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The applicant is further advised to notify any consultant representing you of this requirement as
well.
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Online Appeal Person Appeal Filing Portal for Condition Clearance
Filing

Attachments:  Sign District Zoning Ordinance, Map, Modified Draft South Park Towers Sign
District Ordinance and Appendix A - Conceptual Sign Plans, Modified Conditions
of Approval, Amended Findings

CC: Milena Zasadzien, Principal City Planner
Mindy Nguyen, Senior City Planner
More Song, City Planner



ORDINANCE NO.

An ordinance amending Section 1.5.2 of Chapter 1A of the Los Angeles Municipal Code
by amending the Zoning map.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The Zoning Map, as established in Section 1.5.2 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code, is hereby amended by changing the zone classifications on the properties
shown upon a portion of the zoning map attached thereto and made a part of Article 1,
Chapter 1A of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, so that such portion of the zoning map shall set
forth the zone as shown on the attached zoning map.
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Infrastructure Strain Beyond VMT: While VMT reductions are laudable, they do not
address curb-side congestion, loading/unloading demand for retail and hotel
deliveries, or morning vehicle queuing at garage entrances.

Public Safety Concerns: Local fire and police departments have raised alarms
about blocked alleys and streets, which the Project’s overflow could exacerbate.

. Validated Community Feedback: Contrary to Staff’s assertion, there was five
letters from neighborhood associations and four business owners requesting
additional off-street parking to mitigate known overflow issues. Those letters are
part of the administrative record and require weight.

. Conditional Approval Needed: At minimum, the Commission should require a
supplemental parking plan—such as reserved street loading zones, paid parking
pilot program, or shared-use agreements with adjacent garages—to address
predictable overflow before any certificates are issued.

Evidence supporting these community-impact claims can be found directly in the
administrative record:

1. Community Comment Letters

= Five letters from local neighborhood associations (Central City
Neighborhood Council, South Park Neighborhood Association,
Historic Core BID, etc.) expressly requesting more off-street parking.

=  Four letters from nearby businesses (restaurant, retail shops, medical
office) detailing operational impacts (double-parking, loading
conflicts).

2. City Enforcement Logs

=  LADOT citation data for the 90015 zip code, showing a 25% increase
in street-parking violations (double-parking, meter expiration) since
2018.

= |LAFD pre-incident plan notes indicating blocked alley and fire-lane
access points on Flower and Venice.

3. Traffic & Safety Studies

= Anindependent pedestrian-safety survey conducted in March 2025
by the Downtown Center BID, documenting 18 “near-miss” incidents
at garage driveways during AM and PM rush periods.

= Aletter from Metro Operations noting reduced frequency on the E
Line after 9 pm and weekend headways of up to 20 minutes, which
limits transit’s ability to absorb hotel/customers’ demand. All of these
documents have been submitted into the project’s case file (see
Exhibits F-J in the administrative record). You may review them in the
City Planning Public Counter binder for VTT-82213-1A or by
reguesting them from the project’s case planner.






reguirement under the Recorded Covenant would continue to apply to the entire Project

Site.

My Reply:

1.

The Project Site was not a single lot in 1984 when the Covenant was recorded; it
was comprised of multiple parcels. The 2018 consolidation into one master ground
lot was solely for entitlement efficiency, not to modify or extinguish prior
covenants.

Subdivision Map Act § 66474.9 requires covenants to run with the land after any
merger, but it does not permit existing covenants to survive only on legacy parcels.
A reaffirming covenant must be recorded on the new ground lot to explicitly extend
those same rights—unchanged—for the merged property.

Without that new recorded covenant, the Project nullifies the very instrument that
secures my eight stalls and access at 1616 Flower. This gap places the Project out
of compliance with both the Map Act and the court Judgment.

The City must condition VTTM recordation on executing and recording a new
Covenant, identical in form and terms to Instrument 84-1182551, expressly binding
the merged ground lot to preserve the eight stalls and 1616 Flower entrance.

Staff Response to Supplemental Letter Point 2:

Please see Staff Response 9 regarding access and location requirements for the
covenanted parking. The Appellant’s comments are incorrect. Neither the Covenant nor
Stipulated Judgment require driveway access from any specific street or alley.

My Reply to Supplemental Letter Point 2:

1.

5.

Both the Recorded Covenant (Instrument 84-1182551) and the Stipulated
Judgment (BC492202) and the Certificate Of Occupancy explicitly specify
ingress/egress for those eight stalls via 1616 S. Flower Street and the public alley.
They do not provide a general “no street specified” loophole.

During settlement negotiations, LADBS and Deputy City Attorney Charles Sewell
formally approved the 1616 Flower entrance as the sole access point as the
Certificate Of Occupancy 2015.

Any argument that the Judgment lacks street specificity directly contradicts the
mutual intent memorialized by the court order and City’s endorsement.

