic, the applicant would be required to implement 
Mitigation Measure T-1(a) to achieve at least a 50% reduction in peak hour trips, conduct 
monitoring and reporting, and incorporate TDM strategies.  Anticipated traffic levels after 
mitigation were calculated based on these requirements.   
Response 6.4 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the proposed Pennsylvania Avenue extension cannot be 
considered a public benefit because it paves the way for more development and would result in 
adverse traffic impacts on the residential neighborhoods.   
 
The commenter’s opinion is noted.  It should be noted that the proposed project would result in 
a right-of-way dedication of Pennsylvania Avenue as a public street.  In addition, it should be 
noted that the Pennsylvania Avenue extension is necessary to provide vehicular access to the 
proposed project’s subterranean parking facility and would facilitate circulation in the area.    
The proposed Pennsylvania Avenue extension would not “pave” the way for more 
development.  The mixed-use projects that have been proposed immediately adjacent to the 
east of the project site at 2930 Colorado Avenue and at 2848 Colorado Avenue are not 
dependent on the proposed project’s Pennsylvania Avenue extension. Such dependent could 
occur with or without the Pennsylvania Avenue extension.   
 
As discussed in Section 4.7, Traffic, the proposed project would generate traffic on residential 
street segments.  The proposed project would generate 80 daily trips on Yale Avenue between 
Broadway and Colorado and on Nebraska Avenue between Berkeley Street and Franklin Street, 
resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts on these two street segments.  .    
 
Response 6.5 
 
The commenter states that the proposed project would result in the release of almost 4,000 tons 
of greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project would result in an 
anticipated 5,086 metric tons CDE of greenhouse gasses annually.  However, as discussed in 
Section 4.5, impacts would  be less than significant based on the significance criteria used in the 
Draft EIR.   
 
Response 6.6 
 
The commenter states that there is little mention of the proposed Bundy Medical Village and 
the impacts that it would have on Santa Monica traffic.   
 
The Bundy/Olympic project was included in the list of related projects and its’ trips were 
considered in the cumulative plus project analysis of the traffic study.  The City is aware of the 
project and has commented on its EIR.  That project will result in its own significant impacts, 
some of which can be mitigated and some of which will be significant and unavoidable. 
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Response 6.7 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the proposed project is too much for the surrounding 
neighborhood and that the proposed project should be downsized due to significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts.  The commenter states that alternative 1, 2, or 3 is preferable.  This 
comment is noted.  Please see Response 2.4 and response to Letter 3.   
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Letter 7 
 
COMMENTER: Deborah Goodwin 
 
DATE:   January 6, 2010 
 
Response 
 
The commenter states general opposition to the proposed project.  This comment is noted, but 
does not pertain to the environmental impact analysis contained in the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 8 
 
COMMENTER: Alison Broadbent 
 
DATE:   January 6, 2010 

 
Response 
 
The commenter states concern for the expansion of the area and traffic along Colorado 
Boulevard.  The commenter states that increased traffic would make the area “unlivable.”  The 
commenter expresses general opposition to the proposed project.  This comment is noted.   
 
Please see Section 4.7, Traffic, for traffic impacts associated with the proposed project.  As 
discussed in Section 4.7, the traffic analysis for the approval base (2011) project scenario 
indicates that the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts on five 
intersections after implementation of mitigation measures.  Under the cumulative base (2014) 
plus project scenario, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts 
on nine intersections after implementation of mitigation measures. .  As required by Section 
15092 of the CEQA Guidelines, the decision-makers will consider the significant effects of the 
project in deciding whether to approve the proposed project.   
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Letter 9 
 
COMMENTER: Gregg Heacock 
 
DATE:   January 5, 2010 
 

Response 
 
The commenter is concerned about the height of the proposed project and its associated 
aesthetic impacts on the adjacent neighborhood.  The commenter states that the proposed 
project could change the character of the adjacent neighborhood.  The commenter wonders why 
aesthetic factors affecting quality of life and value for sale are not discussed in the EIR.   
 
