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In its April 7% Letter, Appellant provides no new evidence. That stands in stark
contrast to the wealth of factual analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the
Demo Permit. A full EIR was prepared that evaluated seven potential environmental
impacts and five project alternatives in detail, and the Initial Study prepared for the EIR
evaluated well over a dozen more potential impacts. The analysis and conclusions in the
EIR were supported by over two dozen reports and other documents in appendices to the
EIR, including over a dozen technical expert reports. The comprehensive scope of the
City’s environmental analysis of this Project was detailed in my letters to the City dated
July 22, 2025 and February 19, 2026. In addition, the Applicant has provided seven
separate expert reports addressing the economic infeasibility of the alternatives aimed at
rehabilitating the Barry Building. While Appellant contends that City Council and its
Planning and Land Use Management (“PLUM”) Committee should reach a different
conclusion based on the two technical reports that it submitted (the defects in Appellant’s
reports are discussed below), the decision of LADBS and BBSC to certify the EIR is more
than supported by substantial evidence and must be upheld.

I. APPELLANT’S PROCEDURAL ARGUMENTS ARE LEGALLY
INVALID

Continuing its litigation gamesmanship, Appellant raises a number of procedural
arguments to claim that its appeal should be granted. First, it asserts, as it did in its March
31, 2026 letter, that the PLUM Committee and the City Council lack jurisdiction over the
appeal given the passage of time. That argument was rebutted in detail in my letter to the
City dated April 2, 2026, which included an analysis of the applicable provisions of both
the City’s Municipal Code (LAMC) and CEQA. In its April 7% Letter, Appellant does not
address any aspect of that legal analysis. Instead, it relies solely on a single statement in
one of the City’s CEQA appeal forms concerning the effect of the City Council not
rendering a decision on the CEQA appeal within the time period provided in the Code.
However, the single sentence that Appellant quotes from the form is under a section entitled
“General Comments.” Such a general statement cannot prevail over the express provisions
in the City’s operative Code (which are detailed in my April 2, 2026 letter). Further, the
form cited by Appellant expressly states that “This form 1s only for appeals related to
determinations made by Los Angeles City Planning.” Determinations made by the
Planning Commission and the Planning Director can include decisions on non-CEQA
entitlements, such as a tentative tract map, that are appealable to City Council along with
Planning’s CEQA determination. As pointed out in my April 2°¢ letter, such non-CEQA
determinations are deemed denied under other provisions of the City Code if the Council
does not act within 75 days. (LAMC Section 13A.2.8.F.) In contrast, the decision by
LADBS and BBSC to approve the Demo Permit is not appealable to City Council.

Appellants next claim 1s that LADBS did not have the authority to act as the lead
agency in certifying the EIR. But hornbook CEQA law defines the lead agency as the
“agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.”
(CEQA Guideline 15367.) Here, the only “project is the demolition of a building and only
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LADBS has the authority to act on an application for a demolition permit. Therefore,
LADBS properly acted on the certification the EIR.

II. APPELLANT’S CEOQOA ARGUMENTS CONCERNING THE EIR ARE
NOT SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE AND HAVE BEEN
PREVIOUSLY ADDRESSED

A. Appellant’s Argsuments Concerning the Seismic Evaluation of the Barry
Building

Appellant first claims that its own structural expert’s report is valid even though it
did not address all of the seismic deficiencies in the Barry Building. To that end, Appellant
claims that its expert was denied access to the information needed to evaluate all of those
deficiencies. Yet, the structural expert (Englekirk) whose reports are included in the EIR
relied on original construction documents, and those documents are reproduced in the
following structural engineering reports attached as Technical Appendices to the Draft
EIR—Appendix G (Figures 3.1 and 7.1) and Appendix H-2 (at pages 3 to 8). (Also refer
to the expert letter report attached to my letter to the City dated January 20, 2026.)