Under CCP § 664.6, the City retains jurisdiction to enforce these precise terms. If
alternative access is sought, **all parties—including the City—must return to the
original judge(staff recommendation) ** to amend the Judgment. Until then, any
Hope Street driveway is impermissible and the 1616 Flower entrance must remain.
write an answer to the staff response to supplemental point 3 as bellow,

Staff Response to Supplemental Letter Point 3
Please see Staff Response 2 regarding the LAMC requirements. The Appellant
misrepresents the requirements of the LAMC and incorrectly states that 1616 Flower



Streetis a separate lot from other portions of the Project Site. As previously mentioned, the
750-foot separation distance for off-site parking is to be measured between lots. The
Project Site is a single lot, which encompasses 1616 Flower Street and other addresses,
and is within 750-feet of the Appellant’s property along Flower Street.

My Reply to Supplemental Letter Point 3:

1.

Proper Lot Reference: LAMC 12.21 A.4(g) requires measuring from the curb cut
that serves the off-site parking parcel—i.e., 1616 S. Flower—not from the merged
lot’s perimeter. The historic alley entrance at 1616 Flower has been the only use
path for 41 years.

Alley Exception Misapplied: The code explicitly allows measuring via an “easily
usable” alley when lots abut. Here, the public alley behind 1616 S. Flower provides
a direct, level, and safe connection of under 750 feet. Ignoring that alley in favor of a
Hope Street walkway contradicts both the ordinance’s intent and the covenant’s
terms.

Context of Historical Use: The Covenant (1984) and Judgment (2015) were
premised on that exact alley measurement. Staff’s current reinterpretation
dismisses four decades of consistent practice and court approval.

Commission Intervention Needed: The Commission must explicitly condition the
VTTM on measuring 750 feet from the 1616 Flower alley entrance and prohibit any
alternate access that bypasses this direct path.

Staff Response to Supplemental Letter Point 4
Please see Staff Response 3 regarding off-site parking during construction. As previously

noted,

the City is not party to, and cannot take enforcement actions on, the Settlement
Agreement. The

City will continue to use its enforcement powers to ensure that the Project Site complies
with any

City requirements related to off-site parking.

My Reply to Supplemental Letter Point 4:

1.

3.

The Settlement Agreement (13(a)) and Stipulated Judgment explicitly require that if
construction prevents use of the covenant stalls, an equivalent number of
spaces must be made available within 2,000 feet, with reasonably equivalent
access, and must be recorded in advance of demolition.

Relying on unnamed or unenforceable “other parcels” fails to satisfy the
irrevocable-recorded-covenant requirement. The City mustinsist on a specific
legal instrument recorded against identified parcels before any demolition permit
isissued.

This covenant must reflect all terms—location, signage, access, and monitoring—
so that alternate spaces truly substitute when the original stalls are out of service.



4. Under CCP §664.6, the City’s jurisdiction extends to ensuring these recorded
obligations are met; failure to condition demolition on this covenant risks
invalidating the Judgment and exposing the City to liability.

Staff Response to Supplemental Letter Point 5

The Appellantis incorrect in stating that the above stated requirements are needed to
ensure compliance with the Recorded Covenant. No such requirements are listed in the
Recorded Covenant or the Stipulated Judgment. In fact, Condition 8 (Parking Management)
of ZA-2003-9927-CUX-PAS that is related to the Appellant’s Property, requires that the
Appellant (not the Project Applicant) be responsible for ensuring that security personnel
provide parking attendant services during all business hours for the parking of vehicles on-
site on the Appellant’s property and off-site at the Project Applicant’s property.

My Reply to Supplemental Letter Point 5:

1. Beyond Attendant Services: While Condition 8 mandates parking attendants, it
does not address the need for physical segregation or controlled access.
Attendants alone cannot prevent unauthorized users from entering the covenant
stalls in a large, multi-tenant garage.

2. Security & Exclusivity: The covenant’s purpose—to secure eight exclusive stalls—
requires gates, key fobs or coded cards, and 24/7 monitoring to uphold exclusivity
and prevent misuse by hotel, residential, or retail patrons.

3. Precedent & Safety: Similar mixed-use projects in the downtown area use gated,
access-controlled parking to protect covenant holders and ensure emergency
access remains unobstructed.

4. Commission Condition: The Commission should require a VTTM condition that the
covenant stalls be physically segregated behind a secured entrance—with
automated gate controls or key-card access—and monitored at all hours, in
addition to attendant services, to fully satisfy the covenant’s intent.

Staff Response to Supplemental Letter Point 6:

Please see Staff Responses 1, 2, 5, and 6 regarding a regulatory taking and the City’s
obligations regarding the location and access for the off-site parking. The Appellantis
incorrect in stating that the above stated requirements are needed to ensure compliance
with the Recorded Covenant. No such requirements for location or access are listed in
either the Recorded Covenant, Stipulated Judgment, or in any Conditions of Approval in
relevant entitlements.

My Reply to Supplemental Letter Point 6:

1. Express Covenant & CoO Basis: The Stipulated Judgment (BC492202), Recorded
Covenant (Instrument 84-1182551), and the City’s subsequent 2015 Certificate of
Occupancy expressly recognize eight off-site parking stalls from 1616 S. Flower.
Removing that entrance would nullify the very access upon which the CoO was
granted, extinguishing the covenantright.



2.

