
          
               
 
 
 
January 20, 2015 
 
Mayor Garcetti 
Council Member Tom LeBonge 
Jonathan Brand 
City of Los Angeles Environmental Planning 
 
Subject:   Comments regarding the Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project DEIR 
 
At the request of “Save Sunset Blvd”, Coats Consulting has been requested to review the Draft EIR for 
the Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, to ensure that it is adequate and complete, in order for the City of 
Los Angeles to be able to certify the environmental document in question.  As you are aware the 
purpose of a CEQA document is first and foremost to "INFORM".  CEQA documents are intended to be 
informational, unbiased and represent a complete and thorough evaluation of all relevant information 
needed for the Lead Agency to make an informed decision. 
Unfortunately the Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately 
evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.  In its current 
format, the document is prepared, as an “Advocacy” document, intended to provide an environmental 
document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its 
impacts on the Hollywood community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this 
proposed development. 
 
Our evaluation focused on the General Plan / Community plan consistency, the potential visual 
impacts, the cumulative evaluations and the Community Open Space/common areas adequate to 
provide public outdoor recreational opportunities for existing and future residents and visitors. 
 
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN: 
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the 
residents to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent 
basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.  In the case of the, Sunset 
Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals and Objectives 
established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the 
proponent and EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an 
environmentally superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and 
appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the driving force employed by this approach 
to the evaluation. 
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some twenty-seven (27) years ago.  
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Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General 
Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document, at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the 
last attempt at updating this Plan was over-turned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the 
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the Hollywood community without the proper tools to 
evaluate the “real” impacts of this Project on the community at large.  In the least, this Project is 
premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community Plan is adopted.  
Reinstituting the 1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the 
current conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for 
development.  This has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the 
Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration 
findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis. 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This 
approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles, in that there are 
numerous parcels located along Sunset and within the immediate area of this proposed project, that 
have similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties could make the 
same request for ‘incentives’ and ‘considerations’.  The development of multiple, ‘massive’ towering 
developments along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods, would 
forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying 
subsequent requests, based on any of the ‘planning’ practices that are being ignored in this case, 
would indicate preferential treatment of the applicant’s project and selective enforcement of the City’s 
General Plan and Zoning.  I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Councilmembers to consider this 
Project premature until a Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, 
and finally approved.  At that point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that 
will truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the 
future. 
 
VIEWSHED: 
 
Other commenters have prepared an in depth and graphically representative analysis based on the 
DEIR, so I will not repeat their comments here.  As stated in the previous section; the development of  
‘massive’, ‘towering’ structures which are completely out of character with the surrounding 
area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of ‘project benefit’ and the accompanying 
‘incentive’ program variances to the City’s planning practices, goals and policies.  There are alternatives 
to the proposed development, which could render the project’s benefits still viable without destroying 
the character of the Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning 
restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping with the 6 – 10 story buildings 
already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the 
community which will have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and scale of 
Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s 
understanding and memories of the Hollywood community.   
 
I would request that the EIR consultants thoroughly evaluate the previously stated alternatives and 
include these alternatives in a revised draft document, 
 

• 45 foot height restriction w/increased density for affordable housing 
• Development of a project that respects and utilizes the 6-10 story buildings in the area, as a 

model for development 
 
 



OPEN SPACE / RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES: 
 
The intention behind the requirement to provide open space and recreational opportunities is to 
provide open space and usable ‘green space’ for use by the residents within an urban community.  The 
provision of ‘commercial’ gathering places to support retail and food service establishments does not 
meet the intent.  In evaluating the elements of a healthy and nurturing environment, it has been found 
that open space green areas are optimal in providing areas available to all segments of the community.  
The ability to get outside, to run, throw a ball or a Frisbee, play with your dog, watch your children 
play, or even just to sit in an open, natural and therefore nurturing environment is essential and 
beneficial to the health and well being of all of us.  The value of all types of exercise is well 
documented.  With the stress, particular to a dense urban environment, this aspect of one’s life is 
essential to maintain.  In our review of the proposed project plans, it appears as if the project 
proponents are utilizing the “public” plaza, the residential developments’ swimming pool, fitness 
center and recreation room as sufficient to meet the intent of providing recreational opportunities.  
Given this assertion by the Project proponents, I have the following questions: 
 

• Will the tenants and their families, in the affordable units have full access to the swimming 
pool, the fitness center and the recreation room, whenever the facilities are open ? 

• Will all members of the public ‘at large’ be able to both utilize and spend time on the Plaza 
without purchasing something from one of the developments’ food or retail establishments 
? 

• Did the project proponents consider providing green open space as a part of the project ?   
• If not, why was it rejected ? 

 
The Plaza, as proposed, is a marketing tool for the economic benefit of the retail/food establishments 
within the development, and does not provide a community open space/recreational environment.  
Given that, I would ask the City and the decision makers to consider an incentive program which 
requires the Project to provide green open space as a condition of approval.  Purchase of land and/or 
economic contributions to the City’s park program would go further towards meeting the intent of the 
City’s policy. 
 
 
LAND USE, ET AL. 
 
The City’s land use goals and policies are designed to provide a comprehensive long-range plan for the 
development of lands within a specific geographic area and social environment.  The physical elements 
and the social elements of the community must be evaluated against the principles that guide the 
current and long-term needs and desires of that community.  These goals and policies are safeguards 
against the adverse impacts of poorly planned or special interest development.  They provide 
assurance to the inhabitants of a community, that the character of their living environment will be 
properly vetted in the public forum.  All interested parties are to be assured that they will have 
accurate and complete information for their own evaluation and for the evaluation of the decision 
makers who will ultimately direct the character of their community. 
 
It appears after careful review the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate 
for the purposes of allowing an “informed” decision.  Not all options have been explored and 
presented in a clear and understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City 
does not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess current conditions, 



future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized community of Hollywood.  
Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations 
from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  Utilizing ‘incentive’ programs and ‘over riding 
considerations’ as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative impacts, based on this approach to 
planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could be adverse and 
significant.  Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at 
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and 
character within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood 
area and its’ surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.   
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development 
against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for 
potential disposal of other historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a 
backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures.  The document inadequately considers and presents this 
impact to the community and the decision makers. 
 
In the midst of the “glowing” accounts of the increased housing and transportation benefits as a 
justification for the planning process being utilized, the document fails to address the cumulative 
impact of the City’s allowance for sales of residentially allocated parking spaces, independent of the 
housing unit to which they are attached.  If the project proponent has the ability to utilize this function, 
a complete and adequate assessment should have been made, outlining the long-term impacts to the 
community.  The Sunset Blvd. area is seriously under-parked.  Creating 249 new residential units of 
varying densities without assurance of their ability to maintain the use of the parking spaces allocated 
for their use will have a serious and adverse effect on the circulation and congestion of the area.  In 
addition, the failure to provide parking will cause potentially significant impacts to adjacent 
neighborhoods, as there will be an influx of cars competing for the already limited parking.  This over 
sight on the part of the preparers further proves the assertion that DEIR document is incomplete and 
inadequate and must be revised and re-circulated.  I have the following questions: 
 

• Will the project applicant make an irreversible statement, that no parking will be sold, either to 
the tenants or to individuals not residing in the unit for which the parking was approved ? 

• Will the City condition the Project, such that no parking can be sold either to the tenants or to 
outside parties ? 

 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City Staff utilized a process of 
incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development.  This process 
does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation 
to address the inadequacies. 
 
Respectfully Submitted; 
 
Michelle D. Coats  
 
Michelle D. Coats 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 