Pursuant to CEQA, aesthetic impacts would be significant if the project would:  
 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista 

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

 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings 

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

 
As discussed in Section I of the Initial Study, the project site is not part of a scenic vista, nor is it 
close enough to a scenic vista (i.e. ocean view or mountain view) such that the proposed project 
would obstruct views.  The proposed project is not located adjacent to or within view of a state 
scenic highway.  No trees, rock outcroppings, historic buildings or other scenic resources are 
located on the project site.  While the proposed building would be taller than the surrounding 
buildings, it would not obstruct scenic views nor degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the project site and its surroundings.   
It should also be noted that subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the City adopted the 
Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE) in July 2010. The project is located within the 
Mixed-Use Creative District, as established in the LUCE.  The proposed project’s height and 
density is within the allowable height and FAR limits as established by the LUCE for Tier 3 
projects.  In addition, as required by the LUCE, the proposed project would be required to 
adhere to the building stepback requirements to reduce the appearance of mass and height.   
 
Furthermore, the proposed project would be subject to review by the City’s Architectural 
Review Board.  The Board would have to make the follow findings pursuant to Santa Monica 
Municipal Code Section 9.32.140 prior to approval of the proposed project:  
 

a. The plan for the proposed building or structure is expressive of good taste, good design, 
and in general contributes to the image of Santa Monica as a place of beauty, creativity 
and individuality. 

 
b. The proposed building or structure is not of inferior quality such as to cause the nature 

of the local neighborhood or environment to materially depreciate in appearance and 
value. 
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c. The proposed design of the building or structure is compatible with developments on 

land in the general area. 
 

d. The proposed development is in conformity with the effective guidelines and standards 
adopted pursuant to this chapter and all other applicable ordinances insofar as the 
location and appearance of the buildings and structures are involved. 

 
The City’s Architectural Review Board would ensure that the proposed project is designed to 
conform to City policies and goals.   
 
The purpose of an EIR is to identify and, when possible, mitigate the significant environmental 
effects of a proposed project.  A project’s potential effect on the economic value of property is 
not an environmental impact.  Moreover, the claim of an economic impact is speculative.   
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Letter 10 
 
COMMENTER: Paula Monaghan 
 
DATE:   January 5, 2010 
 

Response 
 
The commenter is concerned that the view from the commenter’s house would be altered by 
the proposed project.  The commenter shares aesthetic concerns, including the color of the 
proposed building, setback of the proposed building, and proposed landscaping.   
 
This comment is noted.  Pursuant to CEQA, aesthetic impacts would be significant if the project 
would:  
 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista 

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

 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings 

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

 
As discussed in Section I of the Initial Study, the project site is not part of a scenic vista, nor is it 
close enough to a scenic vista (i.e. ocean view or mountain view) that redevelopment would 
obstruct views.  The proposed project is not located adjacent to or within view of a state scenic 
highway.  No trees, rock outcroppings, historic buildings or other scenic resources are located 
on the project site.  While the proposed office building would be taller than the surrounding 
buildings, it would not obstruct scenic views nor degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the project site and its surroundings.   
It should also be noted that subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the City adopted the 
Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE) in July 2010. The project is located within the 
Mixed-Use Creative District, as established in the LUCE.  The proposed project’s height and 
density is within the allowable height and FAR limits as established by the LUCE for Tier 3 
projects.  In addition, as required by the LUCE, the proposed project would be required to 
adhere to the building stepback requirements to reduce the appearance of mass and height.   
 
The proposed project would also be subject to review by the City’s Architectural Review Board. 
 The Board would have to make the follow findings pursuant to Santa Monica Municipal Code 
Section 9.32.140 prior to approval of the proposed project:  
 

e. The plan for the proposed building or structure is expressive of good taste, good design, 
and in general contributes to the image of Santa Monica as a place of beauty, creativity 
and individuality. 

 
f. The proposed building or structure is not of inferior quality such as to cause the nature 

of the local neighborhood or environment to materially depreciate in appearance and 
value. 
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g. The proposed design of the building or structure is compatible with developments on 

land in the general area. 
 

h. The proposed development is in conformity with the effective guidelines and standards 
adopted pursuant to this chapter and all other applicable ordinances insofar as the 
location and appearance of the buildings and structures are involved. 