Appellant next claims that Englekirk did not analyze the seismic deficiencies in the
building and the scope of work needed to seismically retrofit the building under the
California Historic Building Code (which allows for slightly more lenient requirements).
Yet, Englekirk did perform a structural evaluation under the California Historic Building
Code, which is included in Appendix I to the Final EIR. In that report, Englekirk concluded
that “A substantial portion of the seismic retrofit work identified in the reports would still
be needed if the seismic requirements in the California Historical Building Code were
applied. Under that Code, a historical building shall be retrofitted to meet 75% of the
current building code forces. However, due to the very high level of overstress in the
building, 230% to 650% in the structural members, a substantial portion of the work would
still be required. Strengthening of existing shear walls and floor/roof plywood diaphragm,
additional shear walls and moment frames would still have to be added.” Appellant fails to
address this aspect of Englekirk’s expert report.

B. Coral Trees

Appellant asserts that the EIR failed to evaluate the Project’s cumulative impacts
to historic resources associated with the coral trees along San Vicente Boulevard, claiming
that David Barry was involved with the design of the coral trees. Yet, the Final EIR
(Response to Comment B1-5 and FEIR Appendix D) addressed that very contention. The
expert whose opinion is included in the FEIR unequivocally stated that “There 1s no historic
association between the Barry Building (HCM No. 887) and the Coral Trees (HCM No.
148). They are two separate historical resources. The Barry Building is significant for its
Mid-century Modern architecture; the Coral Trees are significant for their association with
the vacated Westgate streetcar line. The historic significance of the Barry Building, and the
basis for its designation as an HCM, is not dependent on its setting, including the Coral
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mitigation measure was properly imposed by the City, the City did not, most importantly,
rely on that measure to conclude that the impacts to historic resources had been reduced to
a less-than-significant level. Appellant does not address that fundamental fact, and
therefore its argument based on the HABS fails.

E.  Tribal Resources

Appellant once again raises the issue of the adequacy of the EIR’s evaluation of
potential impacts to tribal resources associated with excavating five feet below ground
surface when the building would be demolished, as well as the City’s consultation with the
one tribe who requested consultation. The claims made by Appellant on this issue were
addressed in detail in my letters dated January 20, 2026 and February 13, 2026. In addition,
in order to now resolve this issue, the Applicant stands ready to accept a voluntary
condition of approval that would require it to retain a tribal monitor to perform monitoring
during ground disturbance work in connection with the demolition of the building.

III. APPELLANT’S FLAWED CONTENTIONS CONCERNING THE
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE SUPPORTING THE CITY’S
DETERMINATION OF ECONOMIC INFEASIBILITY OF
PRESERVATION OF THE BUILDING

Appellant makes a number of challenges to the economic studies addressing the
cost of rehabilitating the Barry Building and its value upon rehabilitation. As summarized
in my letters to the City dated July 22, 2025 and February 19, 2026, the costs would range
from $12.8 million to $17.1 million, and the resulting value of the property would range
from a negative value of $3.7 million to a negative value of $12 million.

In its April 7™ Letter, Appellant tries to discredit those reports by claiming that an
analysis of credits available under the Mills Act should have been undertaken. But as
pointed out in my letter to the City dated February 19, 2026, that potential tax credit was
accounted for in the economic report prepared by CBRE dated November 2024. That report
concluded, as LADBS's CEQA findings so noted at page 24, that “CBRE prepared an
appraisal report for the Applicant considering the value of the rehabilitated Barry Building,
complying with the California Historic Building Code per this scenario. CBRE compared
similar recently sold properties and found that the price per square foot ranged from
approximately $469 to $1,045. Excluding high and low extremes, CBRE determined the
average price per square foot of comparable properties is approximately $630. CBRE used
Hill’s cost analysis of the minimum rehabilitation work required ($15,438,389) and
reduced it by 20% to assume availability of a 20% rehabilitation tax credit. This assumption
resulted in CBRE’s estimate of cost to renovate the property at approximately $865 per
square foot. This reduced cost is conservatively low as it does not include any indirect costs
(which CBRE estimates could add 10-20%). CBRE’s estimated cost of rehabilitation of
$865 per square foot significantly exceeds the market price of the renovated property at
$630 per square foot.
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Based on the assumptions provided, CBRE determined that the resulting value of
rehabilitating the Barry Building is approximately negative $3 million (excluding indirect
costs). As a result, CBRE determined that the property has no (or negative) market value.”