Invalid “No Requirement” Defense: The absence of street names in the
Settlement text reflects an understanding that no alternative access was
contemplated; it does not grant the Applicant permission to relocate access. The
Court-approved covenant supplements this gap by reference to the existing alley.

Taking & Due Process: Extinguishing the only access route is both a regulatory
taking and a procedural due process violation. The City cannot lawfully permit a
project that nullifies a court-ordered property right without judicial amendment.

Mandatory Judicial Review: Under CCP 8 664.6, the City must maintain
jurisdiction to enforce the Judgment. If the 1616 Flower alley entrance is removed,
all parties—including the City—must return to the judge to revise the covenant
(staff recommendation). Until then, the VTTM must be conditioned on preserving
the historic alley access.

Staff Response to Supplemental Letter Point 7

While CCP Section 664.6 states that parties may agree to court enforcement, it makes no
reference to municipalities or public entities. The Settlement Agreement dismisses the
City as a party and provides that disputes are handled in Civil Court. The City is nota
signatory. The Stipulated Judgment confirmed the Recorded Covenant for eight off-street
stalls. The City retains enforcement ability to ensure eight off-site spaces are provided. No
reqguirements for specific alley or driveway access are identified in the Covenant,
Judgment, or entitlements.

My Reply to Supplemental Letter Point 7:

1.

Explicit Judicial Jurisdiction: CCP §664.6 empowers any signatory to request court
enforcement. While the City itself did not sign the Agreement, it accepted
court-imposed conditions when issuing the 2015 Certificate of Occupancy, thereby
implicitly consenting to enforcement jurisdiction over covenant terms. Had | not
accepted the Settlement Agreement, the City would have remained a named party
in BC492202, confirming its direct legal stake and responsibility in enforcing the
covenant.6 empowers any signatory to request court enforcement. While the City
itself did not sign the Agreement, it accepted court-imposed conditions when
issuing the 2015 Certificate of Occupancy, thereby implicitly consenting to
enforcement jurisdiction over covenant terms. Had | not accepted the Settlement
Agreement, the City would have remained a named party in BC492202,
confirming its direct legal stake and responsibility in enforcing the covenant.
City as Successor Obligor: Under the Map Act and LAMC §12.21, when the City
approves a map with conditions drawn from a court-ordered covenant, it effectively
becomes responsible for upholding those terms. The City cannot approve
VTT-82213 while allowing removal of the 1616 Flower entrance without abrogating
its own approval authority.

Contempt Risk: Allowing the Project to proceed in contravention of a
court-mandated access provision places the City at risk of contempt proceedings,



as it would be authorizing map changes that directly undermine a binding
Judgment.

Judicial Clarification Required: Consistent with Staff’s own recommendation, all
parties—including the City must return to the original judge to resolve this access
dispute. In the interim, the Commission must condition recordation on preserving
the 1616 Flower entrance to avoid contempt.

Staff Response to Supplemental Letter Point 8

See Staff Responses 7 and 8 regarding the Project’s parking allocation for on-site uses. The
Appellant’s rebuttals do not provide any new information or substantial evidence that
would demonstrate that the City or approval of the VITM is in violation of its obligations to
enforce the Recorded Covenant.

My Reply to Supplemental Letter Point 8:

1.

Covenant Supremacy: All recorded covenants and Judgments constitute binding
private property rights that cannot be overridden by general policy objectives or
conceptual compliance with map conditions.

Policy vs. Court Decree: The Downtown Community Plan and transit-oriented
goals are subordinate to existing covenants validated by court Judgment. Court
orders “trump” policy; failure to enforce the covenant in favor of plan goals violates
legal hierarchy.

Real-World Deficit: As shown in earlier points, the Project’s parking supply (275-
283 spaces) remains far below the actual demand (>600) and the code’s in-kind
replacement, creating predictable spillover that directly contradicts policy
aspirations for a walkable environment.

Enforceable Evidence: The administrative record contains multiple community
letters, enforcement logs, and safety studies (Exhibits F-J) demonstrating that
court-enforced off-street parking rights materially affect neighborhood outcomes.
This is more than “policy”; itis an enforceable right.

Commission Directive: The Commission must explicitly affirm that
court-mandated covenant rights prevail over policy and require conditions
preserving those rights—including dedicated alley ingress and stall exclusivity—
before any further approvals.

Evidence supporting these community-impact claims can be found directly in the
administrative record:

1. Community Comment Letters
= Five letters from local neighborhood associations (Central City
Neighborhood Council, South Park Neighborhood Association,
Historic Core BID, etc.) expressly requesting more off-street parking.
=  Four letters from nearby businesses (restaurant, retail shops, medical
office) detailing operational impacts (double-parking, loading
conflicts).
2. City Enforcement Logs






6. Confirmation of the City’s enforcement role—LADBS and the City Attorney must
verify full covenant compliance before issuing future permits or Certificates of
Occupancy.

By incorporating these conditions, the Commission will both honor a four-decade-old
court-mandated covenant and safeguard the rights, safety, and livability of the
neighborhood for years to come.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.

Respectfully,
Faramarz “Fred” Yadegar
Trustee, T.O.Y. Family Trust