 
The City’s Architectural Review Board would ensure that the proposed project is designed to 
conform to City policies and goals.   
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9.0  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 
This document is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the 2834 
Colorado Avenue Creative Studio Project, proposed in the City of Santa Monica, California.  
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a) requires that a Lead Agency adopt an MMRP prior to 
approving a project in order to mitigate or avoid significant impacts that have been identified 
in an Environmental Impact Report.  The purpose of the MMRP is to ensure that the required 
mitigation measures identified in the Environmental Impact Report are implemented as part of 
the overall project implementation.  In addition to ensuring implementation of mitigation 
measures, the MMRP provides feedback to agency staff and decision-makers during project 
implementation, and identifies the need for enforcement action before irreversible 
environmental damage occurs. 
 
The following table summarizes the mitigation measures for each issue area identified in the 
Environmental Impact Report for the 2834 Colorado Avenue Creative Studio Project.  The table 
identifies each mitigation measure; the action required for the measure to be implemented; the 
time at which the monitoring is to occur; the monitoring frequency; and the agency or party 
responsible for ensuring that the monitoring is performed.  In addition, the table includes 
columns for compliance verification.  These columns will be filled out by the monitoring agency 
or party and would document monitoring compliance.  Where an impact was identified to be 
less than significant, no mitigation measures were required.  
 
This MMRP will be used by City staff or the City’s consultant to determine compliance with 
permit conditions.  Violations of these conditions may cause the City to revoke the operating 
permit. 
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Mitigation Measure/Condition of Approval 

 
Action Required 

When Monitoring 
to Occur 

Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 
 

Compliance Verification 
 

    Initial Date Comments 

CONSTRUCTION EFFECTS 

CON-1  Construction Impact Mitigation Plan.  The 

applicant shall prepare, implement and maintain a 
Construction Impact Mitigation Plan that shall be 
designed to: 
 
• Prevent material traffic impacts on the surrounding 
roadway network. 
• Minimize parking impacts both to public parking and 
access to private parking to the greatest extent 
practicable. 
• Ensure safety for both those constructing the 
project and the surrounding community. 
• Prevent substantial truck traffic through residential 
neighborhoods. 
 

The Construction Impact Mitigation Plan shall be subject 
to review and approval by the following City 
departments:  Department of Public Works; Fire; 
Planning and Community Development; and Police.  
This review will ensure that the Plan has been designed 
in accordance with this mitigation measure.  This review 
shall occur prior to commencement of any construction 
staging for the project.  The Mitigation Plan shall, at a 
minimum, include the following: 
 
Ongoing Requirements Throughout the Duration of 
Construction 
 

• A detailed traffic control plan for work zones shall 
be maintained which includes at a minimum accurate 
existing and proposed: parking and travel lane 
configurations; warning, regulatory, guide and 
directional signage; and area sidewalks, bicycle lanes 
and parking lanes. The plan shall include specific 
information regarding the project’s construction 

Preparation, 
implementation, and 
maintenance of a 
construction impact 
mitigation plan per the 
specifications in the 
measure, and submittal to 
the following City 
Departments: Department 
of Public Works, Fire, 
Planning and Community 
Development, and Police. 
 

Prior to 
commencement of 
any construction 
staging for the 
project. 
 
 
 
 
 

Once prior to 
commencement 
of any 
construction 
staging for the 
project. 

Project 
Applicant 
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Mitigation Measure/Condition of Approval 
 

Action Required 
When Monitoring 

to Occur 
Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 
 

Compliance Verification 
 

    Initial Date Comments 

activities that may disrupt normal pedestrian and traffic 
flow and the measures to address these disruptions.  
Such plans must be reviewed and approved by the 
Transportation Management Division prior to 
commencement of construction and implemented in 
accordance with this approval. 

• Work within the public right-of-way shall be 
performed between 9:00 AM and 4:00 PMPM, including 
dirt and demolition material hauling and construction 
material delivery.  Work within the public right-of-way 
outside of these hours shall only be allowed after the 
issuance of an after-hours construction permit. 

• Streets and equipment shall be cleaned in 
accordance with established PW requirements. 
 