Appellant next claims that Applicant inflated the costs to rehabilitate the building
by including seismic retrofit work that went beyond the south wing of the building, which
1s the part of the building subject to the Soft Story Ordinance. However, whether that work
1s required by the Soft Story Ordinance or not, it is not disputed by any of the Appellant’s
experts that the Barry Building has seismic deficiencies beyond the south wing and that
those seismic deficiencies render the building a public hazard for anyone who would
occupy it. As Englekirk explained in its expert reports (FEIR Appendix I), “The analysis
indicates very high demand over capacity ratios for all parts of the existing building. These
high ratios indicate that the building is likely to suffer significant damage when subject to
a moderate to strong earthquake in the Los Angeles basin. Some portions of the building
have no significant seismic resisting elements that can resist the seismic forces from the
roof and second floor and can result in a possible collapse when subject to a moderate to
strong earthquake. These structural deficiencies represent life safety hazards to occupants
in and around the building.” Even under the Historic Building Code, Englekirk concluded
that “due to the very high level of overstress in the building, 230% to 650% in the structural
members, a substantial portion of the work would still be required.” (Refer also to
Response to Comment No. A3-5.) While Appellant’s expert may disagree with Englekirk,
a disagreement among experts does not render an EIR invalid. (CEQA Guideline 15151.)

Since both applicable law as well as the public interest of the community calls for
the work necessary to eliminate those seismic deficiencies before any person could occupy
or work in the Barry Building, the cost of such work was properly considered by the City
in making its determination that the preservation alternatives in the EIR are economically
infeasible. That determination is supported by the numerous technical expert reports listed
at pages 21 to 27 of the Letter of Determination that contains the City’s findings concerning
alternatives. Accordingly, since the cost of that seismic retrofit work renders the
rehabilitation of the Barry Building economically infeasible, LADBS properly certified the
EIR and adopted the SOC.

Next, Appellant asserts that the Applicant inflated the costs to rehabilitate the
building by including such “voluntary” work as replacement of the HVAC system, lead and
asbestos abatement work, and upgrades to comply with the American Disabilities Act
(ADA). Again, factually not true. As detailed in Hill International’s detailed cost study
dated November 2022 (at page 5), upgrading the old HVAC system would be mandatory
in order to meet the new energy efficient regulations. As for the details with respect to lead
and asbestos abatement work, those details are provided at pages 28 to 29 of the same Hill
report, including detailed pricing. (The Hill International Report dated November 2022 was
one of the economic expert reports provided to the City under cover of my letter to City
Planning dated April 20, 2023, which reports are listed in the City’s CEQA Findings at
pages 21-27. These reports were again provided to the City under cover of my July 22,
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2025 letter that responded to the Appellant’s former attorney’s initial appeal letter dated
July 8, 2025.) Finally, just to confirm the accuracy of Hill’s analysis as to abatement work,
the Owner retained an abatement consultant to survey the building, and its reports are
attached hereto as Exhibits B and C.