• Trucks shall only travel on a City-approved 
construction route.  Truck queuing/staging shall not be 
allowed on Santa Monica streets.  Limited queuing may 
occur on the construction site itself. 
• Materials and equipment shall be minimally visible 
to the public; the preferred location for materials is to be 
on-site, with a minimum amount of materials within a 
work area in the public right-of-way, subject to a current 
Use of Public Property Permit.  

• Any requests for work before or after normal 
construction hours within the public right-of-way shall be 
subject to review and approval through the After Hours 
Permit process administered by the Building and Safety 
Division.  

• Off-street parking shall be provided for construction 
workers.  This may include the use of a remote location 
with shuttle transport to the site, if determined 
necessary by the City of Santa Monica. 
 
Project Coordination Elements That Shall Be 
Implemented Prior to Commencement of Construction 
 
• The traveling public shall be advised of impending 
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Mitigation Measure/Condition of Approval 
 

Action Required 
When Monitoring 

to Occur 
Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 
 

Compliance Verification 
 

    Initial Date Comments 

construction activities (e.g. information signs, portable 
message signs, media listing/notification, 
implementation of an approved traffic control plan). 

• Any construction work requiring encroachment into 
public rights-of-way, detours or any other work within 
the public right-of-way shall require approval from the 
City through issuance of a Use of Public Property 
Permit, Excavation Permit, Sewer Permit or Oversize 
Load Permit, as well as any Caltrans Permits required. 

• Timely notification of construction schedules shall 
be given to all affected agencies (e.g., Big Blue Bus, 
Police Department, Fire Department, Department of 
Public Works, and Planning and Community 
Development Department) and to all owners and 
residential and commercial tenants of property within a 
radius of 500 feet. 

• Construction work shall be coordinated with 
affected agencies in advance of start of work.  
Approvals may take up to two weeks per each 
submittal. 

• The Transportation Management Division shall 
approve any haul routes, for earth, concrete or 
construction materials and equipment hauling. 

 

CON-2(a)  Diesel Equipment Mufflers.  All diesel 

equipment shall be operated with closed engine doors 
and shall be equipped with factory-recommended 
mufflers. 
 

Confirmation that all diesel 
equipment is operated with 
closed engine doors and 
equipped with factory 
recommended mufflers. 

Prior to 
construction and 
during 
construction. 

Once prior to 
construction 
and periodically 
during 
construction. 

City of Santa 
Monica 
Building and 
Safety Division 
and onsite 
construction 
manager. 

   

CON-2(b)  Electrically-Powered Tools.  Electrical 

power shall be used to run air compressors and similar 
power tools. 
 

Confirmation that electrical 
power is used to run air 
compressors and similar 
power tools.  

Prior to 
construction and 
during 
construction. 

Once prior to 
construction 
and periodically 
during 
construction. 

City of Santa 
Monica 
Building and 
Safety Division 
and onsite 
construction 
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Mitigation Measure/Condition of Approval 
 

Action Required 
When Monitoring 

to Occur 
Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 
 

Compliance Verification 
 

    Initial Date Comments 

manager. 

CON-2(c)  Restrictions on Excavation and 

Foundation/Conditioning.  Excavation, foundation-
laying, and conditioning activities (the noisiest phases 
of construction) shall be restricted to between the 
hours of 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM, Monday through 
Friday, in accordance with Section 4.12.110(d) of the 
Santa Monica Municipal Code. 
 

Confirmation that 
excavation, foundation-
laying, and conditioning 
activities are restricted to 
the hours between 10:00 
a.m. and 3:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday. 

During 
construction. 

Periodically 
during 
construction. 

City of Santa 
Monica 
Building and 
Safety Division 
and onsite 
construction 
manager. 

   

CON-2(d)  Additional Noise Attenuation Techniques.  

For all noise-generating construction activity on the 
project site, additional noise attenuation techniques 
shall be employed to reduce noise levels to 83 dB or 
less from 8:00 to 6:00 PM weekdays and 9:00 AM to 
5:00 PM Saturdays.  Per the Noise Ordinance, 
construction noise may exceed 83 dB if it only occurs 
between 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM.  Such techniques 
may include, but are not limited to, the use of sound 
blankets on noise generating equipment and the 
construction of temporary sound barriers around the 
perimeter of the project construction site.  
 