With respect to the work needed to upgrade the building to meet the needs of the
disabled, substantial work would need to be done. As detailed in my April 20, 2023 letter
to the City, the second story is currently not accessible; there is no women’s restroom on
the ground floor, the only women’s room is on the second story which is not accessible;
and all doors, thresholds and landings are not sufficiently sized for wheelchair or
accessibility device access which requires significant renovation to tenant spaces. Yet,
disregarding the basic needs of disabled people, Appellant advocates for the position that
such ADA improvements are “voluntary” and the cost should not be accounted for in the
economic feasibility of rehabilitating the building. Although the Owner disagrees with the
Appellant’s disregard of the need for ADA upgrades, the Owner requested that Hill
Internation revise its cost study to exclude the cost of ADA upgrades and that CBRE revise
its value appraisal using Hill’s revised cost study. Those two reports dated November 6 and
7, 2024 show that the cost to rehabilitate the building without ADA improvements is $15
million, and the resulting value of the property is still zero. (These reports were sent to the
City on November 14, 2024, listed in the City’s CEQA Findings, and resent to the City
under cover of my July 22, 2025 letter.)

Appellant next argues that the Applicant manufactured the costs necessary to
seismically retrofit the building by only placing a fence around the building. That
“demolition by neglect” argument has been rebutted in the EIR (refer to Response to
Comment No. A3-4 and FEIR Appendix I). First, much more maintenance and security
actions have been undertaken by the property owner than just putting a fence around the
building. A description of that work 1s provided in EIR Response to Comment A3-4, FEIR
Appendix O, and my letters to the City dated February 19, 2026 and March 5, 2026.
Moreover, as confirmed by expert reports in the EIR, the seismic deficiencies in the
building are not due to any maintenance issues. (FEIR Appendix I.)

Appellant tries to avoid this evidence by citing to the property owner’s letter to the
prior tenants at the Barry Building sent in 2016 after LADBS determined that the building
was a seismic risk because it did not meet the requirements of the Soft Story Ordinance.
Appellant now claims that the owner evicted the tenants to create a nuisance at the property
to support its future application to demolish the building. But the Appellant cherry picks
from that May 2016 letter (Exhibit A hereto) by failing to acknowledge that the owner’s
express reason to evict the tenants was because “clear import of the City’s letter is that the
building has been determined to be substandard for earthquakes, meaning that all users of
the Barry building could be at potential risk.” (Emphasis added.)

Finally, Appellant claims that many buildings throughout the City have completed
retrofit work under the Soft Story Ordinance and therefore the Owner of the Barry Building
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should be forced to pursue the same course of action. Yet, in addition to being contrary to
the City’s Administrative Code that expressly provides the owner of the subject building
subject to the Soft Story Ordinance with the discretion to select the option of either
rehabilitating or demolition, Appellant’s argument fails on the facts. The details of those
buildings cited by Appellant are not provided by the Appellant. Instead, the Appellant
simply cites to a prior comment letter by the Los Angeles Conservancy. But in that letter,
the Conservancy was making the case that these other buildings were historic monuments
that were able to comply with the Soft Story Ordinance. That factually incorrect position
was rebutted in EIR Response to Comment A3-5 and FEIR Appendix M, which confirmed
that less than a handful of those buildings were historic monuments under the City’s Code.

IV.  APPELLANT’S ARGUMENT CONCERNING THE STATEMENT OF
OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS IS UNAVAILING

Finally, Appellant renews its attack on the SOC adopted by LADBS, which was
upheld by BBSC. In its renewed attack, the Appellant overlooks a key provision in the
SOC. Under CEQA, before an agency can approve the requested permit for a project that
would cause a significant environmental impact that cannot be mitigated, the agency must
adopt a Statement of Overriding Consideration. (SOCs are governed by CEQA Guideline
15091.) In a SOC, the agency determines whether the benefit of the project outweighs the
significant environmental impact. Importantly, case law as well as the longstanding
practice of the City holds that it only takes a single project benefit to outweigh the
significant impact. (Refer to page 36-39 of the Letter of Determination.)

The SOC adopted by LADBS for the Demo Permit properly followed CEQA’s
requirements for SOCs. The first project benefit listed in the SOC adopted by DBS is
compliance with the City’s Soft Story Ordinance and preventing harm to the public due to
a seismic event at the Property. Specifically, the SOC states: “The Project would remove
an existing safety hazard and seismically unsafe structure, which includes significantly
seismically overstressed building portions, in compliance with the Soft Story Ordinance,
and its objectives to protect public safety or possible occupants in the event of a moderate
to severe earthquake.” The substantial evidence supporting that conclusion was included
in the EIR and its many technical reports, as well as summarized in my letter to the City
dated July 22, 2025 (refer to pages 5 to 7). That benefit, standing alone, justifies the
adoption of the SOC, as stated by the City at the beginning of the SOC.!

! In this letter, we do not address the Appellant’s unfounded accusations that the City and the
Applicant acted improperly and caused a due process violation in this matter. The City has
addressed those factually and legal unsound accusations in prior reports. We note. However, that
the CEQA Findings LADBS Letter of Determination expressly states that the City independently
reviewed the EIR and the evidence supporting its determinations was objective. Refer to pages 37-
38 of that Letter of Determination. Further, we note that Appellant’s accusation that the Applicant’s
governmental relations consultant was “negotiating mitigation measures” with the Council office
is contrary to the facts since all that the Afriat consulting team was discussing with City staff was
a voluntary public benefit concerning preservation of the two staircases at the building. Community
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EXHIBIT A



To:  Tenants of the Barry Bldg.
From: Building Ownership
Date: May 1, 2016

After careful consideration, we have decided to close the Barry Bldg. as soon as
reasonably possible and no later than December 31, 2016. Why now? Many of you are
perhaps aware that the City of Los Angeles has a major earthquake preparedness effort underway
to identify so called “soft buildings” and to force their structural shortcomings to be addressed.
Such buildings, due to open construction on the ground floor and obsolete building techniques
and engineering assumptions, are deemed to lack adequate support and in an earthquake might
fold up. Some may recall photographs of apartment buildings where the “soft” ground floor
garages folded in the last major earthquake. We have recently received a letter from the City
identifying the Barry Bldg. as a “soft” structure. This notice starts the clock running on a legal
process that will ultimately require the Barry Bldg. to be reinforced to code or demolished.
Either of these events will require the building to be vacated. More importantly, and the cause of
our decision to close the building immediately, the clear import of the City’s letter is that the
building has been determined to be substandard for earthquakes, meaning that all users of the
Barry Bldg. could be at potential risk. We are unwilling to operate under this cloud.

At days’ end, we all know the Barry Bldg. has been beyond its useful life for years. All
good things do come to an end, and that time is now. While we have no obligation to you
beyond following legal procedures, we wish to accomplish this sad task without fuss and rancor,
and to assist you financially to make the process go more easily for you.. To this end, we have
decided to offer an incentive to tenants in good standing who: (1) vacate by June 30, in which
case we will refund all 2016 rent paid; or (2) vacate after June 30 and prior to November 30, in
which case we will refund one month’s 2016 rent paid for each full calendar month by which the
tenant has vacated prior to December 31. For example, a tenant who vacates by August 31
would receive a refund of four months 2016 paid rent. No rent refunds will be made to tenants
in possession after November 30, nor to tenants in default. Rent refunds, in addition to any
security deposit, will be paid upon our being handed the keys, with the surrendered space left
broom clean and free of all tenant fixtures, furnishings, equipment, debris, etc. To qualify for
this program, a lease termination agreement must be agreed and signed between us by June 30.
Please call Ms. Phyllis Bell at 323-930-9498 if you wish to participate, and an agreement will be
prepared and sent to you for consideration and execution.

Our decisions are final. We will not negotiate for more money or more time. We can
and will resort to legal process if we are forced to, and plan to start eviction proceedings after
June 30 with tenants who have not signed lease termination agreements, and immediately as to
any tenants now in default. We hope that a mutual spirit of acceptance and good will can guide
us all to a successful and early closure of the Barry Bldg., and we wish you all the best in the
future.