Confirmation that noise 
attenuation techniques are 
used to reduce noise 
levels. 

During 
construction 

Periodically 
during 
construction 

City of Santa 
Monica 
Building and 
Safety Division 
and onsite 
construction 
manager. 

   

CON-2(e)  Construction Sign Posting.  In 

accordance with Municipal Code Section 4.12.120, the 
project applicant shall be required to post a sign 
informing all workers and subcontractors of the time 
restrictions for construction activities.  The sign shall 
also include the City telephone numbers where 
violations can be reported and complaints associated 
with construction noise can be submitted.   
 

Confirmation that the 
applicant posts a sign 
informing all workers and 
subcontractors of time 
restrictions for construction 
and City telephone 
numbers. 

Prior to 
construction and 
during 
construction. 

Once prior to 
construction 
and periodically 
during 
construction.  

City of Santa 
Monica 
Building and 
Safety 
Division. 

   

CON-3(a)   ROG Control Measures.  The applicant 

shall ensure that architectural coatings used on the 
project comply with SCAQMD Rule 1113, which limits 
the VOC content of architectural coatings. 
 

Confirmation that the 
architectural coatings used 
on the project site comply 
with SCAQMD Rule 1113. 

Prior to application 
of architectural 
coatings. 

Once prior to 
application of 
architectural 
coatings. 

City of Santa 
Monica 
Building and 
Safety Division 
and onsite 
construction 
manager. 

   

CON-3(b)  Fugitive Dust Control Measures.  The Confirmation that fugitive During Periodically City of Santa    
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following shall be implemented during construction to 
minimize fugitive dust and associated particulate 
emissions: 

 

 Sufficiently water all excavated or graded material 
to prevent excessive amounts of dust.  Watering 
shall occur at least three times daily with complete 
coverage, preferably at the start of the day, in the 
late morning and after work is done for the day. 

 Cease all grading, earth moving or excavation 
activities during periods of high winds (i.e., greater 
than 20 mph measured as instantaneous wind 
gusts) so as to prevent excessive amounts of dust.  

 Securely cover all material transported on and off-
site to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 

 Cover all soil stockpiles.  

 Limit on-site vehicle speeds to 15 mph. 

 Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and 
exit the construction site onto paved roads or 
wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the site 
each trip. 

 Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a 
community liaison concerning on-site construction 
activity including resolution of issues related to 
PM10 generation. 
 

Sweep streets at the end of the day using SCAQMD 
Rule 1186 certified street sweepers or roadway 
washing trucks if visible soil is carried onto adjacent 
public paved roads (recommend water sweepers 
with reclaimed water). 

dust control measures are 
implemented on the project 
site. 

construction. during 
construction 

Monica 
Building and 
Safety Division 
and onsite 
construction 
manager. 

GEOLOGY 

GEO-4(a) Excavation Stability.  If the temporary 

construction embankments are to be maintained during 
the rainy season (November 1 through April 15), berms 
shall be installed along the top of the embankments 
where necessary to prevent runoff from entering the 
excavation and eroding the excavation faces.  The soils 

Confirmation that if 
temporary construction 
embankments are 
maintained during the rainy 
season, berms are 
installed and that soils 

During 
construction. 

Periodically 
during 
construction. 

City of Santa 
Monica 
Building and 
Safety Division 
and onsite 
construction 
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exposed in the excavations shall be inspected during 
excavation by qualified personnel from 
Geotechnologies, Inc. so that modifications can be 
made if variations in the soil conditions occur.  All 
excavations shall be stabilized for 30 days from the 
initial excavation.  Water shall not be allowed to pond 
on top of the excavation or allowed to flow towards the 
excavation. 
 

exposed in excavations 
are inspected.   
 
Confirmation that 
excavations are stabilized 
for 30 days from initial 
excavation and that water 
does not pone on top of 
excavation or flow toward 
excavation. 
 

manager. 