Sincerely,

Building Ownership
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Eurofins EPK Built Environment Testing, LL.C
2841 Dow Avenue, Suite 300, Tustin, CA 92780

Client: 3West Environmental. Tnc. (833) 465-5857 www.eurofinsus.com/Built
C/O: Tim Maskew, Certified Asbestos Consultant ~ Date of Sampling: 11-14-2024
Re: 34247-Lead; 11973 San Vicente Blvd Los Date of Receipt: 11-19-2024
Angeles, CA Date of Report: 11-26-2024
LEAD: FLAME ATOMIC ABSORPTION SPECTROMETRY
Location: PB-1: PB-2: PB-3: PB-4:
Exterior Courtyard-| Exterior Courtyard-| Exterior Courtyard-| Room 214-Door
S. Column Overhang(102) |Louver Grille (2nd Jamb
Fascia Floor)
Comments (see below) A A A A
Lab ID-Version}: 19077772-1 19077773-1 19077774-1 19077775-1
Analysis Date: 11/26/2024 11/26/2024 11/26/2024 11/26/2024
Sample type Paint Chip sample | Paint Chip sample | Paint Chip sample | Paint Chip sample
Method* NIOSH 7082 & EPA NIOSH 7082 & EPA NIOSH 7082 & EPA NIOSH 7082 & EPA
7000B modified 7000B modified 7000B modified 7000B modified
+ Method Reporting Limit 0.0041% 0.0041% 0.0041% 0.0039%
Sample size 0.2465 grams 0.2411 grams 0.2439 grams 0.2544 grams
§Total Lead Result 5.4% 0.36% 0.97% 0.081%

Comments: A) The relative percent difference of the matrix duplicate pair was above control limits. The laboratory control
sample and matrix blank were both within control limits and validated the batch.

Sample results have not been corrected for blank values.

Bulk samples are not covered under the AIHA LAP, LLC service accreditation.

Wipe samples must meet ASTM E1792 criteria. Method Reporting Limits may not be valid for non-ASTM E1792 wipe samples.
*Sample preparation and analytical methods are based upon NIOSH 7082 and EPA 7000B.

1 The Method Reporting Limit is the minimum concentration of Lead that the laboratory can confidently detect in the sample.

§ Total Lead Result has been rounded to two significant figures to reflect analytical precision.

I A "Version" indicated by -"x" after the Lab ID# with a value greater than 1 indicates a sample with amended data. The revision number is
reflected by the value of "x".

Eurofins EPK Built Environment Testing, LLC EMLab ID: 3856494, Page 2 of 6
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Eurofins EPK Built Environment Testing, LL.C
2841 Dow Avenue, Suite 300, Tustin, CA 92780

Client: 3West Environmental. Tnc. (833) 465-5857 www.eurofinsus.com/Built
C/O: Tim Maskew, Certified Asbestos Consultant ~ Date of Sampling: 11-14-2024
Re: 34247-Lead; 11973 San Vicente Blvd Los Date of Receipt: 11-19-2024
Angeles, CA Date of Report: 11-26-2024
LEAD: FLAME ATOMIC ABSORPTION SPECTROMETRY
Location: PB-5: PB-6: PB-7: PB-8:
Exterior Courtyard-| 101 Shop-Column | Exterior-2nd Floor | Room 212-Lobby
S. Stairs (Plaster) Walkway Floor Baseboard
Comments (see below) A A A A
Lab ID-Version}: 19077776-1 19077777-1 19077778-1 19077779-1
Analysis Date: 11/26/2024 11/26/2024 11/26/2024 11/26/2024
Sample type Paint Chip sample | Paint Chip sample Bulk sample Paint Chip sample
Method* NIOSH 7082 & EPA NIOSH 7082 & EPA NIOSH 7082 & EPA NIOSH 7082 & EPA
7000B modified 7000B modified 7000B modified 7000B modified
1 Method Reporting Limit 0.0041% 0.0041% 0.0041% 0.0041%
Sample size 0.2449 grams 0.2415 grams 0.2440 grams 0.2432 grams
§Total Lead Result 1.8% <0.0041% <0.0041% 0.053%

Comments: A) The relative percent difference of the matrix duplicate pair was above control limits. The laboratory control
sample and matrix blank were both within control limits and validated the batch.