GEO-4(b)  Retaining Wall Back Drainage System.  A 

plastic drainage composite such as Miradrain or 
equivalent shall be installed in continuous four-foot wide 
columns along the back face of the retaining wall, at 
eight feet on center.  The top of the drainage composite 
columns shall terminate approximately two feet below 
the ground surface, where either hardscape or a 
minimum of two feet of relatively cohesive material shall 
be placed as a cap.  The vertical columns of drainage 
material shall then be connected at the bottom of the 
wall to either a continuous four foot high strip of similar 
drainage composite, or a four inch perforated subdrain 
pipe covered with a minimum 12 inches of gravel per 
lineal foot.  This system shall then be connected 
through pipes placed in sleeves through the bottom of 
the wall or footing, where they shall then connect to a 
sump located below the floor slab. 
 

Confirmation that a 
drainage system is installed 
along the retaining wall.   

During 
construction. 

Once during 
construction. 

City of Santa 
Monica  
Building and 
Safety Division 
and onsite 
construction 
manager. 

   

GEO-4(c)  Waterproofing.  All walls of the parking 

garage shall be waterproofed to protect against 
corrosive effects of water contact following the 
recommendations in the geotechnical study. 

Confirmation that all walls 
of the parking garage are 
waterproofed.   

During 
construction. 

Periodically 
during 
construction. 

City of Santa 
Monica 
Building and 
Safety Division 
and onsite 
construction 
manager. 

   

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

HAZ-1  Prior to the demolition of any existing structure, 

the applicant shall submit a report from a qualified 
professional to be reviewed and approved as to content 

Confirmation that a report is 
submitted from a qualified 
professional to be reviewed 

Prior to demolition Once prior to 
demolition 

Office of 
Sustainability 
and 
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and form by the Office of Sustainability and 
Environment Division.  The report shall consist of a 
hazardous materials survey for the structures proposed 
for demolition.  The report shall include a section on 
asbestos and in accordance with the South Coast 
AQMD Rule 1403.  The asbestos survey shall be 
performed by a state Certified Asbestos Consultant 
(CAC).  The report shall include a section on lead, 
which shall be performed by a state Certified Lead 
Inspector/Assessor.  Additional hazardous materials to 
be considered shall include: mercury (in thermostats, 
switches, fluorescent light), polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) (including light Ballast), and fuels, pesticides, 
and batteries. 
 

and approved by the Office 
of Sustainability and 
Environmental Division.   

Environmental 
Division. 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC  

T-1(a) Transportation Demand Management 
Program.  A TDM plan shall be submitted to the City of 

Santa Monica Transportation Management Division for 
review and approval prior to issuance of building 
permits.  As part of the TDM plan, the applicant shall 
include the following:   
 
Achieve at least a 50% reduction in peak hour trips for 
the media studio/office uses relative to the trip 
generation projected for ITE general office use (#710).   
The TDM plan trip reduction targets shall incorporate 
yearly monitoring, reporting, and enforcement.     
Annual monitoring and reporting, including morning and 
afternoon trip counts as well as observations.   
Potential TDM strategies may include transit pass 
subsidy, ridesharing, vanpool subsidy, parking cash out, 
guaranteed ride home, bicycle facilities, flexible work 
hours, transportation information center, wayfinding 
signage, and/or a commuter club.  TDM strategies are 
described in further detail in the Traffic Study prepared 
for the proposed project (Appendix D).  
 

Submittal of a TDM plan to 
the City of Santa Monica 
Transportation 
Management Division for 
review and approval. 

Prior to the 
issuance of 
building permits. 

Once prior to 
the issuance of 
building permits. 

City of Santa 
Monica 
Transportation 
Management 
Division and 
project 
applicant. 
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T-1(g)   Stewart Street & Olympic Boulevard.  The 

traffic signal at the intersection of Stewart Street and 
Olympic Boulevard shall be modified to provide 
protected-permitted left-turn phasing for all legs of the 
intersection, except for the southbound leg.  A 
combination of new signage, controller cabinets, poles, 
mast arms, detectors, and/or signal heads shall be 
installed to implement the protected–permitted left-turn 
phasing.   
 

Modify the traffic signal at 
the intersection of Stewart 
Street and Olympic 
Boulevard.  

During 
construction 

Once during 
construction 

City of Santa 
Monica 
Transportation 
Management 
Division and 
project 
applicant. 
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