Sample results have not been corrected for blank values.

Bulk samples are not covered under the AIHA LAP, LLC service accreditation.

Wipe samples must meet ASTM E1792 criteria. Method Reporting Limits may not be valid for non-ASTM E1792 wipe samples.
*Sample preparation and analytical methods are based upon NIOSH 7082 and EPA 7000B.

1 The Method Reporting Limit is the minimum concentration of Lead that the laboratory can confidently detect in the sample.

§ Total Lead Result has been rounded to two significant figures to reflect analytical precision.

I A "Version" indicated by -"x" after the Lab ID# with a value greater than 1 indicates a sample with amended data. The revision number is
reflected by the value of "x".

Eurofins EPK Built Environment Testing, LLC EMLab ID: 3856494, Page 3 of 6


http://www.eurofinsus.com/Built

Eurofins EPK Built Environment Testing, LL.C
2841 Dow Avenue, Suite 300, Tustin, CA 92780

Client: 3West Environmental. Tnc. (833) 465-5857 www.eurofinsus.com/Built
C/O: Tim Maskew, Certified Asbestos Consultant ~ Date of Sampling: 11-14-2024
Re: 34247-Lead; 11973 San Vicente Blvd Los Date of Receipt: 11-19-2024
Angeles, CA Date of Report: 11-26-2024
LEAD: FLAME ATOMIC ABSORPTION SPECTROMETRY
Location: PB-9: PB-10: PB-11: PB-12:
Room 212-N.  |Exterior Courtyard-| Exterior Courtyard-| Exterior Perimeter-
Room- Stucco Overhang Downspout
Ceiling Tile Fascia(109)
Comments (see below) A A A A
Lab ID-Version}: 19077780-1 19077781-1 19077782-1 19077783-1
Analysis Date: 11/26/2024 11/26/2024 11/26/2024 11/26/2024
Sample type Paint Chip sample Bulk sample Paint Chip sample | Paint Chip sample
Method* NIOSH 7082 & EPA NIOSH 7082 & EPA NIOSH 7082 & EPA NIOSH 7082 & EPA
7000B modified 7000B modified 7000B modified 7000B modified
+ Method Reporting Limit 0.0039% 0.0040% 0.0041% 0.0039%
Sample size 0.2552 grams 0.2480 grams 0.2459 grams 0.2532 grams
§Total Lead Result <0.0039% <0.0040% 0.048% 0.012%

Comments: A) The relative percent difference of the matrix duplicate pair was above control limits. The laboratory control
sample and matrix blank were both within control limits and validated the batch.

Sample results have not been corrected for blank values.

Bulk samples are not covered under the AIHA LAP, LLC service accreditation.

Wipe samples must meet ASTM E1792 criteria. Method Reporting Limits may not be valid for non-ASTM E1792 wipe samples.
*Sample preparation and analytical methods are based upon NIOSH 7082 and EPA 7000B.

1 The Method Reporting Limit is the minimum concentration of Lead that the laboratory can confidently detect in the sample.

§ Total Lead Result has been rounded to two significant figures to reflect analytical precision.

I A "Version" indicated by -"x" after the Lab ID# with a value greater than 1 indicates a sample with amended data. The revision number is
reflected by the value of "x".

Eurofins EPK Built Environment Testing, LLC EMLab ID: 3856494, Page 4 of 6
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Eurofins EPK Built Environment Testing, LL.C
2841 Dow Avenue, Suite 300, Tustin, CA 92780

Client: 3West Environmental. Tnc. (833) 465-5857 www.eurofinsus.com/Built
C/O: Tim Maskew, Certified Asbestos Consultant ~ Date of Sampling: 11-14-2024
Re: 34247-Lead; 11973 San Vicente Blvd Los Date of Receipt: 11-19-2024
Angeles, CA Date of Report: 11-26-2024
LEAD: FLAME ATOMIC ABSORPTION SPECTROMETRY
Location: PB-13: PB-14: PB-15:
Room 100-Wall Women's Restroom-Entry |  Women's Restroom-
Wall Ceiling
Comments (see below) A A A
Lab ID-Version}: 19077784-1 19077785-1 19077786-1
Analysis Date: 11/26/2024 11/26/2024 11/26/2024
Sample type Paint Chip sample Paint Chip sample Paint Chip sample
Method* NIOSH 7082 & EPA 7000B NIOSH 7082 & EPA 7000B NIOSH 7082 & EPA 7000B
modified modified modified
+ Method Reporting Limit 0.0040% 0.0041% 0.0039%
Sample size 0.2471 grams 0.2459 grams 0.2559 grams
§Total Lead Result 0.042% 0.22% 0.027%

Comments: A) The relative percent difference of the matrix duplicate pair was above control limits. The laboratory control
sample and matrix blank were both within control limits and validated the batch.

Sample results have not been corrected for blank values.

Bulk samples are not covered under the AIHA LAP, LLC service accreditation.

Wipe samples must meet ASTM E1792 criteria. Method Reporting Limits may not be valid for non-ASTM E1792 wipe samples.
*Sample preparation and analytical methods are based upon NIOSH 7082 and EPA 7000B.

1 The Method Reporting Limit is the minimum concentration of Lead that the laboratory can confidently detect in the sample.

§ Total Lead Result has been rounded to two significant figures to reflect analytical precision.

I A "Version" indicated by -"x" after the Lab ID# with a value greater than 1 indicates a sample with amended data. The revision number is
reflected by the value of "x".

Eurofins EPK Built Environment Testing, LLC EMLab ID: 3856494, Page 5 of 6
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EXHIBIT C





tel:949-482-1357
mailto:info@3westenviro.com
https://www.3westenviro.com/









mailto:info@greyscopelabs.com






http://www.aqmd.gov
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/compliance/Asbestos-Demolition-/procedure5_guidelineDC2E0081F4B7.doc



https://cfpub.epa.gov/adi/index.cfm?fuseaction=home.dsp_show_file_contents&CFID=15179592&CFTOKEN=4943c569704d6ee6-58052E47-EE8A-A1AE-255A43F280FAD1DA&id=C112
https://www.nist.gov/system/files/documents/nvlap/EPA-600-R-93-116.pdf
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=ae296b895acba84a35ca02c3fdb6e6e6&mc=true&n=sp40.34.763.e&r=SUBPART&ty=HTML%2523se40.34.763_187
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=23b77ff670fc5dd0f736f34a6e6db8ab&mc=true&node=se40.34.763_186&rgn=div8


























































ProjectID
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766
66766

HA #

130
130
130
130
130
130
130
130
130
130
130
130
130
130
131
131
131
131
131
131
132
132
132

Sample ID
130-5R-1
130-5R-1
130-5R-2
130-5R-2
130-5R-2
130-5R-2
130-5R-2
130-5R-2
130-5R-2
130-5R-3
130-5R-3
130-5R-3
130-5R-3
130-5R-3
131-5P-1
131-5P-1
131-5P-2
131-5P-2
131-5P-3
131-5P-3
132-5M-1
132-5M-2
132-5M-3

Sample Description

Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Rolled roofing
Mastic

Mastic

Mastic

No

B R R NR NRNR OO WNRE NP ONR NS

110f11

Attachment B
(All layers)

Sample Layer Description

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof

Rolled Roof
Parapet

Parapet

Parapet

Parapet

Parapet

Parapet
Penetration Mastic
Penetration Mastic
Penetration Mastic

Asbestos Percentage

None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected

Color
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black





mailto:info@greyscopelabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@greyscopelabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@greyscopelabs.com



mailto:info@GreyScopeLabs.com



mailto:info@3westenviro.com




























